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Introduction'

The difference between ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’ contents, which is plainly
the same as Stumpf’s distinction between dependent (non-independent) and
independent contents, is most important for all phenomenological investiga-
tions; we must, it seems, therefore, first of all submit it to a thorough analysis.
As said in my previous Investigation, this distinction, which first showed up
in the field of the descriptive psychology of sense-data, could be looked on
as a special case of a universal distinction. It extends beyond the sphere of
conscious contents and plays an extremely important role in the field
of objects as such. The systematic place for its discussion should therefore be
in the pure (a priori) theory of objects as such, in which we deal with ideas
pertinent to the category of object, ideas such as Whole and Part, Subject
and Quality, Individual and Species, Genus and Species, Relation and Col-
lection, Unity, Number, Series, Ordinal Number, Magnitude etc., as well as
the a priori truths which relate to these. Here again we cannot allow our
analytic investigation to wait on the systematic development of our subject-
matter. Difficult notions employed by us in our clarificatory study of
knowledge, and made to work rather in the manner of a lever, cannot be left
unexamined, till they spontaneously emerge in the systematic fabric of the
logical realm. For we are not here engaged on a systematic exposition of
logic, but on an epistemological clarification, as well as on the prolegomena
to any future exposition of logic.

To plumb the difference between dependent and non-independent con-
tents, therefore, points so directly to the fundamental questions of the Pure
Theory of Wholes and Parts (which is a part of formal ontology) that we
cannot avoid going into these questions in some detail.



Chapter |

The difference between
independent and non-independent
objects

§1 Complex and simple, articulated and
unarticulated objects

Since the Investigation which follows mainly concerns relations of Parts, we
start off with a wholly general discussion of such relations.

Objects can be related to one another as Wholes to Parts, they can also
be related to one another as coordinated parts of a whole. These sorts of
relations have an a priori foundation in the Idea of an object. Every object is
either actually or possibly a part, i.e. there are actual or possible wholes that
include it. Not every object, on the other hand, need perhaps have parts,
and we have therefore the ideal division of objects into the simple and the
complex.

The terms ‘complex’ and ‘simple’ are therefore defined by the qualifica-
tion of having parts or not having parts. They may, however, be understood
in a second, possibly more natural sense, in which complexity, as the word’s
etymology suggests, points to a plurality of disjoined parts in the whole, so
that we have to call simple whatever cannot be ‘cut up’ into a plurality of
parts, i.e. that in which not even two disjoined parts can be distinguished.
In the unity of a sensory phenomenon we can perhaps discover a wholly
determinate ‘moment’ of redness as well as the generic ‘moment’ of colour.
Colour and determinate redness are not, however, disjoined ‘moments’. Red-
ness on the other hand, and the extension that it covers, are such disjoined
moments, since they have no community of content. They have, we may
say, a mutual association in the widest sense of the word; we have here a
general relation of parts which is that of disjoined parts in a whole, an
association of such parts. It now seems appropriate to call the associated
parts members of the association: but to give so wide a sense to talk about
members of a whole, means to count colour and shape as the associated
parts of a coloured expanse. That goes against linguistic usage. For in such
wholes the parts have relative dependence as regards one another: we find
them so closely united as to be called ‘interpenetrating’. It is quite different
in the case of wholes which are broken up, or could be broken up, into
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pieces: in their case talk of members or of articulated structure alone comes
natural. The parts are here not merely disjoined from each other. but rela-
tively independent, they have the character of mutually-put-together pieces.

Even at the start of our discussion, we see that the relations of parts fall
under characteristically different forms: these forms, we suspect, depend on
the cardinal difference between independent and non-independent objects,
which is our theme in the present section.

§2 Introduction of the distinction between
independent and non-independent objects (contents)

We interpret the word ‘part’ in the widest sense: we may call anything a
‘part’ that can be distinguished ‘in an object, or, objectively phrased, that
is ‘present’ in it. Everything is a part that is an object’s real possession, not
only in the sense of being a real thing, but also in the sense of being some-
thing really in something, that truly helps to make it up:' an object in itself,
considered in abstraction from all contexts to which it is tied. is likewise a
part. Every non-relative ‘real’ (reale) predicate therefore points to a part of
the object which is the predicate’s subject: ‘red’ and ‘round’. e.g., do so, but
not ‘existent’ or ‘something’. Every ‘real’ (reale) mode of association, e.g.
the moment of spatial configuration, likewise counts as a proper part of the
whole.

The term “part’ is not used so widely in ordinary discourse. If we now try
to pin down the limitations which mark off this ordinary, from our notion
of part, we come up against the fundamental distinction called by us that of
independent and non-independent parts. Where one talks of ‘parts’ without
ncm:mcm:os. one generally has the independent parts (those referred to as
‘pleces’) in mind. Since each part can be made the specific object (or, as we
also have frequently said, ‘content’) of a presentation directed upon it, and
can Eﬂ.mmoqm be called an object or ‘content’, the distinction of parts just
mentioned points to a distinction in objects (or contents) as such. The term
‘object’ is in this context always taken in its widest sense.
~ In ordinary talk of objects or of parts, one of course involuntarily thinks of
wsacvo:ana objects. The term ‘content’ is less restricted in this respect since
a 7%&2 contents’ are also commonly talked of. But talk of ‘contents’ tends to
move In a purely psychological sphere, a limitation with which we may start
Investigating our distinction, but which must be dropped as we proceed.’
s a matter of history the distinction between independent and non-
Sn_mmun:am:” contents arose in the psychological realm, more specifically in
the field of the phenomenology of inner experience. In a polemic against
_..snr.n. Berkeley said:* We have the ability to recall individual things pre-
f__.o:m_w seen, or to put them together or break them down in imagination.
S,a can imagine a man with two heads, the trunk of a man tied to the body
of a horse, or isolated pieces such as a separated head, nose, ear etc. As
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opposed to this, it is impossible to form ‘abstract ideas’, to separate the idea,
e.g., of a movement from that of a moving body. We can only abstract,
in the Lockean separative sense, such parts of a presented whole as are in
fact unified with other parts, but as could also exist without them. Since esse
for Berkeley here always means the same as percipi, this inability to exist
means no more than an inability to be perceived. We must note, further, that
for Berkeley ideas are the things perceived, i.e. contents of consciousness in
the sense of things we really (reell) live through.

We may now make a statement that brings out the essential point of
Berkeley's distinctions, making use of a readily understandable verbal
change.*

Seen in their mutual interrelations, contents presented together on any
occasion fall into two main classes: independent and non-independent con-
tents.” We have independent contents wherever the elements of a presentational
complex (complex of contents) by their very nature permit their separated
presentation; we have dependent contents wherever this is not the case.

§3 The inseparability of non-independent contents

To be more precise in regard to this ability or inability-to-be-separately-
presented, we make use of some of Stumpf’s observations — quite insufficiently
noticed — and assert the following:*®

It is self-evident, in regard to certain contents, that the modification or
elimination of at least one of the contents given with them (but not con-
tained in them), must modify or eliminate those contents themselves. In the
case of other contents, this is not at all self-evident; it is not absurd to
suppose them remaining unaffected despite the modification or elimination
of all coexistent contents. Contents of the former sort can only be conceived
as parts of more comprehensive wholes, whereas the latter appear possible,
even if nothing whatever exists beside them, nothing therefore bound up
with them to form a whole.

In the sense just laid down every phenomenal thing and piece of a thing is
separably presentable. The head of a horse can be presented ‘on its own’ or
‘cut off”, i.e. we can hold it in our fancy, while we allow the other parts of
the horse, and its whole intuited setting, to alter and vanish at will. Strictly
speaking, the phenomenal thing or its piece, i.e. the sensuous phenomenon
as such, the spatial shape filled with sensuous qualities, never stays just the
same in descriptive content: but the content of such a ‘phenomenon’ does
not at least involve anything entailing a self-evident, necessary, functional
dependence of its changes on those of coexistent phenomena. This holds, we
may say, of phenomenal objects as such, as well as of the ‘appearances’, in
the sense of the experiences, in which these things appear, as also in respect
of the sensational complexes which are given an objective ‘interpretation’ in
such experiences. Good examples in this field are the phenomena of tones
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d chords, of smells and other experiences, that we can readily think of
rt from all relation to existent thinghood.

an
apa

§4 Analyses of examples following Stumpf

| et us now consider some instances of inseparable contents, e.g. the rela-
tion of visual quality to extension, or the relation of both to the figure which
pounds them. It is doubtless true in a certain sense that these moments can
be independently varied. Extension can stay the same while colour varies
indefinitely, colour stay the same while extent and figure vary indefinitely.
But. strictly speaking, such independent variability affects only the kinds of
the ‘moments’ in their various genera. While the moment of colour remains
constant in respect of its specific shade, extension and shape may vary inde-
finitely in their sub-species, and vice versa. Specifically the same quality, and
nuance of quality, may be stretched or spread out over every extension,
and, conversely, the same extension may be covered by every quality. Scope,
however, remains for relations of functional dependence among the changes
of such moments, which, be it noted, are not exhausted by the ideal content
of their Species. The moment of colour, as immediate part-content of the
intuited concrete thing, is not the same in the two concrete intuitions, even
when the quality, the lowest differentiation of the genus colour, remains the
same. Stumpf has made the powerful observation:

Quality shares after a fashion in changes of extension. We express this
verbally when we say that colour diminishes, becomes smaller, even to
the vanishing point. Increase and diminution are names for quantitative
changes.

Quality is indeed affected in sympathy with changes in extent,
although its own peculiar manner of change is independent of extent. It
does not thereby become less green or less red: it has itself no degrees,
only kinds, and can in itself neither increase nor diminish, only alter.
But none the less, when we leave quality quite unchanged as regards its
peculiar manner of change, e.g. let it stay green, it still is affected by
quantitative change. And that this is perhaps not an improper or mis-
leading verbal transfer, is shown by the fact that a quality can decrease
10 nothing, that in the end mere change of quantity can bring it to nought.’

We accept Stumpf’s observation, only adding that it is not really the
quality that is affected, but the immediate intuitive ‘moment’ falling under
'. Quality must be looked on as a second-order abstraction, just like the
figure and magnitude of an extension. But just on account of the law here
E,aﬁ discussion, the moment in question can only be named by way
of concepts determined by the genera of Quality and Extension. Quality
I differentiated to the qualitative ‘moment’ now under consideration, by
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something not contained in the Genus Colour, since we rightly treat the
quality, e.g. the determinate shade of red, as the Infima Species within this
genus. Just so, a determinate figure is the last difference of the Genus Figure,
though the corresponding immediate, intuitive ‘moment’ is further differ-
entiated. But the combinations among the various last differences of the
Genera Figure and Colour fully determine the ‘moments’ in question, determine
whatever else may be like or unlike them. The dependence of the immediate
‘moments’ therefore means a certain necessary relationship among them,
which is determined purely by their abstracta at the level just above them.
Stumpf adds the following valuable remarks:

From this (i.e. the above described functional dependence of the ‘mo-
ments’ of Quality and Extension), it follows that both are in their nature
inseparable, that they in some manner compose a total content, of which
they are merely part-contents. Were they merely items in a sum, one
might possibly think that, absolutely treated, disappearance of Exten-
sion might mean the concomitant disappearance of Quality, that they
did not exist apart; but that Quality should gradually diminish and
vanish through the mere diminution and vanishing of Quantity, without
changing in its own fashion as Quality, would be unintelligible . . . they
can in any case not be independent contents. Their nature forbids them
to have an isolated and mutually independent existence in our ideas.®

The same sort of thing could be said of the relation of Intensity to Quality.
The intensity of a tone is not something indifferent or so-to-speak alien to
its quality. We cannot keep the intensity just as it is, while the quality varies
at will, or is allowed to vanish. Eliminate quality and you unavoidably
eliminate intensity, and vice versa. Evidently this is no mere empirical fact,
but an a priori necessity, grounded in pure essence. In the response to change
we have a further analogy to the previously mentioned case: if intensity
steadily approaches the zero-limit, we feel our qualitative impression like-
wise reduced, even though the quality as such remains specifically unaltered.

Further examples fully illustrate the ‘moments’ of unity in the intuitive
contents, ‘moments’ built on the elements that we primarily distinguish, by
which such elements are similarly or dissimilarly associated into sensuous
intuitive wholes. The use of such examples gives us our first narrower concepts
of a whole, of an association etc., and, further, our distinctive concepts of
various kinds and sorts of wholes, whether present to outer or inner sense.

These ‘moments of unity’ are of course the same as the contents called
‘form-qualities’ by von Ehrenfels, ‘figural’ moments by myself, and ‘founded
contents’ by Meinong.” But one needs here a supplementary distinction
between the phenomenological moments of unity, which give unity to the
experiences or parts of experiences (the real phenomenological data), and
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the objective moments of unity, which belong ro the intentional objects and
parts of objects, which in general transcend the experiential sphere. The
expression ‘moment of unity’, incidentally recommended to me by Riehl,
has such obvious advantages in virtue of its immediate intelligibility, that it
might well be universally adopted.

§5 The objective determination of the concept of
inseparability

Stumpf uses considerations of this sort to prove the mutual inseparability of
Extension and Quality, and hence their non-independence: we shall rather
make use of them to define inseparability or non-independence, or contrari-
wise separability or independence. Stumpf himself gives us the means to
do this at the end of the last quoted passage.'” What does it mean to say we
can form an idea of a content ‘by itself” or ‘in isolation’? Does this mean, as
regards the actually experienced contents of the phenomenological sphere,
that such a content can be freed from all blending with coexistent contents,
can therefore ultimately be torn out of the unity of consciousness? Obvi-
ously not. In this sense no contents are isolable, and the same holds of the
phenomenal thing-contents in their relation to the total unity of the phenom-
enon as such. If we form an independent idea of the content head of a horse,
we inescapably present it in a context, the content stands relieved from an
objective background that appears with it, it is inescapably given with many
other contents, and is also in a way united to them. How then can this
content be isolable in idea? The only answer we can give is the following:

Isolability means only that we can keep some content constant in idea
despite boundless variation — variation that is free, though not excluded by a
law rooted in the content’s essence — of the contents associated with it, and,
in general, given with it. This means that it is unaffected by the elimination
of any given arrangement of compresent contents whatsoever.

This self-evidently entails: that the existence of this content, to the extent
that this depends on itself and its essence, is not at all conditioned by the
existence of other contents, that it could exist as it is, through an a priori
necessity of essence, even if nothing were there outside of it, even if all
around were altered at will, i.e. without principle.

_ Or what plainly amounts to the same: In the ‘nature’ of the content itself,
M its ideal essence, no dependence on other contents is rooted: the essence
that makes it what it is, also leaves it unconcerned with all other contents.
[t may as a matter of fact be that, with the existence of this content, other
tontents are given, and in accordance with empirical rules. In its ideally grasp-
able essence, however, the content is independent; this essence by itself, i.e.

considered in a priori fashion, requires no other essence to be interwoven
with it,
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The sense of non-independence (Unselbstindigkeir) lies likewise in the
positive thought of dependence (Abhéingigkeit). The content is by its nature
bound to other contents, it cannot be, if other contents are not there to-
gether with it. We need not emphasize the fact that they form a unity with
it, for can there be essential coexistence without connection or ‘blending’,
however loose? Contents which lack self-sufficiency can accordingly only
exist as partial contents.

We need only say ‘object’ and ‘partial object’, instead of ‘content’ and
‘partial content’ — the term ‘content’ we regard as the narrower term, the
one restricted to the sphere of phenomenology — to achieve an objective
distinction freed from all relation to interpretative acts and to any
phenomenological content that might be interpreted. Ne reference back to
consciousness is therefore needed, no reference to differences in the ‘mode of
presentation’, to determine the difference between ‘abstract’ and ‘concrete’
which is here in question. All determinations which make use of such a
relation, either represent an incorrect, misguided confusion with other no-
tions of ‘abstract’, or are merely subjectively slanted expressions of a purely
objective, ideal state of affairs, a sort of slanting that we also feel natural
and useful in other cases.

§6 Continuation. Tie-up with a criticism of a
much-favoured notional determination

Occasionally one hears the difference between independent and non-
independent contents expressed in the attractive formula: Independent con-
tents (part-contents) could be presented by themselves, non-independent
contents only noticed by themselves, not presented by themselves. To this
formula one may object that ‘by themselves’ functions vary differently in the
two expressions to be distinguished: ‘presented by themselves’ and ‘noticed
by themselves’. A thing is ‘noticed by itself” if it is an object of an act of
notice specially directed upon it (a direct act of attending), a thing is ‘pre-
sented by itself’ if it is an object of a specially directed presentation — this
at least if ‘by itself’ functions analogously in the two cases. On such a
basis, however, we cannot sustain the opposition between what can only be
noticed and what can only be presented by itself. Could emphatic notice
perhaps conflict with presentation in a class of cases, and exclude it? But
non-independent moments such as attributes and terms of relations are as
much the objects of presentations (as stated above) as are independent con-
tents like window, head etc. Otherwise we should not be able to talk of them.
To attend to something by itself, and to represent it by itself (in the sense just
presupposed) are so little mutually exclusive, that we find them together. In
perceptual ‘interpretation’ the thing we attend to by itself is at the same time
eo ipso presented; and the complete content presented by itself, e.g. head, is
also attended to by itself.
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‘By itself” in fact means something quite different in the case of a presenta-
tion from what we thought it did. The equivalent expression ‘present in
isolation” points plainly to this fact. What it plainly means is that it is possible
{o present the object as something existing by itself, as independently there in
the face of all other objects. A thing or piece of a thing can be presented by
irself — this means it would be what it is even if everything outside it were
annihilated. If we form a presentation of it, we are not necessarily referred
to something else, included in which, or attached to which, or associated
with which, it has being, or on whose mercy it depends, as it were, for its
existence. We can imagine it as existing by itself alone, and beyond it noth-
ing else. If it is intuitively presented, a context, a whole including it, may
nonetheless be presented with it, must inevitably be so presented. The visual
content head cannot be presented without a visual background from which
it stands relieved. This impossibility is, however, quite different from the
impossibility used to define non-independent contents. If we let the visual
content head count as independent, we think that, despite its inescapable,
accompanying background, it could be presented as existing by itself, and
could therefore be intuitively envisaged in isolation. We, however, cannot
effect this, whether because of powerful original or acquired associations, or
other purely factual connections. The ‘logical’ possibility remains unshaken,
our visual field, e.g., ‘could’ shrink down to this single content etc.

What we here express by the word “present’, could be better expressed by
the word ‘think’. An attribute, a form of association and the like, cannot be
thought of as self-existent, as isolated from all else, as being all that exists:
this only can happen with ‘thinglike’ contents. Wherever the word ‘think’
occurs in this peculiar sense, we detect one of those subjective slantings of
an objective, nay of an a priori state of affairs, which we referred to above.
Differences such as this, that one object — we again choose the wider term,
which includes the contents of intuitive experience — can be ‘in and for
itself’, while another can only have being in, or attached to some other
object — are no mere contingencies of our subjective thinking. They are real
differences, grounded in the pure essence of things, which, since they obtain,
and since we know of them, prompt us to say that a thought which oversteps
them is impossible, i.e. a judgement deviating from them is wrong. What
cannot be thought, cannot be, what cannot be, cannot be thought — this
€quivalence fixes the differences between the pregnant notion of thinking
and the ordinary subjective sense of presentation and thought.

§7 1..:.."70_, pointing up of our notional determination
by Introducing the concepts of pure law and
Pure genus

Wherever therefore the word ‘can’ occurs in conjunction with the pregnant
use of ‘think’, there is a reference, not to a subjective necessity, i.e. to the
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subjective incapacity-to-represent-things-otherwise, but to the objectively-
ideal necessity of an inability-to-be-otherwise."" This is by its essence such
as to be given in our consciousness of apodictic self-evidence. If we remain
within the expressions of this consciousness, we must assert it to be of the
essence of such an objective necessity that it is correlated with a definite
pure law in each case. It is in the first place obvious in general that objective
necessity is as such tantamount to a being that rests on an objective law. An
individual matter of fact, considered as such, is contingent in its being: that
it is necessary means that it stands in a context of law. What prevents
its being otherwise is the law which says that it is not merely so here and
now, but universally so, and with a lawful universality. Here we must note
that, just as the ‘necessity’ relevant to our discussion of non-independent
‘moments’ stands for an ideal or a priori necessity rooted in the essences

of things, so, correspondingly, our ‘lawfulness’ stands for a lawfulness of

essence, a non-empirical, universal and unconditionally valid lawfulness. No
relation to empirical existence may restrict the extension of our legal con-
cepts, no empirical assertion of existence be inwoven into our consciousness
of law, as occurs in the case of empirically general rules and laws. ‘Natural
laws’, laws in the sense of the empirical sciences, are not laws of essence
(ideal or a priori laws): empirical necessity is no necessity of essence.

The inability-to-exist-by-itself of a non-independent part points therefore
to a law of essence, according to which the existence of a content belonging
to the part’s pure Species (e.g. the Species of Colour, Form etc.) presupposes

the existence of contents of certain pertinent pure Species, i.e. contents to _
which —if such an addition is still needed — the content in question can pertain

as a part or an adjunct, an associate. Put more simply we can say: Non-
independent objects are objects belonging to such pure Species as are governed
by a law of essence to the effect that they only exist (if at all) as parts of more
inclusive wholes of a certain appropriate Species. This is what we mean by
the terser expression that they are parts which only exist as parts, that
cannot be thought of as existing by themselves. The colour of this paper is a
non-independent ‘moment’ of the paper. It is not merely an actual part, but
its essence, its pure Species, predestines it to partial being: a colour in gen-
eral and purely as such can exist only as a ‘moment’ in a coloured thing. In
the case of independent objects such a law is lacking: they may, but need
not, enter into more comprehensive wholes.

In clarifying what must be meant by the phrase ‘presented by itself” in the
formulation just criticized, we have therefore brought the essence of the
difference to be pinned down into the sharpest focus. It has shown itself to
be an objective difference, one rooted in the pure essence of the objects (or
the partial contents) in question. We may now ask how it stands with the
rest of the formula; how far does the statement that non-independent objects
or ‘moments’ could ‘only’ be noticed by themselves, or singled out from
their associates for exclusive attention, not presented by themselves, help us
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to pin down such objects? We can only answer: Not at all. For if the word
‘only’ is tied exclusively to the phrase ‘presented by itself’, such an exclusive
opposition achieves everything for it that can be achieved. Strictly speaking
our approach is positive in the case of what is non-independent, negative
in the case of what is independent: when we say that the former cannot be
Emmnzﬁa by itself, we merely return in double negation to our real starting-
point. However this may be, we need not fall back on the high-lighting role
of attention, and it is not clear how it can help us. A head can certainly be
_uamn:ﬁna apart from the person that has it. A colour, form etc., is not
presentable in this fashion, it needs a substrate, in which it can be exclus-
ively noticed, but from which it cannot be taken out. But the head also,
considered, e.g. visually, can only be noticed by itself, since it is unavoidably
given as an element in a total visual field. If we do not treat it as such an
element, if we abstract from the background as something really foreign and
indifferent, this does not depend on the peculiarity of our content, but on
the circumstances of our thing-directed thought.

§7a Independent and non-independent Ideas

Our distinctions have first of all related to the being of particular individuals
thought of in ‘ideal universality’, i.e. of such individuals treated purely as
instances of Ideas. But they obviously carry over to Ideas themselves, which
can, in a corresponding, if somewhat modified sense, be spoken of as ‘inde-
pendent’ and ‘non-independent’. A lowest difference of some highest pure
Genus may be called relatively independent in relation to the hierarchy of
pure Species which lead up to the highest Genus, just as every lower Species
counts as relatively independent as against higher Species. Genera, the exist-
ence of whose corresponding individualizations represents an a priori im-
possibility, unless they simultaneously belong to the individual, but purely
conceived extensions of other Genera, are non-independent in regard to
these latter, and so mutatis mutandis in the case of other fields of instances.

§8 Demarcation of the distinction of independent and
Non-independent contents and the distinction between
Intuitively emphatic and intuitively blended contents

We must be prepared for a further objection. Some may perhaps point to
the manner in which an independent content puts itself forward as a unity
valid in its own right, and cut off from all around, while a non-independent
content is contrariwise characterized as something only grounded on other,
Independent contents, and insist that we here have a phenomenological con-
trast that our discussion has not taken full account of.

We might deal, in the first place, with the following descriptive situation.
The non-independent moments of an intuition, are not mere parts, but in a
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certain (notionally immediate) manner they must also be regarded as parts:
they cannot be separately noticed unless all the concrete contents, in which
they are contained, have been stressed as wholes: this does not mean that they
become objects in the pregnant sense of the word. A figure or colour cannot be
separately noticed unless the whole object, which has the figure or the colour,
stands out in relief. A ‘striking’ colour or form may seem at times to impress
us in isolation, but if we bring such an event back to mind we see that the
whole object is here phenomenally emphatic, though it is so in respect of the
peculiarity that strikes us, and which alone is objective in the strict sense of
the word. The same relation obtains between an emphasized sensuous ‘mo-
ment’ of unity — the ‘moment’, e.g., of spatial configuration, which, together
with other ‘moments’ of unity, underlies the internal closure of a sensory
manifold, which makes it impressively one — and the apprehension of the
sensuously-unified whole itself."” In this manner the setting in relief of one con-
tent is at times the basis for noticing another that intimately belongs to it."*

If we explore the deeper grounds of the matter, we note that a second
distinction is mixed up with and crosses the previously discussed difference
of independent and non-independent contents in the phenomenological field
(or the field of intuitive data as such). This is the distinction between intuit-
ively ‘separated’ contents, contents relieved from or cut apart from associated
contents, on the one hand, and contents which blend with their associates, or
which flow undividedly over into them, on the other. Our terms are of course
ambiguous, but to put them together makes plain that we really do have a
new distinction before us.

A content, accordingly, is intuitively separated in relation to other con-
tents if it does not flow over into them without a point of difference: it can
thus make itself count on its own, and stand forth independently. The intuit-
ively unseparated content forms a whole with other coexistent contents, but
is not cut off in this manner within the whole; it is not merely bound up with
its associates, but blends with them. Independent contents in our previous
sense, which are what they are no matter what goes on around them, need
not have the quite different independence of separateness. The parts of an
intuitive surface of a uniform or continuously shaded white are indepen-
dent, but not separated.

If we ask what is involved in intuitive separation, the image of a mutual
overflow points to cases where contents are continuously graded. This holds
mainly in the case of sensuous concreta (i.e. of independent contents in the
sphere of outer sense). Here separation often rests on discontinuity. One may
affirm that:

Two contemporaneous sensuous concreta necessarily form an ‘undifferentiated
whole' if all the immediately constitutive ‘moments’ of the one pass unbrokenly
over into corresponding constitutive ‘moments’ of the other. The case of exact
likeness of any such corresponding moments shall here count as a legitimate
limiting case of continuity, i.e. as a continuous ‘passing over into self’.
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we can apply this in readily understandable fashion to a multiplicity of
concreta. Here each single concretum lacks separation, if the aggregated
concreta form a series, at each step of which the items are nozzsuo.:&w
conjoined, 1.e. if what we have described holds of each neighbouring pair of
items. An individual item already lacks separation from all other items if there
is a single item from which it does not stand forth in relief.

§9 Continuation. Reference to the wider sphere of
the phenomena of fusion

These propositions are in a certain sense idealized expressions of facts. Conti-
nuity and discontinuity must of course not be taken in a mathematically exact
sense. Points of discontinuity are not mathematical limits, and distances
must not be ‘too small’.

One might draw a somewhat finer distinction between sharper and more
confused separation or limitation, in the empirically vague sense in which,
in ordinary life, one speaks of sharp points and corners as opposed to blunt
or even rounded ones. Plainly the essential forms of all intuitive data are not
in principle to be brought under ‘exact’ or ‘ideal’ notions, such as we have in
mathematics. The spatial shape of the perceived tree as such, taken precisely
as a ‘moment’ found in the relevant percept’s intentional object, is no geo-
metric shape, no ideal or exact shape in the sense of exact geometry. Just so
a seen colour as such is no ideal colour, whose Species occupies an ideal
point in the colour-pyramid. The essences which direct ideation elicits from
intuitive data are ‘inexact essences’, they may not be confused with the
‘exact’ essences which are Ideas in the Kantian sense, and which (like an
‘ideal point’, an ideal surface or solid, or ideal Species of colour in the ideal
colour-pyramid) arise through a peculiar ‘idealization’. The descriptive con-
cepts of all pure description, i.e. of description adapted to intuition immedi-
ately and with truth and so of all phenomenological description, differ in
principle from those which dominate objective science. To clear up these
matters is a phenomenological task never yet seriously undertaken and not
carried out in relation to our present distinction.

It is also clear that this separation through discontinuity (or this fusion
through continuity) only covers a very restricted field.

I recall Stumpf’s instructive investigations into the remarkable facts of
fusion," in whose sphere we are here plainly moving. The cases stressed by
Us would play a peculiar role in the field of the phenomena of fusion. Con-
Sidering these cases more closely, we are led back from the concreta, the
Independent total sensa, to their immediate, non-independent ‘moments’, or
10 the Species under which these immediately fall. Discontinuity relates as
Such to the lowest specific differences within one and the same immediately
Superordinate pure Genus: to qualities of colour, e.g., as compared with
Qualities of colour. But we do not define discontinuity as the mere distance
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of coexistent contents in respect of such lowest differences. Simultaneous
tones have distance, but they lack discontinuity in the pregnant sense of the
word. This only relates to specifically differing moments in so far as they are
‘spread out’ with common boundaries over a continuously varying spatial

or temporal ‘moment’. It is ‘at’ a spatial or temporal boundary that one

visual quality, e.g., leaps over into another. In our continuous progress from
spatial part to part there is at the same time no continuous progress in the
covering quality: in one place at least the neighbouring qualities are finitely
(and not too minutely) distant. The same holds of a discontinuity in phenom-
enal order. Here not merely qualities, e.g., colours, achieve separation,
but whole concreta set bounds to one another, the visual field is split up
into parts. The colour-distance in such a context of ‘covering’ — without
which there can be no talk of discontinuity — also wins separation for the
‘moments’ bound up with it, the covered spatial parts of our example. These
could otherwise not be free from the fusion. Spatiality necessarily varies con-
tinuously. A piece of such variation can only become separately noticeable
and primarily emphatic in consciousness,'* when a discontinuity is provided
by the covering ‘moment’, and the whole concretum which corresponds to it
has thus been separated.

The first meaning we give to ‘spatiality’, is here the sensational ‘moment’
which, when objectively referred, first yields phenomenal spatiality properly
so called. But we can also mean by it the spatiality which a given intuition
helps us to apprehend in the phenomenal thing as such, spatiality therefore
as the intentional moment in which the objective, and objectively measur-
able, spatial shape of the physical ‘thing itself” is intuitively revealed to us,
and is differently revealed in different intuitions.

The concrete thing of sensuous intuition therefore owes its isolation to the
qualitative gap between neighbouring ‘moments’, but the relief achieved by
the whole concretum has priority over the relief of the mutually separated
moments of its content. This depends on the peculiarly intimate fusion of
the different ‘moments’ of the concretum, their mutual ‘penetration’, which
reveals itself in a mutual dependence as regard change and destruction. This
fusion is not a fading into one another in the manner of the continuous, nor
does it remove all separateness, but it is nonetheless a sort of peculiarly
intimate mutual interconnection which must at a stroke set the whole com-
plex of interpenetrating moments in relief, if only once a single discontinuous
moment has provided the right conditions.

A profounder and more penetrating analysis could here lay bare a wealth
of interesting descriptive differences; for our purposes these fairly rough
treatments are enough. We have gone far enough to see that, in thus distin-
guishing stressed from unstressed contents, as was done above, or to employ
a few readily suggested expressions, in distinguishing between contents that
can, and contents that cannot be presented ‘by themselves’, or that are
independent and non-independent respectively, we are dealing with differences
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¢ *subjective’, intuitive materials, which have their own remarkable peculi-
w :.mnm of essence, but which will not help us to grasp the universal, ontological
H.:.ﬁn:nn between abstract and ncsonmmm contents, or, as we deliberately
called them above, independent and :oa-_sanvosn_u:ﬂ contents. Our former
Jistinction between contents separately singled out and confused background
contents. pivots on the facts o& analysis and fusion; the contents thus
separated off, might as well be independent as :o_m-_:anﬁa:amnr The two
distinctions should not therefore be confused, as is done, e.g., when E.a
non-independence of the separate parts of a uniformly coloured surface is
put on & level with the descriptively quite different non-independence of an
abstract “‘moment’. It is also done when attempts are made to base the
essence of the ontological difference between concrete and abstract on
phenomenological facts which concern the sphere of acts, the fact, e.g., that
the act which presents a concrete object is immediate, and is independent
in not needing to be based on other presentations, whereas the act which
apprehends an abstract content is mediate and non-independent, in that it
must be based on the presentation of a suitable concretum. Our analyses
show, however, that anything that holds water in this descriptive situation
is mixed up with other quite alien matters, and is in any case unfitted to
illuminate our ontological distinction.

§10 The multiplicity of laws governing the various
sorts of non-independent contents

Our discussions so far have shown that there is always an a priori law
governing what is non-independent, having its conceptual roots in what is
universal in the whole and part in question. But this law can be interpreted
and expressed with more or less definiteness. To pin down the concept of
non-independence, it is enough to say that a non-independent object can
only be what it is (i.e. what it is in virtue of its essential properties) in a more
comprehensive whole. At times, however, a non-independent object can
vary in Species: this entails varying the kind of supplementation it requires
for existence. If we say, for example, that the ‘moment’ of sensory quality,
€.g. of sensory colour, is non-independent, and requires a whole in which it
may be embodied, we have only laid down one side of our governing law,
the side of a part which belongs to the Genus Sensory Quality. We have not,
however, laid down the character of the whole, the manner in which such a
‘quality” is its part, nor the sort of supplement it needs to achieve existence. It
's different when we say that a sensory quality can only exist in a sense-field,
and a sensory colour in a visual sense-field, or that it can only exist as quali-
fying an extension. Here the law lays down the other sides as well; the notion
of'a visual sense-field is given; and it means a particular, definite sort of whole
4mong various possible sorts of whole. Just so, the notion of ‘qualifying an
Xlension’ points to quite specific possibilities of law-governed inherence
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that a non-independent ‘moment’ may have to a whole. The specific charag-
ter of this inherence is fixed in general fashion both by the essence of Sensory
Quality and the essence of Extension, but each is contained in its own man«
ner in the essential unity of visual sensation, or of the visual field in which:
all such unities find their place. This manner cannot be further described,
If we ask what differentiates the generic feature of being a sensory ‘moment’,
so as to yield the specific feature of being a sensory quality, we can give
no answer that helps us; we can point to no additional feature in which the
concept of quality is not included. Just so, if we are asked what must be
added to Colour to produce its Species Redness we can only answer ‘Redness’
The notion of what is non-independent, with its indirectly, generally chz
acterized definitory lawfulness, points to many factually determined, va
able laws of essence. It is not a peculiarity of certain sorts of parts that the
should only be parts in general, while it remains quite indifferent what the
are conglomerated with, and into what sorts of connection they are fitted
There are fixed, necessary connections, pure laws definite in content, whic}
vary with the pure Species of non-independent contents, and accordir
prescribe one sort of completion to one of them, another sort of completi o1
to another. The Species associated in these laws, which mark off the spheres
of contingent individuality presupposed by these laws — are occasionally
but not always, lowest specific differences. A law, for instance, may p
scribe to contents of the Species Colour a connection with contents of
Species Extension, but it does not prescribe a definite extension to a de
colour, or vice versa. The values of the lowest differences are accordingly
functionally interrelated. The law only refers to lowest Species, i.e. Sp
having the multiplicity of ultimate specific differences immediately ben
them. On the other hand, if we consider the dependence of qualitative remote
ness on the qualities on which it rests, we find it unambiguously determine
by the lowest specific differences of these qualities, and so again determi
as a lowest difference.
The concept of non-independence accordingly amounts to that of id al
lawfulness in unified combinations. If a part stands in an ideally law-bound
and not merely factual combination, it must lack independence; since such @
law-bound combination merely means that a part whose pure essence i
of one sort, can exist lawfully only in association with certain other parts of
these or those suitable sorts. And even where a law tells us of the impossi*
bility, rather than the necessity of an association, where it says, e.g., that the:
existence of a part 4 excludes the existence of a part B as incompatible wi
A. our case still reduces to one of non-independence. For an A can only
exclude a B, if both exclusively require the same thing. A colour excludes
another colour, but only if both aim to cover an identical piece of surfaces -
and both cannot do so completely. To each essential, law-bound exclusiof
of a determinate characterization, there corresponds a positive law-bound
requirement of a corresponding characterization and vice versa.
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§l! The difference between these ‘material’ laws and
iformal’ or ‘analytic’ laws

The necessities Or laws which serve to define given types of non-independent
contents rest, as we often have emphasized, on the specific essence of the
contents, On their peculiar nature. More precisely, they rest on the pure
Genera, Species, differentiae under which, as contingent singulars, non-
independent contents as well as their supplementing contents, fall. If we
conceive of the totality of such ideal objects, we have with them the totality
of pure essences, the essences of all ideally possible individual objects (exist-
ences). To these essences correspond the concepts or propositions which
have content, which we sharply distinguish from purely formal concepts and
propositions, which lack all ‘matter’ or ‘content’. To the latter belong the
categories of formal logic and the formal ontological categories mentioned
in the last chapter of the Prolegomena, which are essentially related to these,
as well as to all syntactical formations they engender. Concepts like Some-
thing, One, Object, Quality, Relation, Association, Plurality, Number, Order,
Ordinal Number, Whole, Part, Magnitude etc., have a basically different
character from concepts like House, Tree, Colour, Tone, Space, Sensation,
Feeling etc., which for their part express genuine content. Whereas the former
group themselves round the empty notion of Something or Object as such,
and are associated with this through formal ontological axioms, the latter
are disposed about various highest material Genera or Categories, in which
material ontologies have their root. This cardinal division between the
‘formal’ and the ‘material’ spheres of Essence gives us the true distinction
between the analytically a priori and the synthetically a priori disciplines
(or laws and necessities). The next section will make systematic pronounce-
ments on these matters.

It is now immediately plain, that all the laws or necessities governing
a_:m_..na sorts of non-independent items fall into the spheres of the synthetic
4 priori: one grasps completely what divides them from merely formal,
contentless items. Laws of the type of the law of causation, which lay down
the non-independence of changes in what is thinglike and real, or the laws —
generally imperfectly formulated — which assert the non-independence of
Hwﬂaacm::nm, intensities, mﬁmnmwo:m. _uo_._smm_..wmm. relational forms etc. —
sifiolo MM“ be put on a level with a n..:d._w ,msm_wﬂmn, mmnn_.m_mmmzo: msow as ‘A
et zao_ﬁA w:x_mh sw_%o_.:», ._uﬂ:m or with m:m_.m:o necessities m:.,..,s as ,;Q_n
We may o g Bmﬂwﬁ at Q..v without subjects .Amo_ém:a, children) etc.’.
b m:vmw in general: oo:m_mzém mutually entail one another, they can-
iy ap : m:_mE of, or cannot be, E:ro.ﬁ each other. If we set beside these
s._::amﬂs.w:m _u_.ﬁvoa:o:m cﬁ:ﬁ opposite sort, e.g., ”> nn_oE. cannot exist
that it & voz,_m,ﬂ:_:m oo_o_.:..nn_ or ‘A oo_o,.:, cannot mu:ﬂ S:.r.oE some space
nxwamfﬁmﬁqm etc. — the .&Q.Q.a:nn leaps .::o view. Om_ocn is not m.nn_mcﬁ.

ssion, whose meaning includes the idea of a relation to something else.
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Though colour is ‘unthinkable” without something coloured, the existence
of the latter, and more definitely that of a space, is not ‘analytically’ founded
on the notion of colour.

The following discussion clears up the essence of the difference.

A part as such cannot exist at all without a whole whose part it is. On
other hand we say, with an eye to independent parts: A part often can e

What we mean is that, if the part is treated in respect of its internal content,
its own essence, then a thing having this same content can exist without a
whole in which it exists; it can exist by itself, not associated with anything
else, and will not then be a part. Change in, or complete elimination
associations, does not here affect the part’s own, peculiarly qualified
tent, and does not eliminate its existence: only its relations fall away,
fact that it is a part. The contrary holds of other sorts of parts: without
association, as non-parts, they are unthinkable, in virtue of their very
tent. These impossibilities or possibilities are rooted in the essential specifis
of the contents. The case is quite different in regard to the analytic triviality
that a part as such cannot exist without a whole whose part it is. It would by
a ‘contradiction’, i.e. a ‘formal’, ‘analytical’ absurdity, to call X a part wh
there was no whole belonging to X. Here the inner content of the part 18
irrelevant, the underlying ‘formal’ lawfulness of our case has nothing in co
mon with the material lawfulness of our above cases, and can accordi
not disturb them.

That correlatives as such mutually condition one another certainly poin
to certain mutually requiring ‘moments’, it points to the mutually ‘bel
ing’ relationships and relative properties which we find in the case of €
relation. But it does so only with formal indefiniteness. The legality which
here obtains is one and the same for all relations as such: it is in fact &
merely formal legality, rooted in mere analytic essences, here in fact in
essence of relation as a formal category. It takes over none of the mate
specificity of relations and of their members, and discourses merely of ‘¢
tain’ relations and members. It will perhaps say in the simple case of d
relations: If a certain A stands in a certain relation to a certain B, this se
B stands in a certain corresponding (converse) relation to that 4; 4 and B
are here quite freely variable.

§12 Basic determinations in regard to analytic and
synthetic propositions

We may give the following general definitions:

Analytic Laws are unconditionally universal propositions, which 2
accordingly free from all explicit or implicit assertions of individual exist=
ence; they include none but formal concepts, and if we go back to such as:
are primitive, they contain only formal categories. Analytic Laws stand
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%nomma to their specifications, iEnq .E.mm.n «_.q_u.ns we .mss.oa:nn concepts
ith content. Ea. Eommra perhaps positing individual existence, e.g. this, S.m
Kaiser- The specification of laws always yields necessary connections: speci-
fications of analytic _mim therefore yield analytically necessary connections.
what are called ,mschn. _u_,onomm.sosm.. are in general analytically necessary
connections. When they imply existential mmmaamum (e.g. If this house is red,
then redness pertains to this house) such analytic necessity relates to that
content of the proposition in virtue of which it empirically specifies the
analytic law, not to its empirical assertion of existence.

We may define analytically necessary propositions as propositions whose
truth is completely independent of the peculiar content of their objects
(whether thought of with definite or indefinite universality) and of any poss-
ible existential assertions. They are propositions which permit of a complete
‘formalization” and can be regarded as special cases or empirical applications
of the formal, analytic laws whose validity appears in such formalization. In
an analytic proposition it must be possible, without altering the proposi-
tion’s logical form, to replace all material which has content, with an empty
formal Something, and to eliminate every assertion of existence by giving all
one’s judgements the form of universal, unconditional laws.

It is, e.g., an analytic proposition that the existence of this house includes
that of its roof, its walls and its other parts. For the analytic formula holds
that the existence of a whole W (4, B, C...) generally includes that of its
parts A, B, C. .. This law contains no meaning which gives expression to a
material Genus or Species. The assertion of individual existence, implied by
the this of our illustration, is seen to fall away by our passage into the pure
law. This is an analytic law: it is built up exclusively out of formal-logical
categories and categorial forms.

Having formed the concept of an analytic law and of an analytic neces-
Sity, we also have eo ipso formed the concept of a synthetic a priori law, and
of a synthetic a priori necessity. Each pure law, which includes material
concepts, so as not to permit of a formalization of these concepts salva
"éritate — each such law, i.e., that is not analytically necessary — is a synthetic
4 priori law. Specifications of such laws are synthetic necessities: empirical
Specifications of course are so also, e.g. This red is different from this green.
zo,%_wwﬂ we have said should .vm nsocmr.”o make plain the essential &m:mn-
:oz-in&mn: laws grounded in the specific .:m::d of the ooEnna.S i_..._n:
wo_._sa&mvn:anuﬂ factors cm_..w:m. m.a. E.Hm_w:n and formal laws, which, ._ua_nm
knowd & v_.:o_w on formal ‘categories’, are unaffected by all ‘material of

edge’,
in ”m_ﬂ.ﬁ& H.rm points here made may be noB_um.nma with those of Kant, which

Befhits m._n4 .ao not aa.wn_dm to be called .n_mmm_om_.,‘ It seems to us Ema.grnmn
93@ mm_ﬂfﬁo:_w dispose of one of the ::.um.ﬂ _Euozmsﬂ vﬂovﬁﬂm in the
Ptpe oo :Ji_nmma, and :._.mrn a m_,mm decisive step in the division of a

ntologies. Future publications will carry the enquiry further.
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Law, are essentially changed in sense when they are not understood in
sense of purely conceptual matters of essence, but are given an empiricg
interpretation. For the purpose of the investigations which follow, it is nof
however, necessary fully to discuss these empirical concepts and their relg

tion to the pure ones.

§13 Relative independence and non-independence

Independence we have so far conceived absolutely, as a lack of depend;
on all associated contents: non-independence was its contradictory op
ite, a corresponding dependence on at least one such content. It is, howe
important to treat both concepts relatively also, in such a way, that is, t
the absolute distinction then becomes a limiting case of the relative. In
sphere of mere sense-data (not that of the things represented or apparent
such sense-data) the ‘moment’ of visual extent,'® with all its parts, coun
non-independent, but within this extent conceived in abstracto each of i
pieces counts as relatively independent while each of its ‘moments’, e.g. £
‘moment’ of ‘form’ as opposed to that of position and magnitude, coun:
relatively non-independent. Here we therefore have a relative sort of ‘i€
pendence’, which taken absolutely, or in some other relation, could h:
been a case of non-independence, it is an independence, relatively to a wi
whose total range of parts, together with the whole itself, constitw
sphere within which the distinctions previously drawn unrestrictedly
must move.'” We can therefore define as follows:

Non-independence in and relative to the whole W or to the total ran,
of contents determined by W, characterizes each of W’s partial conten
which can only exist as parts, and as parts of a sort of whole represented
this range. Every partial content regarding which this is not true, is call
independent in, and relative to, the whole W. We also speak briefly of nol
independent or dependent parts of the Whole, and in a corresponding sef
of non-independent and independent parts of parts (i.e. of part-wholes) of th
whole.

Our determinations can plainly be further generalized. One can interp®
our definition so that it does not merely relate a partial content to a mo¥
comprehensive whole, but, quite generally, a content to another content, €
if both are separated off. We define accordingly:

A content A is relatively non-independent in regard to a content B mo_” L
regard to the total range of contents determined by B and all its parts),
pure law, rooted in the peculiar character of the kinds of content in qués
tion, ensures that a content of the pure Genus A4 has an a priori incapacit
to exist except in, or as associated with, other contents from the total rang
of the pure Genera of contents determined by B.

=

The difference between independent and non-independent objects 23

Ifsuch a law is absent, we say that A is relatively independent in regard to B.

More simply we can say: A content A4 is non-independent relatively to
a content B, if there is a law rooted in the Generic Essences 4, B, which
lays down 4 priori that a content of the pure Genus 4 can only exist in
or associated with a content of the Genus B. We naturally leave open the
noma_&_:w that the Genera 4 and B should be Genera of combinations, so
that in the elements of such combinations several corresponding Genera
should be woven together. Our definition entails that an A4 as such, taken
in unconditional universality, requires to be accompanied by, and unified
with some B or other: otherwise put, the pure Genus requires, in respect of
the possible existence of individuals falling under it, the Genus B, or to be
joined with connected instances from B’s range. Briefly we may say that the
being of an A is relatively independent or non-independent in regard to
the Genus B.

The necessary coexistence mentioned in our definition is either a coexist-
ence relating to any point in time, or a coexistence for a certain stretch of
time. In the latter case B is a temporal whole, and temporal determinations
then play their part (as temporal relations or stretches) in the range of
contents determined by B. A content K, e.g., which includes the time-
determination ¢,, may thus require the existence of another content with the
time-determination ¢, = f, + A, and accordingly be non-independent. In
the sphere of the phenomenological events of the ‘stream of consciousness’,
a law of essence paradigmatically illustrates the non-independence just
mentioned, the law, namely, that each actual, fulfilled now-consciousness
necessarily and continuously passes over into one that has just existed, so
that our present conscious state makes continuous demands on our conscious
future. The law further requires that our retentive awareness of what has
Just been, which itself has the immanent character of being actually present,
..n_o_.:m:% that the phenomenon we are aware of as having just existed should
In fact just have existed. The time we are talking of in this context is of
course the immanent temporality which belongs to the phenomenological
stream of consciousness itself.

. Ls_ &m sense .o_. our anm._.::o:. to take somewhat &2032@.228@ ex-
:aw ou.%mcz v:.om our Smmm_ field, each oozonﬁn_w.m:na mnmzo:.cn it, is
of s __ﬂz ent within, and relatively to, the concrete totality of a visual intuition
whidiE o”:.c:.ﬁ,, E:m_..nmm each colour of m_._n@ a portion, Em.no_oc?vmzng of the
the H::a c., _w_ :o:..:anvnzansf >=.a,mmm_= E..mna nn_m:ﬁ.w_w to, the whole of
ES:.::MQ_:&.M sensuous total intuition, A:ﬁ visual field with its noEmEm., .:._m
mo_.:,.w . m d with its contents etc., are Samnmznozr.iﬁnﬂmm the qualities,
i z,cs .u...ms.:n”:aa attaching to whole fields, or their individual members,
aos,_nal:ﬂ nﬁn:&a:ﬁ. We observe ..n: the same time that all that nocnpnm_ as
exa _.nvr,:n_nﬂ or Eamvﬁ..ami in relation to the whole of our previous
It is m” M...E_: count as such in relation to our present standard of reference.
act generally true that:
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Whatever is independent or non-independent in relation to a B, also main-
tains this property in relation to every whole B’ in relation to which B js
independent or non-independent — a proposition, whose converse is of cours
invalid. Although therefore, relations (and with them relative conceptions)
vary as boundaries are differently drawn, nonetheless our law entails g
certain relation for the groups of contents in the context referred to. Such
a relation obtains, e.g., when we compare a coexistent group belonging tg
each point of time with successive groups which include such coexis
groups, or perhaps even with the inclusive group of unending, fully occu;
phenomenological time. What counts as an independent element in the latte;
group is what is the more comprehensive element, and so not eve
that counts as independent in the order of coexistence must for that reas
count as independent in the order of succession. The converse holds, howeve
An independent thing in the order of coexistence, e.g. a bounded portion ¢
the visual sense-field in its concrete fulness, is non-independent relativel
to the whole of occupied time, to the extent that its time-determinatio
treated as a mere instant. Following on what we have said, an instan
time is as such non-independent: it can be concretely occupied only as pa
of the concrete occupation of a time-stretch or duration. If we replace
instant by a duration, in which our concrete content is thought of as &
maining quite constant, then such an enduring coexistence could count 2
independent even in this wider sphere.

chapter 2

Thoughts towards a theory of the
pure forms of wholes and parts

§14 The concept of foundation and some relevant
theorems

The law stated and applied in the last paragraph of the previous section
is not an empirical proposition, and yet not an immediate law of essence.
Like many similar laws, it permits of a priori proof. Nothing can show up
the worth of a strict statement more clearly than the possibility of giving
a deductive proof of such propositions as are familiar to us in another
guise. In view of the great scientific interest that the constitution of a deduc-
tive theoretical transformation claims in every field, we wish to linger here
a little.

Definitions. If a law of essence means that an 4 cannot as such exist
except in a more comprehensive unity which connects it with an M, we say
that an A as such requires foundation by an M or also that an A as such needs
to be supplemented by an M. If accordingly A,, M, are determinate instances
of &n pure kinds 4 or M, actualized in a single whole, and standing in the
relations mentioned, we say that A, is founded upon M,, and that it is
exclusively founded on M,, if A,’s need for supplementation is satisfied by
M, alone. This terminology can of course be carried over to the Species, by
ws_w_._ha harmless mnn?oomzo:.. We say .?z:n_., more indefinitely, that the
s MH”M_.‘HS or two pure mvon_nmw mﬂm:g._z.m \.exaa.a:aaa._‘ wm.ﬁn:.aaaﬁmﬁ orina
%0 p m __uﬂ_u of necessary connection. d.:m Ean.on_ _omua.nm._ﬂ open which of the
::SM ssible but not _.:_._Pm:w exclusive relationships is meant. The indef-
Hcm Xpression: A, requires supplementation E.“. is founded upon a certain

'ent, plainly means the same as the expression: ‘A4, is non-independent’.
M h “__HHE:_.E I If an A as such requires to .m.m Jfounded on an M, every whole
& an A, but not an M, as a part, requires a similar foundation.

o his Proposition is axiomatically self-evident. If an 4 cannot be except when

0 : .
aowu,v_oﬂna by M, a whole including an A4 but no M cannot satisfy A’s need
SUpplementation and must itself share it.
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As a corollary we can assert the following, making use of the definition g
our previous section.

Proposition 2 A whole which includes a non-independent ‘moment’, withoy
including, as its part, the supplement which that ‘moment’ demands, is likewis
non-independent, and is so relatively to every superordinate independent whol
in which that non-independent ‘moment’ is contained. :

Proposition 3 If W is an independent part of (and so' also relatively to)
then every independent part w of W also is an independent part of F.

If w needed a supplement M relatively to F, and so had a foundation M
in the range of F, this foundation would necessarily be included in W. Fo;
if this were not so, W would require supplementation in respect of M §
conformity with Prop. 1, and since M, is a part of F, it would, on Prop.:
be non-independent relatively to F, which contradicts the assumption. Bi
in accordance with this assumption, w is an independent part of W, and s
also independent relatively to W: there can therefore be nothing in the

an independent part of C or more briefly: An independent part of an
pendent part is an independent part of a whole.

M, belonging to the range of W. This M, must naturally also appear in thi
range of every whole superordinate to W, i.e. every whole which includes ¥
as a part. C must therefore also be non-independent relatively to each sue
whole. (On the other hand, we add, C may very well be independent
tively to a subordinate whole: we need only so draw its boundaries thal
the required supplement M is excluded therefrom. A ‘piece’ of an extended
phenomenon in abstracto, but taken as a ‘moment’, is independent relatively
to such extension: this, however, itself lacks independence relatively to th
concrete wholes of the occupied extension.) .

Our proposition permits an expression analogous to the previous one, i. 3
if 4 is a non-independent part of B, and B a non-independent part of
then A too is a non-independent part of C.

A non-independent part of a non-independent part is a non-independent
part of a whole.
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propositic™ 5 A relatively non-independent object also is absolutely non-
independent. whereas a relatively independent object may be non-independent
inan absolute sense.

For a proof see the previous section.

Proposition 6 If A and B are independent parts of some whole W, they are also
independent relatively to one another. For if A required supplementation by
B, or any part of B, there would be, in the range of parts determined by W,
certain parts (those of B) in which A would be founded. A would therefore not
be independent relatively to its whole W.

§15 Transition to the treatment of the more
important part-relations

We shall now deal with some of the most remarkable differences among the
a priori relationships holding between Whole and Part, and among the Parts
of one and the same whole. The generality of these relationships leaves
plenty of room for the most manifold differences. Not every part is included
in its whole in the same fashion, and not every part is woven together with
every other, in the unity of a whole, in the same way. In comparing the
relations among the parts of different wholes, or even among the parts of
one and the same whole, we come upon striking differences, on which our
common talk of different sorts of wholes and parts is founded. A hand, e.g.,
forms part of a person in quite a different way from the colour of his hand,
from his body’s total extent, from his mental acts, and from the internal
‘moments’ of such phenomena. The parts of the extension are otherwise
united with each other than they each are united with their colours etc. We

shall see at once that all these differences belong to the sphere of our present
Investigations.

§16 Reciprocal and one-sided, mediate and
'mmediate foundation

Ifwe consider any pair of parts of a whole, the following possibilities obtain:

h. .%”Sm mm a relation of .mo:saaanamm between both parts.
= there 1s no such relation. In case 1 the foundedness can be:
(a) reciprocal

m:_a&”%ﬁ:n-waaa. wnno_..&nm as the law in question mm nonﬁn._.av_m or not. MO_.OE.
. no._ nsu,_o: .J.nnoa_:m‘_w are E:Em_@ ?c:mma in a unified EEA_:DP” since
a c_;.:.c._.: ._m thinkable without a certain extension, m:m‘ no extension without
cz?,,&: colour. The character .om being a .Enmn_dn.i is, on the other hand,

sidedly founded on underlying presentations, since these latter need not
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function as foundations of judgements. Brentano’s distinctions of parts muty
ally isolable, and parts having one-sided isolability, agrees in extension
though not in definition, with the notion before us. Brentano’s additiona]
talk of ‘mutual isolability’ rules out every sort of foundational relation.
There is some interest in asking how matters here stand in regard to
relative independence or non-independence of the parts, relatively, of co
to the whole in which they are considered. If there is a reciprocal relatio
of foundedness among two parts, their relative lack of independence is
questionable, as is the case, e.g., in the unity of Quality and Place. The cag
differs when the relation is one-sided: in that case the foundational (thougt
naturally not the founded) content can be independent. Thus in every exter
sion the shape of a portion is founded on the portion in question: somethin
non-independent relatively to the whole extension is accordingly founded o
something which is independent in relation to this whole. _
The foundation of one part in another can further be: _
(a) an immediate foundation or _
(b) a mediate foundation, according as the two parts are immediately o
mediately associated. This relationship, like the previous one, is naturall
not bound to the individually present ‘moments’, but concerns the esse
being of the foundational relationship. If 4, is immediately founded on B
but mediately on C, (in so far as B, is immediately founded on C,), it h
universally and purely in virtue of essence that an 4 is in general imm
ately founded on a B, and mediately upon a C. This results from the
that if an 4 and a B are associated at all, they are so immediately, and ag
that, if an 4 and a C are associated, they are only mediately associated.
order of mediacy and immediacy is based by law on the pure Genera invol
The generic ‘moment’ of Colour, for instance, and in quite different fas
the ‘moment’ of Brightness, can only be realized in and with a ‘moment’ ¢
lowest difference such as Red, Blue etc., and the latter again only in combina

which are always immediate, condition the mediate associations and found
tions between the ‘moment’ of Colour or Brightness and that of Determi
Extension. Plainly the laws of combination which concern such med
foundations, are analytic, indeed syllogistic consequences of those whi
pertain to the immediate foundations.

§17 Exact determination of the concepts of piece
(portion), moment, physical part, abstractum,
concretum

We may now also reduce a further series of familiar, fundamental concept®
to the above defined concepts, and so give them an exact definition. Someé
of these terms may, we note in advance, be open to objection; the concept®
correlated with them in what follows are nonetheless very valuable.
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we first perform a fundamental division of the concept Part into Pieces,
5r Parts in the narrowest sense, and into Moments or Abstract Parts of the
Hz_ro_m. Each part that is independent relatively to a whole W we call a Piece
( Portion)., each part that is non-independent relatively to W we call a Moment
(an abstract part) of this same whole W. It makes no difference here whether
the whole itself, considered absolutely, or in relation to a higher whole, is
independent or not. Abstract parts can in their turn accordingly have pieces,
and pieces in their turn abstract parts. We speak of the portions of a dura-
tion, although this is something abstract, justas we speak of the portions of
an extension. The forms of these portions are their immanent, abstract parts.

Pieces that have no piece identically in common are called exclusive
(disjoined) pieces. The division of a whole into a plurality of mutually exclus-
ive pieces we call a piecing or fragmentation (Zerstiickung) of the same. Two
such pieces may still have a common identical ‘moment’: their common
boundary, e.g., is an identical ‘moment’ of the adjoining pieces of a divided
continuum. Pieces are said to be isolated when they are disjoined in the strict
sense, when they therefore also have no identical ‘moments’.

Since an abstract part also is abstract in relation to each more compre-
hensive whole and, in general, to any range of objects embracing this whole,’
what is abstract, relatively considered, is eo ipso abstract when considered
absolutely. The latter can be defined as the limiting case of relative treat-
ment, where the relation is determined by the total range of objects in
general. We therefore needed no preliminary definition of the abstract or
non-independent in the absolute sense. An abstractum simpliciter is there-
fore an object, in relation to which there is some whole of which it is a non-
independent part.

When a whole permits the sort of ‘piecing’ in which the pieces essentially
belong to the same lowest Genus as is determined by the undivided whole,
We speak of it as an extended whole, and of its pieces as extended parts. Here
belongs, e.g., the division of an extent into extents, in particular of a spatial
stretch into spatial stretches, of a temporal stretch into temporal stretches etc.

We may here further add the following definition:

) An object in relation to its abstract ‘moments’ is called a ‘relative concretum’,
and E,S_m:o: to its proximate ‘moments’, their ‘proximate concretum’.
mmwa_@aa:ﬁ :.Qd ﬁq.nmcvucm& _u.ngnm: _.n_.:o.pn_. mna. nearer ‘moments’
tha :asw_w«a vamo_mn_x n.:sﬁ aoé: in the following sections.) A no:n_.n:.:ﬂ..
Since H is mcﬂi.ﬁ in no direction can be nm:nn.m: ‘absolute concretum’.
Muses M U.S,_uoa:o: holds that each absolutely independent content pos-
P .2@22 parts, each such content can also be looked on and spoken
& S, a mcjcﬁ concretum. The two notions are thus of equal extent. For
Concre; .ﬁ Hnmvo: one can also speak of a piece as a concrete part, Je&Omn
et up_:r.v.,. _m.m;:n_. to be understood as mwmo_:ﬁ or relative, according as
_noso:u, e :,mw.: only Ew abstract parts, or is itself m_.um:.mnn. ccrawn the word
tum’ is used simply, an absolute concretum is usually intended.
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§18 The difference between the mediate and
immediate parts of a whole

The distinction between pieces and abstract parts is intimately connec
with the distinction between mediate and immediate parts, or, more clear!
the distinction between proximate and remote parts. For talk of immedi
and mediacy can be understood in rwo ways. We shall first discuss the mg
natural sense of such talk.

If P(W) is a part of the whole W, then a part of this part, e.g. P (P(W)),
is again a part of the whole, but a mediate part. P(W) may then be called |
relatively immediate part of the whole. The distinction is a relative one, since
P(W) may itself again be a mediate part, in relation to another part of the
whole in which it is contained as a part. The relative distinction is trans
formed into an absolute one, if we understand by absolutely mediate par
such parts as themselves enter into other parts in the whole, whereas abs
lutely immediate parts will be such as may enter as parts into any part of the
same whole. Every geometrical part of an extension is in this absolute senst
mediate, for there are always other geometric parts that include it. It i
harder to adduce suitable examples of absolutely immediate parts. Perh
the following might do: if we emphasize in a visual intuition the uni
combination formed by all such internal ‘moments’ as remain identi
despite all change of place, we have a part of the whole that can have ni
superordinate part above it. The same would hold of the totality of ths
mere extension in regard to the geometric bodies congruent with them in
except position. If we limit our distinction to parts of one and the same s
then the ‘moment’ of total coloration is an absolutely immediate part, sit
there is no like moment of the whole, of which such coloration could
reckoned a part. As opposed to this, the coloration of a piece of the wh
can be treated as mediate, in so far as it contributes to the total colorati
of the whole. The same holds, in relation to the Species Extension, of the
total extension of an extended thing: this is an absolutely immediate part 0!
that thing, whereas a portion of that extension is an absolutely mediate p
of that thing.

§19 A novel sense of this distinction: nearer and
more remote parts of the whole

Our talk of immediate and mediate parts acquires quite a different content
if we attend to certain remarkable differences that force themselves on
when we compare the relations between wholes and mediate parts.* If
think of an extensive whole as ‘pieced together’, its pieces in their tuff
permit of further ‘piecings’, the pieces of the pieces in their turn etc. Here
the parts of the parts are parts of the whole in exactly the same sense as the
original parts were. We do not merely observe this likeness in respect of
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the sort of partial relation smrmnr no:&:o.: talk of ..:6 same sort .o_. parts’ in
regard to the whole — the n_nnam.om the pieces are in .zﬁ: turn pieces of the
whole® — but we also observe a likeness of mzn.: _.o_m:mu:m between .ﬂrn whole
and its mediate parts, on the one hand, and its relatively immediate parts,
on the other. There are diverse possible divisions in which the same part
comes up. sometimes earlier, sometimes later, so that we have no tempta-
tion to accord any privilege to one part over another as regards the way in
which it is contained in the whole. The descending order of divisions here
corresponds to no fixed, factually determined gradation in the relation of
parts to wholes. This does not mean that talk about mediate and immediate
parts is entirely arbitrary, and without objective foundation. The physical
whole genuinely has the parts first dealt with, and these in their turn no less
genuinely have the parts distinguished in them, which are therefore mediate
parts in relation to the whole, and the same is true of each stage of the serial
division. But in themselves the remotest of these parts are no further from
the whole than the nearest. The parts in any case also owe their serial order
to the serial order of our divisions, and these latter have no objective founda-
tion. In an extended whole there is no division which is intrinsically primary,
and no definitely delimited group of divisions forming the first grade in
division; from a given division there is also no progress determined by the
thing’s nature to a new division or grade in division. We could begin with
each division without violating an intrinsic prerogative. Each mediate part
can, according to one’s chosen mode of division, likewise count as an imme-
diate part, each immediate part as a mediate one.

The case is quite different if we bring in other examples. An intuitively
unified tone-sequence, e.g. a melody, is a whole, in which we find individual
tones as parts. Each of these tones has further parts, a ‘moment’ of quality,
.Q. intensity etc., which as parts of parts are also parts of the melody. But it
1s clear in this case that the mediacy with which the qualitative ‘moment’ of
:ﬁ. individual tone enters the whole, cannot be attributed to our subjective
series of divisions or to any other subjective ground. It is no doubt certain
that if the individual tone’s moment of quality is to be singly noticed, the
tone itself must be ‘stressed’. To single out the mediate part presupposes the
singling out of the immediate one. But this phenomenological relationship
must not be confused with the objective situation we are here concerned
With. It is evident that the quality in itself only forms part of the melody in
S0 far as it forms part of the single tone: it belongs immediately to the latter,
and only mediately to the total tone-pattern. This mediacy is not therefore
bound up with some arbitrary, or some psychologically compulsive prefer-
€nce for a certain order of division which first makes us hit on the tone, and
then on its ‘moment’ of quality: the tone in itself is a prior part in the whole
M_Mca_v._, .ﬁ:a its quality a later, mediate part. The same holds of the po:num
o nsity: it Eo:_m_ here seem even to take us a step further from the melodic

ole, being as it were no immediate ‘moment’ of the tone, but one more
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directly of its quality, and so a secondary part in relation to this melody (no
doubt a somewhat objectionable conception, which requires closer scru- .
tiny). If we are right in holding that there is a part of the quality, e.g. the
pitch C, of the tone in question, which represents its generic ‘moment’, what.
it has in common with all tones, then this ‘moment’ primarily inheres in the
quality, secondarily in the tone, and at least tertiarily in the whole tone-
pattern etc. Just so the moment of colour or shape that inheres in an
extended part of what is visually intuited as such, is primarily attached to
this part, only secondarily to the intuited whole. It is even more mediately
related to the whole voluminousness® of the patterned extension, the mag~
nitude that it primarily possesses. (We can of course not talk of a genuine
quantitative pinning down in the sphere of mere data of intuition as such.) )

After these discussions, the novel and important sense of the distinctio
between mediate and immediate parts should be clear. The difference i
however, not merely relative: in every whole there are parts which belor
directly to the whole, and not first to one of its parts. It is definite for th
single part whether it is mediate or not in our sense, and, if it is mediat
whether it is so primarily, secondarily or more remotely. To make a termino-
logical distinction one could here speak of nearer and remoter parts, or to fi
things more exactly of primary, secondary . .. parts of a whole; the te
mediate and immediate part we retain in the more general sense applicable {
any parts. Secondary parts are primary parts of primary parts, tertiary pa
primary parts of secondary parts etc. The notions comprised in this se
are obviously mutually exclusive.

Primary parts may be, and in general also will be, absolutely mediate. B:
there are also primary parts that are absolutely immediate, i.e. that are not
included as parts in any part of their whole. Each portion of an extension
primarily contained in it, although it can always be regarded as a media
part of the same extension. Objectively there are always parts whose part
is. As against this, the form of an extension is not included as a part in any
of that extension’s parts. .

§20 Nearer and remoter parts relatively to
one another

We spoke above of mediate and immediate, of nearer and remoter parts, i
relation to the whole to which they belong. But even when we are dealing
with parts in relation to one another we usually employ these terms, though

in quite a different sense: we talk of an immediate or mediate connection of
the terms and, in the latter case, draw further distinctions. Some parts, we
say, are closer to one another, other parts further. Here the following rela-
tions are relevant. It often happens that a mode of association peculiarly
unites two parts A4, B into a partial unity which excludes other parts, but in
which, further, B and not A is associated in just this manner with C. In this
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situation A is also associated with n.u in virtue, that is, of a complex form nm
anity constituted UM the two mmwwﬂm:osm AB and BC. The latter associ-
ations we then call immediate, while we say that the association of 4 and C,
achieved in the form ABC, is mediate. If there are further peculiar associ-
ations CD. DE etc., we shall say that A is associated with their final terms
p.E... with progressively increased mediacy, D is a remoter part than C, E
still more remote than D etc. We have obviously only characterized a simple
special case. Each symbol 4, B, C...could have summed up a complex
partial unity, a whole group of unified members; in this case also the
concatenations tying the partial unities together into wholes, would make
the members of the different groups appear in relations of nearer or remoter
connection.

As to whether other associations, and in particular other direct associ-
ations, subsist among the mediately associated members — and associations
perhaps of the same kind as those among the immediately associated
members — we have so far said nothing. We are considering the members
exclusively in respect of the forms of the complex relationships determined
by their elementary associations. Naturally the treatment of these forms will
be of particular significance in that special class of cases, so frequently dealt
with in theory and practice, whose peculiarity can readily be shown up in
the relations of points in a straight line. If we select any series of points from
a straight line, we observe that the immediate associations of the mediately
associated members belong, with the associations of immediately neigh-
bouring points, to one and the same lowest Genus of associations: they are
further only different in respect of their lowest specific difference, whereas
this difference itself is unambiguously determined by the differences of the
varied mediating associations. This holds of time-sequences, of spatial con-
figurations, in short of every case where associations can be characterized by
directed stretches of one and the same Genus. In every case, to put it briefly,
Stretches are addible. But in our quite formal treatment we can pass all such
matters by,

.w_wm essence of the matter can be conceptually laid out in the following
fashion. Two associations form a concatenation, when they have some but
1ot all members in common (i.e. do not coincide as when, e.g., the same
M.mena are united by mmxnmm_ mmmonmm:o_.ﬂmv. Each o@:.nmﬁ:m:o: is on H.Em
msn_cﬂ__sm,m noBu_Q.n association. >mmo.c_m:onm now QE.R_m into those which
X ¢ concatenations and those which do not: associations of the former
“Ho,mmiism:o_._.m of associations of the latter sort. The members of an
2.«.__ :ﬂn:o: ::ﬁ is free from nozoﬁwnm:oq.a are said to be H.Ew%&aaq asso-
e Or proximate. F every concatenation, msn.ﬂ therefore in every whole
s_:mn:_w_m:m co:nmﬁzm.cﬂzw, there must vm _.q:z._oa_ﬁnq associated Emavmnm.
All ot long to associations of parts Egor._:o_:ao no 3...2:9. no:nm.pmsm:o_.._m.
one 5 er members of such a whole are wm._a to be Em&ﬁ&« n.q.qeﬁnamaw with

nother. The member common to a simple concatenation 4BC (simple
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because it contains no concatenation as a part) is, in the sense of our
ings, immediately associated with its neighbours, while these are mediate
associated with one another etc. Talk of nearer and remoter parts alwa
relates to concatenations. The concepts next neighbour (=immediately assg.
ciated member), next-neighbour of a next-neighbour etc., yield, by an easily
determined formal completion, the requisite gradations of ‘distance’, ang
are then no different from ordinal numbers: first, second etc. The completior
naturally tries to make these concepts unambiguous by fixing a ‘direction ¢
progress’, e.g. by bringing in the asymmetry of a class of relations, in con
sequence of which we form conceptual structures like ‘right next-neighbou
of A" (first man right of A), ‘right next-neighbour of right next-neighbou
of A” (‘second man right of A’) etc. The essential purposes of the pre:
investigation do not require us to go more deeply into this not intrinsic
trivial point.

§21 Exact pinning down of the pregnant notions
of whole and part, and of their essential species,
by means of the notion of foundation

Our interest in the foregoing treatments was directed to the most gene
relations of essence between wholes and parts, or between parts among o
another (i.e. of contents that combine into a whole). In our definitions 2
descriptions on these matters the notion of Whole was presupposed. It
however possible to dispense with this notion in all cases: for it can be sub
stituted the simple coexistence of the contents that were denominated p
One could, e.g., define as follows:

A content of the species A is founded upon a content of the species B, if an
A can by its essence (i.e. legally, in virtue of its specific nature) not e
unless a B also exists: this leaves open whether the coexistence of a C, a £
etc. is needed or not.

One can proceed similarly with the other definitions. If all is taken thus
generally, one could then give the following noteworthy definition of
pregnant concept of Whole by way of the notion of Foundation:

By a Whole we understand a range of contents which are all covered by @
single foundation without the help of further contents. The contents of such
a range we call its parts. Talk of the singleness of the foundation implies t
every content is foundationally connected, whether directly or indirectly, with:
every content. This can happen in that all these contents are immediately OF =
mediately founded on each other without external assistance, or in that wa_”
together serve to found a new content, again without external assistance. In
the latter case the possibility remains open that this unitary content is built:
up out of partial contents, which in their turn are founded on partial group$
from the presupposed range of contents, just as the Whole content is f ounded
on its total range. Intermediate cases are finally also possible, where the
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foundation is so formed, e.g., that 4 founds a new content together
ith B, B one together with C, C one together with D etc. In such cases the
W __MB ation of new unities is in short concatenated.
i One sees at once how such differences determine essential divisions of the
In the cases first referred to, the ‘parts’ (defined as members of the
range in question) ‘interpenetrated’, in the other cases they were ‘mutually
external’, but, whether Exu_.._ m.__ together, or concatenated in pairs, they
embodied real forms of association. Where one speaks of connections, asso-
ciations etc. in the narrower sense, one means wholes of the second sort, i.e.
wholes where contents relatively independent as regards one another — where
the whole falls apart into its pieces — serve to found new contents as their
-combinatory forms’. Talk of wholes and parts tends in general to be
oriented exclusively to such cases.

The same whole can be interpenetrative in relation to certain parts, and
combinatory in relation to others: the sensuous, phenomenal thing, the
intuitively given spatial shape clothed with sensuous quality, is (just as it
appears) interpenetrative in respect of reciprocally founded ‘moments’ such
as colour and extension, and combinatory in respect of its ‘pieces’.

unity of

:_M__Q_‘ e.

§22 Forms of sensuous unity and wholes

Before we go further, it is well to indicate expressly that, in harmony with our
definition, there need not be a peculiar form for every whole, in the sense of a
specific ‘moment’ of unity which binds all the parts. If unity arises, e.g., by
concatenation, so that each pair of next members founds a new content, the
demands of our definition are satisfied, without the presence of a peculiar
moment (i.e. one of unity) founded on all parts together. That such a mo-
ment must always be presumed can scarcely be maintained a priori. On our
concept of a whole, it is not even requisite that the parts should be associ-
ated in groups or pairs by peculiar ‘moments’ of unity. Only if the whole is
an extended whole, and in general one that can be broken down into ‘pieces’,
are such moments obvious and indispensable a priori.
nmq_.ﬁ might, :osmﬁn. seem odd that we make do with this definition, and
_u_.mmﬂe.a: a,_m:w .8. :::.w that aﬁ E.&S.a. with the m.o_n exception of these which
ity up into Encmm‘. lack binding forms of E:G.. It is odd to r.oE S.E the
cn_.,_m_mmﬂ.m.r H:,, aﬁnam_o: and colour, of tone-quality m.un tone-intensity, or
uraso_:,, e _,m.:wmh._ozm_ m::..m of our percept of a thing and En.vnoz__m_.
5 o1 ”ﬁcuom_.nm_ moments brought to it by our perceptual consciousness,
of _.cc:w,, er m_s,:,_mq unities, rest merely on one-sided or two-sided _.n_m:ozm
of 4 pee awmc:,. without the mnr.uoa ﬁo::mm:o:,,_uw way of such coexistence,
e é:p.: iar ::E-,.”oﬂai or ‘moment’ of unity. It is nonetheless nac_ozm
Men. wﬁwéq.m.mmoﬁ_m:é ﬂo:ﬂm can m.nm:z be amao,:m:mﬁ.na as peculiar mo-
umzm_és. :.:E:o:,.:._m EEmm associated are Ha_mza.a._w :.__&nuo:@mnﬂ parts,
such as tones in the unity of a melody, colours picked out piecemeal in
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the unity of a colour-pattern, or partial shapes taken from the unity of';
complete shape etc. Contrariwise, it is vain to look in the unity of the vi
phenomenon for special form-contents in addition to those which unify
pieces, form-contents which will bring together non-independent ‘mom
such as colour and extension, or which will bring together colour-tone ap
brightness in the former, and the ‘moments’ of form and size in the latte
We are of course far from wishing to turn the undiscovered into the noy
existent without more ado. But it is in any case most important to discug
the possibility of there being sensuous unities without abstractible sensug
form, and if this proves feasible, to clarify the notion. :
It may at first seem extraordinary in this respect that mere necessiti
coexistence, demands for supplementation, consisting in no more than ¢
fact that the existence of certain sorts of contents conditions the mere g
existence of contents of certain coordinated sorts, that requirements of t
kind, I say, should serve to produce unity. One at once objects: could
tents in such a situation be side by side in complete isolation, dependen
each other for their existence and yet entirely uncombined, without
‘foundation’ amounting to a connected unity in the manner here supp
Our answer is plain. Talk of separation implies a thought of the re
independence of the separated, which is just what we have excluded.
picture of side-by-side existence is revealing: it plainly presupposes relatiy
independent contents, which, since they are such, can serve to found t
sensuous form of side-by-side existence. What recommends such an
able picture — unsuitable since it tries to illustrate sensuous formlessni
a case of sensuous form - is the mutual indifference of the contents mer
given together in space. The thought insinuates itself: where there is
even the loosest, but simply no unifying form, contents could really not
anything to do with each other: they could never therefore come together
would remain eternally isolated. Is it not absurd to want to bind con
together without any bond? This is no doubt quite right for the contents
image presupposes, but the contents of which we speak have plenty to
with each other, they are in fact ‘founded’ on one another, and for t
reason they require no chains and bonds to chain or knit them together, €
to bring them to one another. In their case all these expressions have in fa
no sense at all. Where it makes nonsense to speak of isolation, the proble
of overcoming such isolation is likewise nonsensical. 1
This conception is naturally not limited in its application to the sphere €
the intuitive objects (phenomenological contents in particular) which se
as our illustrations, but applies to the sphere of objects in general. The 0
true unifving factors, we may roundly say, are relations of ‘foundation’.
unity even of independent objects is in consequence brought about ©
‘foundation’. Since they are not, as independent objects, ‘founded’ on O
another, it remains their lot to ‘found’ new contents themselves, and
‘found’ them together; it is only in virtue of this situation that these latt
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« thought of as unifying contents in respect of their ‘founding’ members.
M: the contents ‘founded’ on one another (whether one-sidedly or recipro-
cally) likewise have unity, and a much more intimate unity since less
ammmu_ﬁ_ unity. Such ‘intimacy’ consists simply in the fact that unity is here
not en gendered by a novel content, which mmmw: only engenders unity since it
is «founded’ on many Ema_u.nnm separate in themselves. If one calls such a
content ‘unity’, then unity is indeed a ‘real predicate’, a ‘positive’ ‘real’
content, and other wholes have, in this sense, no unity, and we shall not
even be able to say that their own moment of unity is unified with each of
the united members. If we refuse however to adopt such a wrong-headed
terminology, which necessitates double-talk in practice, we shall speak of
unities and wholes wherever we have a unitary foundation. We shall be
entitled to say of each range of contents united in this manner that it has
unity, though the predicate thus attributed to it is no ‘real’ one, though
there is no constituent called ‘unity’ anywhere in our whole which can be
prised out. Unity is in fact a categorial predicate.

One should also take into account the by no means small theoretical
advantage which our notion promises as removing a long-known and
troublesome difficulty in the theory of wholes. This concerns the endlessly
complicated part-relations which seem required by the endlessly complicated
‘moments’ of unity in every whole. The view against which our objections
are directed is based on the apparently plain truth that, wherever two con-
tents form a real unity, there must be a peculiar part, a ‘moment of unity’,
that binds them together. If then U is the moment of unity of 4 and B, there
must be a new ‘moment’ of unity U,, for 4 and U (since these two are
_.E__mm& and again a new U,, for Band U; and just so new ‘moments’ U} and
v, @..Q and U,, and for U and U, respectively, and so on in infinitum. If
no distinction is drawn between associations and relations, between dif-
Wmmu%« of .mwsmw-amﬁimﬁ and .mmamolm_ form’, and if one then takes the
EEM_H mm%u_w <m:ma conceptual Q_anmnnﬂ. :&ﬂ are _uo.mmmw_n a priori, and
difforen .nm .u::ﬁu._mm allow one to complicate indefinitely, and puts all such
,_,smaoﬂvw*.a:w objects as :.5: .qam_ moments, one gets the analyses which
e .m._ has offered us in his ‘psychological’ researches, and which are

5 as :ﬁw are queer.
mv_:mq: Mﬁwﬂmauﬂm_os mcoam these m:.&mmm regresses of parts which are always
Possible c_uwm ,ﬂc:wmq series. Zo&.:m really exists — in the sense of being a
ey :,_m_n”.:no mm”mm%n_.wmv:os... beyond :._m. aggregate of a whole’s
Pieces r,os_c::?.ﬂ _Hm_ﬂ t m, vnﬂmzow_, *.c:,:m. of :::KJE:EJ rest on these
on the .Eo_:ms?.. ﬁ:z._m rosanﬂo 1on :,_w. moments’ in ﬂr‘n pieces’, as m_m.o
the Sense of ,an“. _..:.W_J\ and the ‘pieces’, by the foundational relations in
.ﬂ_._m Notion _._“.. einition. ; . A s .
the or: o ﬁ.rﬂrw ~_~c,.zc...:,ﬂ of unity, which we still distinguish from that E.
ummwmsm. 5 :o, gives unity to a s._:.,_n. has, lastly, been defined above in

“Xpressly put, we mean by it a content founded on a plurality of
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contents, and on all of them together, and not on some of them simply, (;
this naturally presupposes our notion of foundation.) If we keep with
phenomenal sphere, this content may as readily belong to outer as to ig
sense, according to the nature of its foundational contents. 1

Note. ‘Moments’ of unity, like all other abstract contents, fall into p
Genera and Species.” The Genus Spatial Figure differentiates itself j
Triangular Figure, the latter into the lower Species of Definite Trian
Figure, in the sense in which we speak of the ‘same’ triangle however n
we may shift or turn it. Such examples make clear that the Genus of )
ments’ of unity is determined by the Genus of the contents which found th
and that the lowest difference of the former is unambiguously dete
by the lowest difference of the latter. One notes, further, that ‘mome
unity’ must be distinguished into ‘moments’ or forms of the first, s
third . . . level, according as the form is immediately ‘founded’ upon
lute contents, or on forms of the first level, or on forms founded on fo
the first level, and so on. One sees further that the form-contents of hij
level necessarily form a whole with the whole descending series of
of lower level, and in such combination always represent complex fe
relatively to the ultimately foundational elements. In the sphere of com
sensuous shapes, particularly visual and auditory ones, this can be
illustrated, whereas the general fact can be seen a priori from conce

§23 Forms of categorial unity and wholes

In the sense in which we are here trying to pin down the notion of a wl
a mere aggregate or mere coexistence of any contents is not to be ¢ |
whole, as little as a likeness (the being of the same sort) or a differen
being of another sort, or, in another sense, the not being identical) are
‘Aggregate’ is an expression for a categorial unity corresponding to th
form of thought, it stands for the correlate of a certain unity of re 2
relating to all relevant objects. The objects themselves, being only h
gether in thought, do not succeed in founding a new content, whether 2
as a group or together; no material form of association develops am
them through this unity of intuition, they are possibly ‘quite disconné
and intrinsically unrelated’. This is shown in the fact that the form OF
aggregate is quite indifferent to its matter, i.e. it can persist in spitt
wholly arbitrary variation in its comprised contents. A ‘founded’ cont!
however, depends on the specific ‘nature’ of its ‘founding’ contents:
a pure law which renders the Genus of the ‘founded’ content depende

the definitely indicated Genera of the ‘founding’ contents. A whole it
full and proper sense is, in general, a combination determined by the 10%
Genera of the parts. A law corresponds to each material unity. Theres
different sorts of whole corresponding to these different laws, or, othel ._
put, to the different sorts of contents that are to serve as parts. We cann@
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e same content at one time part of one sort of whole, at another
another sort. To be a part, and, more exactly, to be a part of
some determinate sort (a Smﬂ.mu_._wmwnm_. physical or _ommom_ part or whatever)
i rooted in the pure generic nature of the contents in question, and is
mof_nang by laws é:_ov in our sense are a priori laws or ‘laws of essence’.
This is 2 _.zngsa.n:"m_ Smﬁm_: whose meaning must be respected in all our
treatments and qo_”_s:_m:onm. And with this insight we have the founda-
tion for a systematic theory of the relations of wholes and parts as regards
their pure forms, the categorially definable types which abstract from the
«sensuous’ material of such wholes.

Before we pursue these thoughts, we must remove a further difficulty. The
form of an aggregate is a purely categorial form, in opposition to which
the form of a whole, of a unity due to foundation, appeared to be a material
form. But did we not say in the previous section that unity (and we were
talking specifically of a unity based on foundation) was a categorial predi-
cate? Here we must note that, on our doctrine, the Idea of unity or the Idea
of a whole is based on the idea of ‘Founding’, and the latter Idea upon the
Idea of a Pure Law; the Form of a Law is further as such categorial — a law
is not thinglike, not therefore perceptible — and that to this extent the notion
of a Founded Whole is a categorial notion. But the content of the law
governing each such whole is determined by the material specificity of the
Hm::&:m. contents and consequently of the ‘founded’ types of content, and
it is this law, definite in its content, which gives the whole its unity. For this
reason we rightly call each ideally possible specification of the Idea of such
unity a material or also a real (reale) unity.

According to our previous assertions,’ the laws constitutive of the various
_wwpﬂmm mw iro_w are synthetically a priori, as opposed to laws which are ana-
_uoqs-waa. »ewma? such as those governing pure nmanmo:m_. forms, e.g. the
g ea of a whole as such, and all merely formal specifications of this

4. We prefer to dwell in what follows, on such formal specifications.

will make th
time ﬁm—ﬂ— of

Wura The pure formal types of wholes and parts.
€ postulate of an a priori theory

Mﬂw@“w@mwwﬁm of :.bchm...“ and parts are Qmmn_.s._.m:na by the pure forms of law.
- aa_,_::ww, e,_‘,,,:ab_w universal in the ?:s.am:o:m_ relation, as expressed in
it SRt ﬁw is Pa_.ﬂ relevant, together with the a priori combinations that
nmsmc::_.Q € ﬂku in the case of any type .9. .i:o_o. to its pure form, its
Question 7\._”0. w abstracting from ﬁ.:n specificity of the sorts of content in
Quite a:.ﬂ.,n_.c:”w, clearly nx.ﬁqmmmna. ::.w Jormalizing abstraction is something
i it p_.__”oE what is usually aimed at under En.::n of ‘abstraction’:
Univergy) R 1 i RRE vmqwo_._.:m:nw from the one which sets in relief the
00_9.:, - HM :nmu. in a nozo.anﬂa visual datum, or the generic ‘moment’ of

¢ Redness previously abstracted. In formalization we replace
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the names standing for the sort of content in question by indefinite expp
sions such as a certain sort of content, a certain other sort of content et
the same time, on the semantic side, corresponding substitutions of pugy
categorial for material thoughts take place." .
The distinctions between abstract parts and ‘pieces’ are purely form
being in this sense drawn in purely categorial fashion, as can be seen at g
from our pronouncements above. These pronouncements had however to.
suitably interpreted in accordance with our present leaning towards f
formalization: the pure concept of the whole, in the sense of our last d
tion, had to be made their basis. The distinction likewise between nearer g
remoter parts that we merely explained, in descriptive fashion,'" by means
illustrations, can now be reduced to the mere form of certain foundatio
relations, and so formalized. :
In our examples we saw above that, in the case of many intuitive who
a graded series of fragmentations of such wholes always results in fragme
of these wholes themselves, fragments all equally close to the whole,
which could with equal justice count as results of a first fragmentation. |
sequence of the ‘piecings’ was in these instances not prescribed by the
sence of the wholes. What is here relevant is first the proposition that
of pieces of a whole are themselves pieces of the whole — a proposition th
formally proved above' (in different words). But we were there dealir
‘pieces’, for which the sequence of fragmentations was meaningless, si
corresponded to no graded series of ‘foundations’. All pieces always stoc
the whole in the same relation of ‘foundation’. There were no differe
the form of the relation to the whole, all parts were ‘contained in the wh
in the same fashion. The matter would be quite different were we to fi
ment aesthetic unities, e.g. a star-shape built out of star-shapes, wh
their turn are composed of stretches and ultimately of points. The p¢
serve to ‘found’ stretches, the stretches serve to ‘found’, as new aesth
unities, the individual stars, and these in their turn serve to ‘found’ the
pattern, as the highest unity in the given case. The points, stretches,
and the final star-pattern are not now coordinated as are partial stre
a stretch. There is, in their case, a fixed order of ‘foundations’, in
what is founded at one level serves to ‘found’ the level next above,
such a manner that at each level new forms, only reachable at that le
involved. We may here add the universal proposition: 1
‘Pieces’ are essentially mediate or remote parts of a whole whose ‘pi€e
they are, if combinatory forms unite them with other ‘pieces’ into wholes Wi
in their turn constitute wholes of higher order by way of novel forms. )
The difference between the parts nearer or further in regard to the whe
has accordingly its essential ground in the formally expressible diversity:
foundational relations.
The case is similar in regard to non-independent ‘moments’, if we
account of the essential formal distinction between such ‘moments’ as €
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|y satisfy their need for supplementation in the complete whole, and such
oey satisfy this need in pieces of this whole. This makes a difference to

a5 can : . ) .
w_”n mode of _uu_cnm_sm.. to the form of foundation: by it certain parts, e.g.
the total extent of the intuited thing, belong exclusively to the thing as a

whole. while other parts, e.g. the extent of a ‘piece’, belong specifically to
i ‘piece’. and only more remotely to .:_n s&o_n. This mediacy is no longer
inessential, as is that of second-level .v_.nnmm. in the division of a stretch, but
is an essential mediacy, to be njmnmnpnzmna in terms of the formal nature of
the relationship. Obviously similar reasons place ‘pieces’ of non-independent
‘moments’ which pertain directly to the whole, further from the whole than the
‘moments’ are: this at least is the case if the rule holds that we found valid in
the field of intuition, that such ‘pieces’ can have their immediate foundation
only in a ‘piece’ of the whole. The wider proposition also can be formally
expressed: Abstract parts are further from the whole, are in essence mediate
parts, if their need for supplement is satisfied in the sphere of a mere part. This
part can then well either be a ‘piece’ of the whole, or be in need of further
completion. The mediacy in the latter case consists in the fact that the law of
supplementation in which the form of foundation resides, points, in the case
of the originally mentioned abstract part, to a whole which, in virtue of
a new law of supplementation is, and must be, a part of a more compre-
hensive whole, i.e. of the complete whole, which accordingly only includes
the first part mediately. This permits us also to say that abstract parts of the
whole that are not abstract parts of its ‘pieces’, are nearer to the whole than
the abstract parts of the ‘pieces’.

s Hrnmo thoughts can only be meant, and are only meant, to count as mere
indications of a future treatment of the theory of Wholes and Parts. A
Proper working out of the pure theory we here have in mind, would have to
define all concepts with mathematical exactness and to deduce all theorems
Wﬁﬂmwiﬁ.ﬁ in forma, i.e. Emmrwam:om_.?.. .dEm would arise a complete
“ E:M _Q.:.zsnd survey of the a priori possibilities of no:,.__u_nx:w in the form
i Mﬂ:a parts, and an exact knowledge of the relations possible in this
sings ».:, at ﬂ__:m end can be m&:mmna* has been shown by the small begin-
Boarecs _M.E.n y m.o:sm_ treatment in our present chapter. In any case the
gl _._M.d f,m:m_w formed, to :.ESW_._.E:S_G exact, concepts and
oonsmo:cmv, .,”._nan.v everywhere, the E.aoona_:m.: for full insight into a priori

and an inescapable demand of science.

§25 Addi¢:
b dditio

wh) ns regarding the ‘piecing’ (fragmentation)

es through the ‘piecing’ of their ‘moments’
We May end w

intereg, ith an additional observation that is perhaps not without

Itis,
an analvtie - - \ . . .
who 1analytic proposition that “pieces’ considered in relation to the whole

3¢ ‘pieces’
Pleces’ they are, cannot be founded on each other, either one-sidedly
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or reciprocally, and whether as wholes or in respect of their parts. But, ¢
the other hand, we cannot at all conclude from the content of our ba
definition that it is impossible that ‘pieces’ should enter into foundatiog
relationships in regard to a more comprehensive whole in which they
count as non-independent ‘moments’. In fact, however, we find no sy
example in the field of pure intuition and self-evidence that is open to
and remarkable relationships among parts depend on this circumstance
precisely this field. We can in fact enunciate a proposition which is ig
wider sense phenomenological. To each ‘piece’ in a relative abstraction the
corresponds a ‘piece’ in each of its relative concreta, so that the mutu
exclusive ‘pieces’ of the former serve to ground mutually exclusive pieces
each of the latter. In other words: the fragmentation of a non-independ
‘moment’ conditions a fragmentation of the concrete whole, in so far a
mutually exclusive ‘pieces’, without themselves entering into a foundatio
relation with one another, attract new ‘moments’ to themselves in virtu
which they are singly distributed to ‘pieces’ of the whole.

A few examples will make this clear. The fragmentation of the g
spatial extensity of a visual content, which endures unchanged, but wh
considered in abstraction from its temporality, also effects a ‘piecing’
visual content itself. The same holds of spatial data of intuition in resg
of spatial ‘piecing’. The separated spatial pieces serve to ‘found’ mutus
independent complementary ‘moments’. The colouring of one piece is &
e.g., ‘founded’ upon the colouring of any other. To this extent one may s
further, that the complementary moments are themselves fragmented by
fragmentation of the spatiality which serves to ‘found’ them, or that
divide themselves piecemeal over the spatial ‘pieces’. The colourings @
‘pieces’ stand in the same whole-part relations (exclusion, inclusion, inf
section) as the ‘pieces’ themselves. This peculiar fact, that here the ‘pie
of a ‘moment’ simultaneously entails a ‘piecing’ of the whole, obviot
rests on the fact that the ‘pieces’ of the ‘moment’ do not serve to ‘found'
another even within the more inclusive whole, but that they need new
ments’ to ‘found’ them in each case: it also depends on the further fact !
these new ‘moments’ themselves. only find their needed foundation in'
‘pieces’, not mutually in one another.

The same is the case with intuitive time-wholes. If we fragment the dura
of a concrete course of events, we have fragmented this course of events its
to the segments of time, segments of movement correspond (‘movemes
being understood in the widest Aristotelian sense). The same holds in the ¢4
of rest: rest too has its segments that count as ‘pieces’ in the sense of O
pronouncements, since rest during one lapse of time, and rest during a8
other lapse, do not stand in any evident foundational relation to each oth

The case is quite different if, instead of limiting ourselves to the sph®
of essential data to be studied by way of intuition, we rather bring our
sideration to bear on empirically-real natural connections.
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This transition, however, demands a widening of our notions. We have
all our conceptual constructions to the pure sphere of essence, the

ated ) i
_R,"Mm of foundation were subject to pure laws of essence, the parts were
mq%:zuﬁ one in the whole, as a result of a priori connections of the Ideas
e8! -

...oﬂ«%o:&:m to the parts m._a ‘moments’. But nature with all its thing-like
contents certainly m_m.o has its a priori, whose systematic elaboration and
development is the still unperformed task of an ontology of nature. It is no
doubt clear from the start that natural laws in the ordinary sense do not
pelong to this a priori, this pure universal ‘form’ of nature, that they have the
character, not of truths of essence, but of truths of fact. Their universality
is not a “pure’ or ‘unconditioned” universality, and just so the ‘necessity’ of
all the thing-histories which fall under them is infected with ‘contingency’.
Nature with all its physical laws is a fact that could well have been other-
wise. If we now treat natural laws, without regard to their infection with
contingency, as true laws, and apply to them all the pure concepts we have
formed, we arrive at modified Ideas of empirical ‘foundation’, of empirical
wholes, empirical independence and non-independence. If, however, we con-
ceive the Idea of a factual nature as such, of which our own nature is an
individual specification, we arrive at universal Ideas, not bound down to our
nature, of an empirical whole, empirical independence etc. These Ideas are
plainly constitutive of the Idea of a nature in general, and must fit, together
with the essential relations pertaining to them, into a universal ontology of
nature.

All this being presumed, we return to our specific question. While we
found no example in the material sphere of essence where a fragmentation
of a non-independent ‘moment’, e.g. of the spatial and temporal ‘moment’,
na not entail a fragmentation of the concrete whole, the matter is different
in ﬂ.rm‘ field of all empirically real connections of coexistence and succession.
d:.m s clear if we consider the sense of empirical relations of necessity,
which m_mwonwm”n things spatially and temporally separate. If a particular cau-
”moﬁ““_ﬁomcmm that a concrete process of n:m:mo. in a zim-mnmamé =ty is
Sm..:m:”_w succeeded by a certain new process in :-.o neighbouring time-
Poks mw.wul:. the former ﬁrn._.w_uw loses Samn.n:an:co in regard to :...n._m:mn.
ke r:oﬁ.:% now E.E particular laws of G_m sort, swrow.m essence it is only
Nature g, a mniv:_nm:w. belong ontologically, i.e. in virtue of the Emm. of
Certain :anmmm ,.Ho each concrete process of change, to which they assign
Still sty auvmﬁ. SEEE_E contiguous oo:wmnzn:cam,‘msa let us make the
no:mnncn%wq assumption that each such process must :.mm=. be a necessary
coney ¢ of previous antecedents. To assume all this is to hold that each
o Cle natural process of change lacks independence in respect of the

°re embracing temporal whole in which it is realized, and ag-
Mentagiop of g p ole in which it is realized, and that no frag
telageg 25,. : ..w time-stretch therefore no:n,_:_.osm. a fragmentation of the cor-
c::mnmfm_.:.:n SEmoqm_ Ero_m. But the limitation to processes of mtmzmn is

>sary and, strictly speaking, not even allowable. As mechanics treats
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of rest and movement from a single viewpoint, and includes rest as a speci
limiting case of motion in its laws, so one should proceed m:m_cmosm@
concepts extended in the Aristotelian manner. Even the imaginary oﬂmo
fixed rest isolated from the whole world is not immune from the proper
formulated principle of causality. If we conceive of any time-lapse, howey
small, as filled with a rigidly unchanging concrete content (if indeed the
of Nature permits such a conceptual possibility) and if we conceive of ¢
whole of reality as reduced, during this period to such a changeless be
then the causal principle certainly demands that such being should pers
unchanged a parte post for all eternity (though, @ parte ante, it may ha
arisen out of eternal rest or law-governed change). In regard to these cau
connections, from which nothing temporal is immune, we may En_dmo.d
that a fragmentation of its time aspects never entails a fragmentation
a concrete temporal whole. The ‘moments’ needed to complete its
sections are indeed separated as these sections are, but such sepa
effects no fragmentation in the temporal concretum: this is prevented b
reciprocal causal ‘foundation’ of its temporally sundered contents.
The case is of course similar at least in regard to the spatial fragmenta
of those wholes in which spatial and temporal extension are coincid
that each fragmentation of the one ‘moment’ is attended by a fragmen
of the other, and vice versa. The fragmentation of the spatial aspect
movement is as little able, as is the fragmentation of its temporal aspe
effect a fragmentation of the movement itself. ;
These considerations also mean that in objective time, the time of natu
time-stretches that in abstracto had the character of ‘pieces’ in respect
each duration that embraced them, lose their mutual independence,
treat them in relation to a concretely occupied temporal unity of which &
are non-independent ‘moments’. The proposition that each objective
poral duration is a mere part of time, which cannot only be extended in bo
directions in infinitum, but also has to be so, is, as one readily sees, a me
consequence of causality, and therefore related to the content of time.
consequence makes a temporal part non-independent, not merely in re
to its own filling, but also in relation to neighbouring parts of time and the
contents. This non-independence of temporal parts, and their recipro
‘foundation’, is governed by laws which not merely associate time-stretche
with time-stretches, but associate concretely occupied temporal wholes
other similar temporal wholes. Since in these laws, among the vari
representing ‘moments’ of time-occupying contents, times or time-stre
also figure as mutually dependent variables, such time-stretches likews$
acquire a mediate relation of ‘foundedness’ in regard to a more inclus
concrete unity. The same of course holds of bits of space in relation to mo#
embracing spatial unities, and ultimately to the whole infinite space &
nature. The proposition that each bit of space requires to be extended 5.”
directions, or, as we should put it more precisely, requires the real possibill
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of being $° extended and as far as the one infinite space goes, is a consequence

f certain causal laws, more precisely of certain natural laws. The fact that
e freely extend spatial and temporal stretches in imagination, that we can
inh ourselves in imagination at each fancied boundary of space or time
vﬁ:_o ever new spaces and times emerge before our inward gaze — all this
does not prove the relative ‘foundedness’ of bits of space and time, and so
does not prove space and time to be really infinite, nor even that they can
really be so. This can only be proved by a law of causation which presup-
poses, and so requires, the possibility of being extended beyond any given

boundary.
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introduction

In the following discussions we wish to turn our gaze to a fundamental
difference in the field of meanings, a difference which lies hidden behind
insignificant grammatical distinctions, such as those between categorematic
and syncategorematic expressions, or between closed and unclosed expres-
sions. To clear up such distinctions will enable us to apply our general
distinction between independent and non-independent objects in the special
field of meanings, so that the distinction treated in our present Investiga-
tion may be called that of independent and non-independent meanings. It
yields the necessary foundation for the essential categories of meaning on
which, as we shall briefly show, a large number of a priori laws of meaning
rest, laws which abstract from the objective validity, from the real (real)
or formal truth, or objectivity of such meanings. These laws, which govern
the sphere of complex meanings, and whose role it is to divide sense from
nonsense, are not yet the so-called laws of logic in the pregnant sense of this
term: they provide pure logic with the possible meaning-forms, i.e. the a
priori forms of complex meanings significant as wholes, whose ‘formal’ truth
Or “objectivity’ then depends on these pregnantly described ‘logical laws’.
The former laws guard against senselessness (Unsinn), the latter against for-
mal or analytic nonsense (Widersinn) or formal absurdity. If the laws of pure
logic establish what an object’s possible unity requires in virtue of its pure
Mw_.s...p:o _mé.m oﬂ complex meanings set forth the requirements of merely
&m%%wnnxu unity, i.e. the a priori patterns in which meanings belonging to
€Nt semantic categories can be united to form one meaning, instead of
Producing chaotic nonsense.
o:”“_wmﬁn. mwmsn,,ma thinks it m.:oc_a.c::a exclusively on .ﬁmwnro_omw.mua
sal, or ”w:_u:._rm_ mn_msnn.m. ?w against this, we see Em” the old _awm of a univer-
ticn m:n«w:%w an a priori grammar, has ::n:mm:o:.mw._w acquired a founda-
@ Biord _.n ,nm:_mn sphere o._, validity, m.wE our pointing out that there are
o wh; aws which an”mz,:_:m. the possible forms of meaning. ‘The extent
il ich there may be other discoverable fields of the grammatical a priori
_msw v@.o:a our present mm_m_ mmmsﬁnqamw aﬁ.::ﬁ pure _ommn_ there is a field of
Indifferent to all objectivity to which, in distinction from ‘logical laws’
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in the usual pregnant sense, the name of ‘logico-grammatical laws’ g
justifiably given. Even more aptly we can oppose the pure theory of semq
forms to the pure theory of validity which presupposes it. .

§! Simple and complex meanings

We start from the immediately obvious division of meanings into sj
and complex, which corresponds to the grammatical distinction be

may again come forward as parts of these, but this can obviously no
in infinitum. Continued division must ultimately lead to simple, e
ary meanings. That there really are such simple meanings is shown b
indubitable case of something. The presentative experience we have ¥
we understand this word is undoubtedly complex, but its meaning s
sign of complexity.

§2 Whether complexity of meanings merely reflect
complexity of objects :

Clear as this seems, we are still beset by varied doubts and questions.

We may ask first whether the complexity or simplicity of meanings' m
reflects the complexity or simplicity of the objects which such meal
significantly present. One might at first imagine so: the presentation
the object, and is its mental picture. Very little reflection will, however:
how deceptive such a picture-analogy is, both in this and in many ©
cases, and that its presumed parallelism holds from neither side. In the
place, complex meanings may present simple objects. An example as cl€
it is decisive is the expression ‘simple object’ itself. It is quite indi
whether there is, or is not, any such object.? i

It is true, conversely, that simple meanings can ‘present’ complex 0bJ€
can refer to them in significant fashion. One might doubt (though I do not &
correctly) whether the simple names in our above examples (‘man’, I
‘king’ etc.), really give expression to simple meanings, but we shall hav
count names like ‘one’ and ‘something’ as doing so. It is clear that th€X
their indefinite reference to all that is possible, will refer to every corl
object, even if they refer to it quite indeterminately, or as a mere "some¢

It is clear, further, that even where a complex meaning refers to a corf
object, no part of the object need correspond to each part of the me
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e the other way round. Bolzano’s noteworthy example, a land with-

mtains, has indeed been disputed by Twardowski, but this is due

1o his En_:mmnm:cn.% Enm&:m with the &Hn.r intuitive presentation of

he subject. and to _.:m. total ‘a_mqnmma.o_. that notion of meaning which alone

is ?:muan_zm_ in logic. ,Dzm. _.omam him to take constituents of the meaning

(without mountains) as ‘auxiliary presentations which resemble linguistic
3

et N—ﬁ_:
out Mot

roots .

§3 Complexity of meanings and complexity of the
concrete act of meaning. Implied meanings

There are, on the other hand, wide ranges of cases where doubt arises whether
a given meaning should count as complex or simple. If we wish, e.g., to treat
the meanings of proper names as simple, we face the objection that in a
certain obviously good sense, we can say that a name like ‘Schultze’, when
used of a person known to us, helps to present a certain human being, a
being possessed of all the parts and attributes that we think proper to
human beings, as well as many individual peculiarities which distinguish
him from others. On the other hand, we hesitate to assign partial meanings
&...E: such ‘proper meaning’ to the successively stressed attributes of the
B_,am the name uniquely stands for, the more or less clearly presented
object, or even to identify such a ‘proper meaning’ with a complex meaning
of the form ‘an A, which is a, b, ¢ . . ." which we build up step by step as we
analyse the content of the idea Schultze objectively.

.Qmmmn consideration shows that we must here distinguish two senses of
Hﬂﬁﬁq and complexity; simplicity in one sense does not exclude complex-
mmmu MMMV.E_Q. r._sao:a:..&w we must refuse to _oa.uw on a ‘proper meaning’
i Emﬂz ate, and so complex structure of meanings: we must nonetheless
that sure] M: %:.mn_ocmﬁmmm of meaning here m:o.iw a certain complexity,
o no:nnﬂﬁcwﬂ s in need of clarification. Everything that later explication
M ey, ﬁ,mm:oz coax out of the Schultze on s.rc_.m we confer a name
really (reel)) | :”o“.:m:,.. ,so doubt represents new meanings H._:: were not
Without i 3:_._2.% ::an_.-aa_urm.mnmnm parts in our .o:m:._m_ meaning.
further. i 5“ n, proper meaning .o_, ,wm\.us_ﬁm was m_.Eu_m. It is plain,
¥ name 1y r,.c_.mmm:E:ﬁ content with é_.:n.: Schultze is presented when

M., can change in many ways, while his proper name goes on

Perform;

,&_,onmﬂmmu“:m w.&:o significant role, always naming the same Schultze
E_qu:E:::_ ._WQE_S_. hand, we are not here aam:.._m with some chance
Emwn::_::: 5,. ._:os Lo our consciousness of meaning, but with facts of
then, ra al are necessary, even though variable in content; without
really be dctual meaning could not point to the object it means, and so not

a meanine &+ . 2T
Presen = Meaning at all. Using the proper name significantly, we must
mnrc_ﬁa m::?m?mm the subject named, in this case the definite person

»and as endowed with some definite content or other. However
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impalpably, defectively, vaguely, indefinitely we may think of him, pre
tional content cannot be wholly lacking. The indefiniteness which ig
to a large extent inevitable — for even the most intuitively vivid and rich p
entation of a real thing (Dingrealen) must be in principle o:n.mEo@.._
incomplete — can never be entirely void of content. Its essence plainly invg
possibilities of further determination, and these not in any direction y
soever, but in connection with the identical man Schultze whom we m
and no other. Or what is the same: our consciousness of meaning, ta
its full concreteness, has an essence which involves possibilities of
and coincidence with certain ranges of intuition and no others.
sciousness, even when wholly non-intuitive, must plainly have a ceg
intentional content, in virtue of which the individual is not given as a
empty somewhat, but as somehow determinate and typically detern
determinable whether as a physical thing, an animal, a human b
— even if not meant in such capacities.

The consciousness of meaning which attaches to proper names
has a certain double-sidedness: there are two directions in which
here talk of complexity or simplicity. One side fixes the simplicity
plexity of the meaning itself, and here we have the pure essence of mes
as such; to it alone belongs the intentional essence of our concrete, c:
meaning-consciousness which, regarded in specie, is the meaning. I
case of ‘proper meanings’ this side is simple. But it necessarily presup
wider intentional background of content, for the very reason that
thing, referred to in the same sense (or univocally named by the same
name) can be very differently presented, with a variable set of determ
marks, and that it must be presented with some such set — while the
ation and complexity of this set do not touch the meaning itself.

Here we have openings for expositions and for predicative interp
of meaning, such as we give when we try to answer the question as to'l
and as what, the object called ‘Schultze’ is presented in a given ¢:
complicating developments stand in contrast with our original co
ness of meaning, and we must therefore first clarify the essence of our pr¢
distinction: the distinction between concrete, meaning-conferring experié
which are complex or simple as regards their meaning conceived pul
meaning, and such experiences as are complex or simple only in a sec
respect, through the presentative content through which one is consci©
the object meant. Plainly, as pointed out above, the meanings which e
in predicative expositions of what is presented as such, are newly con
meanings, not in any way really (reell) implicit in our original mean
our intrinsically simple ‘proper meanings’. The proper name P namée
object, or its ‘proper meaning’ means the object, in a single ‘ray’ as it WE
a ‘ray’ intrinsically uniform, and so not capable of differentiation in ré
of the same intentional object. Explicative meanings such as E which iS¢
which is b, Eb which is a etc., are many-rayed meanings, or are at le
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in several steps and in varying forms, so that they can ‘head for’ the
same object with §Qm=m.mno=ﬁ=r Their EE.w:G of levels does not disturb
it unity: they are uni ma., complex meanings. .;o.no:nmconn__sm con-
sciousness of meaning 1s, on its purely meaning-side, a single act, but also an
act that is complex.

we assumed above 5..“.: the proper name was that of a known person. This
means that it is functioning normally, and not in the indirect sense of a certain
person called Schultze. The _m:n_. meaning would, of course, be complex.
A similar problem and a similar attempted solution occur in many other
substantial meanings, and also in certain adjectival and similar meanings:
e.g. human being, virtue, just etc. We must observe further that logical defini-
tion, in which bounds are set to the difficulties of articulate analysis, and
above all to shifts in verbal meanings, is of course merely a practical logical
artifice, through which meaning cannot properly be said to be demarcated
or inwardly articulated. Here, rather, a new meaning, articulate in content,
is set over against the existent meaning, as a standard to govern judgements
which rely on the meaning in question. To avoid logical dangers, we forbid
all judgements in which meanings cannot be replaced by such standard
equivalents, and recommend also, as far as possible, the regular use of such
standard word-meanings in the work of knowing, or the regulation of the
effect on knowledge of our actual meanings, by frequently measuring these
latter against such standards and by appropriate habits of use.

zawm. The duality of our meaning-intentions as treated in the first edition
of this moo.ao: has received a clearer, phenomenologically more profound
treatment in the present edition. The writer had not plumbed the full sense
and range of application of the distinction when he first conceived of this

book. The careful reader will note that the Sixth Investigation does not give
a proper account of it.

togethe’

.mu“-u.nﬂ.” question of the meaningfulness of
€gorematic’ com
T ponents of complex

._.._.5 treatment of ¢
divj

. 81on. Such me.
Tculate word-co

oiw_nx meanings leads at once to a new and fundamental
anings are, in general, only given to us as meanings of
mplexes. Regarding these one may, however, ask whether

®ach worq j

I iich a ~ ]
all <m1umm,,_”.v=._.: a complex has its own correlated meaning, and whether
Mang; articulation and form counts as expressing a corresponding se-

foanas o
mssawp m”_wm_m::: and wo_,ﬂ. >nno._.&=m to Bolzano, ‘each word in speech
He 52@9& _,:.,,..s presentation, while some stand for entire propositions’.*
mo&c:n:o: - without .D.:.qu ado, attributes a peculiar meaning to every
Words 5 Or preposition. On the other hand, one frequently hears of
"2 by the *Pressions that are merely ‘synsemantic’, i.e. that have no mean-

mselves, but acquire this only in conjunction with other meanings
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or expressions. One distinguishes between complete and incomp
pressions of presentations, and likewise between complete and inco
expressions of judgements and of the phenomena of feeling ar
and one bases on such a distinction the notion of the categorematic g
categorematic sign. Marty applies the expression ‘categorematic
‘name’) to ‘all verbal means of designation, that are not merely syn
(as, e.g.. “the father’s”, “around”, “nonetheless” etc.) but which yet
themselves completely express a judgement (an assertion), or a feel;
voluntary decision etc. (requests, commands, questions etc.), but o
express a presentation. “The founder of ethics”, *a son who has i
his father” are names’.’ Since Marty and other writers employ the |
‘syncategorematic’ and ‘synsemantic’ in the same sense of signs ‘whigl
have complete significance together with other parts of speech, whethe
help to arouse concepts as mere parts of a name, or contribute to the e
sion of a judgement (i.e. to a statement) or to that of an emotion or 4
will (i.e. to a request or command-sentence) etc.”,’ it would have b
consistent to interpret the notion of categorematic expression equally
This notion should have been made to cover all independently s
or complete expressions of any intentional experience (any °
phenomenon’ in Brentano’s sense), and a division should have be
then between the categorematic expressions of presentations (i.e. na
categorematic expressions of judgements (i.e. statements) etc. Whethe
a coordination is justified, whether names, e.g., express presentation
same sense that request-sentences express requests, wish-sentences ¢
wishes etc., and likewise whether the things that names and sen
said to ‘express’ are themselves experiences of meaning, or how th
to meaning-intentions and meanings — all these are questions to
shall have to devote earnest thought. However this may be, the d
between categorematic and syncategorematic expressions, and the plé:
its introduction, certainly have justification, and so we are led to ol
syncategorematic words in a manner at variance with the above-me
doctrine of Bolzano. Since the distinction between categorematic
categorematic words is grammatical, it might seem that the situation
lying it is likewise ‘merely grammatical’. We often use several wo!
express a ‘presentation’ — this, one might think, depends on chance
arities of one’s language. The articulation of one’s expression may O
relation to the articulation of meaning. The syncategorematic words
help to build up this expression are, properly speaking, quite mear
only the whole expression really has a meaning.
The grammatical distinction, however, permits another interpre
provided one decides to view the completeness or incompleteness of e
sions as reflecting a certain completeness or incompleteness of meanings
grammatical distinction as reflecting a certain essential semantic dis i
Language has not been led by chance or caprice to express presentatiol
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lving many words, but by the need to express suitably a plural-

es mnvo . .
mmaw ¢ mutually cohering part-presentations, and dependent presentational
_ﬂqﬂam within the enclosed self-sufficiency of a presentational unity.® Even a
orms.

:.E%ﬁa:an:ﬁ moment, an .mnﬂa:nn.wsm_ form of combination through which,
(wo presentations unite in a third, can find semantic expression, it can
the peculiar meaning-intention of a word or complex of words.
Clearly we may say that :.. Em.mn_.:m:ozm. expressible thoughts of any sort
whatever, are to have their faithful reflections in the sphere of meaning-
intentions. then there ::.E‘_un. a semantic form which corresponds to each
E&n:ﬁ:o:m_ form. This is in fact an a priori truth. And if the verbal
resources of language are to be a faithful mirror of all meanings possible
a priori, then language must have grammatical forms at its disposal which
give distinct expression, 1.e. sensibly distinct symbolization, to all distinguish-
able meaning-forms.

determin€

§5 Independent and non-independent meanings.
The non-independence of the sensory and expressive
parts of words

This conception is plainly the only right one. We must not merely distin-
guish between categorematic and syncategorematic expressions but also
between categorematic and syncategorematic meanings.’ It is more signi-
momb.p to speak of independent and non-independent meanings. It is of course
possible that meaning may so shift that an unarticulated meaning replaces
one that was originally articulated, so that nothing in the meaning of the
total ouﬁw«.mwwo: now corresponds to its part-expressions. But in this case
“wwawv_.wmmmo: has nmmm& to be genuinely complex, and tends, in developed
&58:.“ M e S_.mmoovma into one word. We no longer count its members as
i ﬁwn Mhﬂ.mﬁ_w_nnumuammw_ozm. since we mn not count them as expressions
il M Hm mwm:_mnma signs expressions, and we only call expressions
5 y are nom,_uocaa.oa out oﬁ,. expressions. No one would call

Ing" a complex expression since it consists of several sounds and

syllab] :
SEEMM. M.»m opposed to this, many-worded expressions are admittedly
B ire Ince it 1s part of the notion of a word to express something;

sanvwww_w”w M_M..:w word need not, however, be independent. Just as non-
Ones, 5o the - Haimm may occur only as ‘moments’ of nmdm:_ independent
only 4 - _m _m:w .mannmm_‘o: of :osw_nanvm,zana meanings may function
Eaaﬁoqa _unn“_ constituents in expressions of independent meanings: they
Our firg, U_“ E_a __:mc_m:n”m:w :o:.-Eanvm:am.:r Le. ‘incomplete’ expressions.
N 5y cate rely external impression of the difference between categorematic
axu_.nwmmo:w moJmEm:n expressions ranks the syncategorematic parts of
ters, mocza,,n‘:, a level with quite different parts of expressions, with the let-
SInce there ; and syllables which are in general meaningless. I say ‘in general’,
dre many genuine syncategorematic expressions even among these,
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such as the prefixes and suffixes used in inflexion. But, in the vast majoy
of cases, they are not parts of an expression qua expression, i.e. not its g
nificant parts; they are only parts of the expression as a sensuous phe .
enon. Syncategorematic expressions are therefore understood, even when :
occur in isolation; they are felt to carry definite ‘moments’ of mea
content, ‘moments’ that look forward to a certain completion which, thy
it may be indeterminate materially, is formally determined together
the content in question, and is circumscribed and governed by it. But h
a syncategorematic expression functions normally, and occurs in the
text of an independently complete expression, it has always, as illustrag
will testify, a determinate meaning-relation to our total thought; it has a
meaning a certain non-independent part of this thought, and so n

definite contribution to the expression as such. That we are right be
clear when we consider that the same syncategorematic expressi
occur in countless compounds in which it always plays the same sen
role. For this reason, in cases of syncategorematic ambiguity, we can

ably consider, doubt and dispute whether the same conjunction, pre
or relational expression has the same meaning in two contexts or ne
conjunction like ‘but’, or to a genitive like ‘father’s’, we can signi
attribute a meaning, but not to a verbal fragment like ‘fu’. Both ¢
before us as needing completion, but their needs of completion differ
tially: in the one case the need principally affects the thought rather tha
mere expression, in the other case it affects the expression alone or ré
the fragmentary expression. The hope is it may become an exp
possible spur to thought. In the successive formation of a complex
structure its total meaning gradually gets built up,'® in the successiV
mation of a word, the word alone gets built up; only when the
completed does it house the fleeting thought. In its own way, of co
verbal fragment evokes thoughts: that it is, e.g., a verbal fragment, an
it may be completed; these are not, however, its meaning. And accora
we complete it in differing ways (fu-futile, fuming, fugitive, furry, rek
etc.) the meaning alters, without thereby revealing an element comn .
this multitude of meanings, that could be taken to be the meaning
common fragment. We search in vain also for a structuring of the indi
word-meaning which might in part depend upon the significance of
verbal fragment. It is quite meaningless.

§6 Other opposed distinctions. Unclosed, abnormall)
abbreviated and defective expressions {

We must go on to a much-needed clarification of the difference between
pendent and non-independent meanings, fixing its character more pre
in relation to more general concepts, and connecting with it the d:
ant fact, the presiding rule in the whole field of meaning. Before we do ¥
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powever: it will .cm :mn.:.: to separate off the grammatical distinction that
formed OUT starting point :.m.E other &mzjn:o:m confused with it.

mv.anuam,,.:m:ﬁ:n expressions, qua :o:-_:amﬁnn.an:r require some sort
of € ompletion. and we .Snnmmonm also call them ‘incomplete expressions’.
Talk of ‘incompleteness has, roimwn_., another sense, which is not to be
nom?m& with the need for ﬂoiv.w:o: which is here in question. To show
this, we first observe Emﬁm@.ﬁ&os of meanings into independent and non-
independent €rosses the division into simple and complex. Meanings such as,
e.g., larger than a house; beneath God’s own sky; in life’s troubles; but, Lord,
1o give thy messengers due honour, are non-independent meanings, unitary
despite their plurality of discernible parts. Several non-independent mean-
ings, or meanings partly non-independent and partly independent, can be
accordingly associated in relatively closed units, which yet manifest, as wholes,
a character of non-independence. This fact of complex non-independent
meanings is grammatically registered in the relatively closed unity of com-
plex syncategorematic expressions. Each of these is a single expression, be-
cause expressive of a single meaning, and it is a complex expression, because
expressive part by part of a complex meaning. It is in relation to this mean-
ing that it is a complete expression. If nonetheless we call it incomplete, this
depends on the fact that its meaning, despite its unity, is in need of com-
pletion. Since it can only exist in a wider semantic context, its linguistic
expression likewise points to a wider linguistic context, to a completion in
%nﬂ,”r that shall be independent and closed.

_.~ is n_.ES different in the case of an abnormally abbreviated expression,
which gives to thought, whether independent or non-independent, an in-
ﬂav_ﬁn_ So_._mw possibly in the circumstances quite intelligible, expression.
! nm :nwu wnan v.c_z. to defective mxnj&.ﬁ.aa. where syntactical members are
wo_onmimwwﬂwm n%o%::.”_@:m sentential context, m_ﬂroc.mr a certain mutual
et Mh nw M w@“ﬂ ta Emauvﬂa remains _g.omamm_u_n. The need for
Sompletion of efective utterances differs in kind m,o_:‘:ﬁ need _,mz. E.a
on-independ .m Mwsnmx,“mo_.n:._m:nm.. Not cmomfn m:n pertinent meaning is
talk canyin m%ﬂm. :w c.aﬂmcmm all unitary meaning is absent, such @nm@nﬂ‘?a
s as finis ed talk, :.9 even as ﬂm_w at all. If on nonnmroﬁsm
o iy M nscription we read ha&n« G 11— &mn&&. external indica-
though 1 :wﬂ_ﬁ to a certain mij.::m_ and semantic unity: this indirect
itis E::mE e ,,.,.iméq. Em meaning of Gw fragment before us. As it stands,
zmwo of Uﬁ:mﬂ;mé meaning, and .no:m:Eﬁm no expression: a loose assem-
With o et s y ”:anvnjansr partially non-independent meanings, together
of 3 itag o qcmmﬁw am_m:_.ﬂ but c_m.o strange to Emz,_. that they may be part

Talk mrcr_r:_ EE..::_Q” that is all that is given.

COmplegio E.nxmamzoqm that are cso_o.mwa. incomplete and requiring
it O m. ,,.._io_.o Em:.__w covers m::a different things. On the one hand,
ua_uwns.: wwz.&m.mo_‘mam.:n‘ expressions: on the other hand, abnormally

ated and, in the limit, defective expressions, which are not so much
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expressions as expressional fragments. These distinct notions cross g
another. An abbreviated expression can be categorematic, a syncatego;
expression gapless etc., etc.

§7 The conception of non-independent meanings as
founded contents

We have recognized that the seemingly indifferent distinction between:
egorematic and syncategorematic expressions corresponds to a fundamey
division in the realm of meanings. We took the former as our starting-poj
but the latter revealed itself as basic, as the prime foundation of the gr
matical distinction.

The concept of the expression, or of the difference between the
audible, or sensuous parts of an expression and its partial expressions in
true sense of the word, or, as we may say more pointedly, its syn,
parts (roots, prefixes, suffixes,"" words, conjoined complexes of word
only be fixed by recurring to a distinction among meanings. If these
into simple and complex meanings, the expressions which fit the
also be simple or complex, and this complexity necessarily leads b
final significant parts, to syntactical parts and so once more to exp
On the other hand, the analysis of expressions as mere sensuous phe
also always yields mere sensuous parts, ones that no longer sign
same is true of the superimposed distinction of expressions into categores
and syncategorematic. It can at least be described by holding the formt
be capable of serving as complete expressions, finished locutions by t
selves, whereas the latter cannot. But if one wishes to limit the vague
this characterization, and to pin down the sense that is here relevant,
as the inner ground that enables some expressions, and not others, to
as finished locutions, one must, as we saw, go back to the semantic I
and point out there the need of completion that attaches to certain ¥
independent meanings.

Having called syncategorematic meanings ‘non-independent’, we
ready said where we think the essence of such meanings lies. In our eng
into non-independent contents in general, we have given a general dete
tion of the concept of non-independence: it is this same non-indepen
that we have to recognize in the field of meaning. Non-independent
tents, we stated above (Inv. m, §§5-7), are contents not able to exist 2
but only as parts of more comprehensive wholes. This inability has
priori governing ground in the specific essences of the contents in questt
Each non-independence points to a law to the effect that a content of
sort in question, e.g. sort A, can exist only in the context of a whol€
(AB ... M), where B ... M stand for determinate sorts of content. ‘Det
ate’, we said, since no law merely asserts connection between the sort A,
any other sorts whatever, that an 4 only needs some completion, no mM&

4
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 Law involves specific determinateness of context: dependent and

.nt variables have spheres limited by fixed generic or specific char-
.. We have mainly employed as examples the concrete things of sensuous
- tuition. We no_.__a.. however, have brought in other fields, those of act-
n%«:n:nnw and their .mcm:mﬂ noEn:a.

Here we are OEM E.Hm_.aman_ in meanings. We conceived these as ideal
unities. but our distinction naturally passed over from the real (real) to the
ideal realm (see above Inv. m, §7a). In the concrete act of meaning some-
thing, there is a moment which corresponds to the meaning which makes up
the essential character of this act, i.e. necessarily belongs to each concrete
act in which the same meaning is ‘realized’. In regard to the division of acts
into simple and complex, a concrete act can involve several acts; such partial
acts can live in the whole, whether as independent or non-independent parts.
An act of meaning, in particular, can as such be complex, be made up of acts
of meaning. A total meaning then belongs to the whole act, and to each
partial act a partial meaning (a part of the meaning that is itself a meaning).
A meaning, accordingly, may be called ‘independent’ when it can constitute
the full, entire meaning of a concrete act of meaning, ‘non-independent’, when
this is not the case. It can then only be realized in a non-independent part-
act in a concrete act of meaning, it can only achieve concreteness in relation
to certain other complementary meanings, it can only exist in a meaningful
s&o_n. .,:._o non-independence of meaning qua meaning thus defined deter-
mines, in our view, the essence of the syncategorematica.

§8 Difficulties of this conception. (a) Whether the
mo.....;:nmuo:mm:nm of the meaning does not really only
e in the non-independence of the object meant

H‘mﬂczm.w:”wmzw_ﬂ%m”m%w“ MM_M.QMBE_M% of oMn no:mnﬁ:ou. We shall first
ings, and independence and h: n.ﬁﬂu n_._n% o no:-..:&nﬂasansnn e wight
o the moment thisk . : on-in w.nw:. ence of o_.u._mna meant. O:o_,a_wE
which lend manr: ; a. wﬁ.‘qu n__mH:.HS:W: _.nmco__u_m to m:m _m:w_.. “ Acts
o_d.wﬁm If so -:.:m _.m. er as ?,mmmsﬁ.:o:w , as :.:n::o:m_ mx‘ﬁo:gnmm‘ to
.uawa:.ﬁa..msa.m r__ws.m:n.cmﬂ of an o_uhan.ﬁ is =o=:€amﬁn=amnr it cannot be
completion. 1 _.m,o ..Gomr H:m.no:.nmﬁo:a_:m meaning ﬂrnqnwo_”n demands a
emergeg, _r.,.:T_”. :.,..a:. nc:-_sam_un:m_o:r dﬁ mmaﬂ_sm_w obvious principle
@:S.Emcsma,mi,a_?:_n expressions are directed to independent objects,
T c::n.._,F expressions to non-independent ones.

aez-:x?ﬁs__;yrrU:s: is _.m..a__w_.mnmz to Ua.m._,_.o:mo:m. The very expression
nﬁnmcqaﬂ._:ﬂi , moment provides a decisive mocﬁn_.-mxmﬁu_m. It is a
954,:5.3‘.5 lo nyﬁhmmm_o: and yet presents a :o:._:n_nugam.a object. Every
Emaah.,zn an Qn :__.. ooject whatever can be __W.Ea__w 2:” object of an independent
Thege nr. that directly, c.g Redness, Figure, Likeness, Size, Unity, Being.

amples show that independent meanings correspond, not merely to
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material moments of objects, but also to their categorial forms, meanjp
peculiarly directed to these forms and making them their objects: the lag
are not for that reason self-existent in the sense of being independent,
possibility of independent meanings directed to non-independent ‘mon
is not at all remarkable, when we reflect on the fact that a meaning “pre
an object, but does not therefore have the character of picturing it, ¢
its essence consists rather in a certain intention, which can be intentiona]
‘directed’ to anything and everything, to what is independent as mug]
what is non-independent. Anything, everything can be objectified as a
meant, i.e. can become an intentional object.

§9 (b) The understanding of isolated
syncategorematica

A serious difficulty is occasioned by our understanding of syncategore
expressions torn from all context. If our notion is right, there can be n
thing: for us the non-independent elements of categorematically closed s
(Aoyos) cannot be isolated. How can we possibly treat such elemen
Aristotle treated them, apart from all connection? Under the head
T& &veu oUPTIAOKAS, T& KaTd pndepiav ouptrAokny Aeyoueva he covers
classes of words, including the syncat=gorematica. y
This objection can first be met by pointing to the distinction
‘authentic’ and ‘so-to-speak’ presentations, or what is here the same,
ference between merely intending and fulfilling meanings. We may in fact!
Isolated syncategorematica such as equals, together with, and, or can ach
no fulfilment of meaning, no intuitive understanding, except in the ¢
of a wider meaning-whole. If we wish to ‘be clear’ what the word ‘eq
means, we must turn to an intuitive equation, we must actually (genui
perform a comparison, and following upon this, bring to understandir
fulfilment a sentence of the form a = b. If we wish to be clear as t@
meaning of the word ‘and’, we must actually carry out an act of colle
and bring to fulfilment in the aggregate thus genuinely presented a m
of the form a and b. And so in every case. The non-independent status
fulfilling meaning, which thus necessarily forms part of a fulfilling med
of wider content, serves to base derived talk about the non-indepent
status of the intending meaning."
Undoubtedly we have here a correct and valuable thought. We can @
express it by saying that no syncategorematic meaning, no act of m
independent meaning-intention, can function in knowledge outside of the conté
of a categorematic meaning. Instead of ‘meaning’, we could of course *
‘expression’, in the normal sense of a unity of verbal sound and meaning ¢
sense. But we have to ask whether, since there is a unity-of-coincidef
between intending and fulfilling meaning in the state of fulfilment, we &
look on a fulfilling meaning as non-independent, while an intending me?
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. independent. Can we, in other words, hold that talk of non-independence
% the case of intuitively unfulfilled meanings is merely loose, conditional on
in independence in possible fulfilment? This seems scarcely thinkable, and
so we are v:m:,ma back to _,..o_&:m 5.& even empty meaning-intentions — the
‘pon-authentic . ‘symbolic presentations which give sense to an expression
apart from any knowledge-function — reveal a A_._Qn_.n:nn between indepen-
dence and :o:-.:aounzamznn. How can we explain the indubitable fact that
isolated syncategorematica, e.g. the isolated word ‘and’, are understood?
They are non-independent as regards their meaning-intention, and this surely
means that such intentions can exist only in categorematic contexts: the
isolated ‘and’, the particle torn from its context, ought therefore to be a
hollow noise.

We can only resolve our difficulty in the following manner:

A syncategorematic expression torn from context either has not got the
meaning it has in categorematic contexts, or it has got it, but has also
undergone a completion of meaning quite indefinite in content, so that it is
an incomplete expression of this momentarily activated, completed mean-
ing. We understand an isolated ‘and’ either because the indirect, verbally
unexpressed thought of a certain familiar conjunction gives it an unusual
meaning, or because vague, unverbalized presentations of things help us to
form a thought of the type A and B. In the latter case, the word ‘and’ is func-
noaum normally to the extent that it is really only an aspect in a complete,
_m.zm_.&w performed meaning-intention, the same aspect as in a combina-
tion of categorematic expressions standing for a collection. It is functioning
abnormally only in not being connected with other expressions, which give
normal utterance to the complementary parts of the meaning here in question.

Our &.Bn:_:nw are thus removed. We may assume that the difference
WMM_MM: G%ﬁm:aaﬂ m.:a non-independent meanings affects the realm of

g-intentions as it affects the realm of fulfilment. We have the situ-

ation s_:._o: the possibility of an adequate fit between intention and fulfilment
necessarily requires.

non-

10 — . R
§10 A priori 1aws governing combinations of meanings

_H._Mn“m:%_mpﬁ Hﬂ.n distinction _uﬁ.sﬁ.n: ‘msmmvnnamﬁ ‘and non-independent
iam?:a,oa _u.o .=,._03 mmzmnm_ a_mcnnw_o: between independent and non-
in the ealm cw_mz.? we ”,:.m really covering one ..om:._n most Eaamam:ﬁ_ facts
theiy __:EQ.E”. _.:m.n:_nm. that 2....”5525 are subject to a ?.._o: laws regulating
ing, 5 g x&. EHH; new meanings. ﬁo.mmnr case .om M_on-_:.an_unsanzﬂ mean-
telation 1. : essence applies - ?:oi_:m the principle a_mncm.wna by us in
ing’s - .,:, H_o:-_:awugansn objects E:mﬁnéa —a law ﬂmc‘_m:: g the mean-
and kings ! ,,.c_._.i_n:c: by ?:.:._m_. meanings, and s0 pointing to the forms

5 Of context into which it must be fitted. Since meanings cannot be

Combine . .
ned to form new meanings without the aid of connective forms, which
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are themselves meanings of a non-independent sort, there are obvio
priori laws of essence governing all meaning-combinations. The impo;
fact here before us is not peculiar to the realm of meaning: it plays its
wherever combination occurs. All combinations whatever are subject
pure laws; this holds particularly of all material combinations limited g
single sphere of fact, where the results of combination must occupy |
same sphere as the combining members. (This case is opposed to thaj
formal, ‘analytic’ combinations, e.g. collections, which are not bound
with the peculiarities of a sphere of fact, nor with the factual essence of
combining members.) In no sphere is it possible to combine items of an

every kind by way of any and every form: the sphere of items sets a py
limits to the number of combinatorial forms, and prescribes the
laws for filling them in. That this fact is general should not lesses
obligation to point out such general laws in each given field, and to p
their unfolding into special laws.

our unfreedom in binding meanings to meanings, so that we cannot
at will with the elements of a significantly given, connected unity. M
only fit together in antecedently definite ways, composing other sign
unified meanings, while other possibilities of combination are excl
laws, and yield only a heap of meanings, never a single meaning. ;
possibility of their combination rests on a law of essence, and is |

means merely subjective. It is not our mere factual incapacity, the com
of our ‘mental make-up’, which puts it beyond us to realize such a
the cases we here have in mind, the impossibility is rather objective,
rooted in the pure essence of the meaning-realm, to be grasped, ther
with apodictic self-evidence. The impossibility attaches, to be more p
not to what is singular in the meanings to be combined, but to the
kinds, the semantic categories, that they fall under. This or that mean
of course, itself a species, but, relative to a meaning-category, it only ¢
as an individual specification. In arithmetic, likewise, relatively to num
forms and laws a numerically definite number is an individual specifica
Wherever, therefore, we see the impossibility of combining given mean
this impossibility points to an unconditionally general law to the effect
meanings belonging to corresponding meaning-categories, and conform
to the same pure forms, should lack a unified result. We have, in shorts:
a priori impossibility. :

What we have just said holds of course of the possibility of signific#
combinations as it holds of their impossibility.

To consider an example. The expression ‘This tree is green’ has uf
meaning. If we formalize this meaning (the independent logical propost
and proceed to the corresponding pure form of meaning, we obtain A%
S is P, an ideal form whose range of values consists solely of indepe
dent (propositional) meanings. It is now plain that what we may call |
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erialization’ of this form, its specification in definite propositions, is
ble in infinitely many ways, but that we are not completely free in such

Lfication, but work confined within definite limits. We cannot substitute
%?anu_:nmm we like for the variables ‘S” and *P’. Within the framework of
_w._”w form we can change our example ‘This tree is green” into “This gold . . .",
”;mm algebraic :.E.:&q«. vty .,_,Em. blue raven ,mwn: is green”: any nominal
material - in a wide sense of .noEEm_ material’ — can here be inserted, and
so plainly can any adjectival material replace the *P”. In each case we have
once more a meaning cswmnm in sense, i.e. an independent proposition of
the prescribed form, but if we anvmn from the categories of our meaning-
material, the unitary sense vanishes. Where nominal material stands, any
nominal material can stand, but not adjectival, nor relational, nor com-
pleted propositional material. But where we have materials from such other
categories, other material of the same kind can be put, i.e. always material
from the same category and not from another. This holds of all meanings
whatsoever, whatever the complexity of their form.

In such free exchange of materials within each category, false, foolish,
ridiculous meanings — complete propositions or elements of propositions —
may result, but such results will necessarily be unified meanings, or gram-
matical expressions whose sense can be unitarily realized. When we transgress
the bounds of categories, this is no longer true. We can string together
words like “This careless is green’, ‘More intense is round’, ‘This house is
just like’; we may substitute ‘horse’ for ‘resembles’ in a relational statement
of the form ‘a resembles 5, but we achieve only a word-series, in which each
word is as such significant, or points to a complete, significant context, but
Wwe do not, in principle, achieve a closed unity of sense. This is above all the
case when we seek arbitrarily to exchange parts which are themselves formed
units within an articulated unit of meaning, or when we replace such parts
by others taken at random from other meanings, as, e.g., when we try to
”Mﬂm_uﬂm the antecedent m: a :wuoﬂrmanm_ v_.owomiom (a mere a_.mBnE in the
g ozon__wm ﬁgﬁ we call ‘the :wuoéw:cm_ proposition’) by a :.oaﬁm_ element,
Fratiid of QOM:EM”H,E? of a n__mw_::nzo: by a :wvo._ﬁcom_. consequent.
responding m_, 1s in the nn..sr_.o.gn, we Emm.m_mo attempt it in the cor-
made mémw vcmo orms of meaning, i.e. propositional 33..:9 We are at once
flosis e En_".h rough a priori insight into law, :_.m: such intended combina-
o it m: .ocm c.w the very nature of the constituents of Em pure patterns
Meaning. ._.:u.: .M_cr: constituents can only enter into definitely constituted

It i _.U.. r.nsw. , .
Hamazm HH ::_m,:w.. that the pure elements of form in a concrete unity of
and whigy, .”_ mssw. change _U_E,Hm c.c:: grw.n_nam:?. to which Enz. m_é.wc::.
Unifieq Sm.h:u.,oqm_cm our Eoms__.._m its ww_mﬂ._o.: to m:_:mm. H:m specification ﬂ_,
Pringip]e Mc Ing-forms such as ‘An S'is p’, ‘If S'is p, Q is r’ etc., cannot, in
‘termg . proceed .:#E,m_um:‘mnﬂma ...u._o:._nns of mz..z,_ take the _u_mmn of the

» 1.e. the materials in the meaning-pattern which relate to things. We

.an
ﬁOmm_
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can construct verbal strings such as ‘if the or is green’, ‘A tree is and’
but such strings have no graspable single meanings. It is an analytic tg
that the forms in a whole cannot function as its materials, nor vice-
and this obviously carries over into the sphere of meanings.

In general we recognize, as we construct and think over such exam
that every concrete meaning represents a fitting together of materials ap
forms, that each such meaning falls under an ideal pattern that can be g
forth in formal purity, and that to each such pattern an a priori la
meaning corresponds. This law governs the formation of unitary meanig
out of syntactical materials falling under definite categories having
priori place in the realm of meanings, a formation according to synta
forms which are likewise fixed a priori, and which can be readily se
constitute a fixed system of forms. Hence arises the great task eg
fundamental for logic and for grammar, of setting forth the a priori
stitution of the realm of meanings, of investigating the a priori syste
the formal structures which leave open all material specificity of mear
a ‘theory of the forms of meanings’.

§11 Objections. Modifications of meaning which are
rooted in the essence of expressions or meanings

We must now take account of possible objections. One must not b
astray by the fact that meanings of any category, even syncategore!
forms like and, can be put into the subject-position otherwise occup
substantival meanings. If one looks closely, one sees that this happ
modification of meaning, so that what replaces a name is itself really non
a meaning differing in syntactical type (an adjectival or merely fo
meaning) has not been simply transplanted. We have such a case, e.
statements like ‘If is a conjunction’, ‘And is a non-independent me
The words certainly occupy the subject-position, but their meaning is p
not the same as they have in an ordinary context. That each word @
expression can, by a change of meaning, come to occupy every place in
categorematic whole, is not remarkable. What we have in mind here is B
a verbal but a semantic compounding, or a compounding of words
which meanings remain constant. Logically considered, all shifts of meal
are to be adjudged abnormal. Our logical interest, oriented towards unitas
selfsameness of meaning, demands constancy in the meaning-function. =
naturally happens, however, that certain meaning-transformations belong |
the grammatically normal stock-in-trade of every language. Verbal con
will at least make a modified meaning readily intelligible, and, if the mot
for modification are pervasively general, rooted, e.g., in the general chz
ter of expressions, or in the pure essence of the realm of meanings, then s
abnormalities will recur regularly, and their logical abnormality will
grammatical sanction.

The distinction between independent and non-independent meanings 65

Here belongs S.m suppositio _.:nwm:.&a of mn:o_mmnn parlance. Every ex-
ion. whether its normal meaning is categorematic or syncategorematic,
n_.mmu..__ .o function as its own name, i.e. it will name itself as a grammatical
o ._gu_,_:mzo:. If we say ‘“The earth is round” is a statement’, our subject-
u:n,_.._ww:,:os is not the meaning of the statement, but a presentation of
ﬂw«%&m_:na as such. We do H.uo”.h.:n_.mn about the state of &mm:..ﬁw that the
carth is round, but mUoE the indicative sentence: n_:m. mw:Hnsmm :mw:, m_._:n-
tions abnormally as its own name. If we say ‘“And” is a conjunction’, the
quance of meaning normally corresponding to the word “and’ is not put
into the position of subject: this is occupied by an independent meaning
directed to the word ‘and’. In this abnormal reading, ‘and’ is not really a
mﬁnmﬁnmonmam:n. but a categorematic expression: it names itself as a Eo._d.
We have an exact analogue of suppositio materialis when an expression
has. instead of its normal meaning, a presentation of this meaning (i.e. a
meaning directed to this meaning as object). This is the case, e.g., if we say
‘And, but, greater than are non-independent meanings’. Here we should gen-
erally say that the meanings of the words ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘greater than’ are non-
independent. Just so in the utterance ‘Man, table, house, are thing-concepts’,
presentations of these concepts function as subjects, and not the concepts
themselves. In these, as in the previous cases, the change of meaning regu-
larly shows itself in our written expression: quotation marks, or what may
be suitably called other hetero-grammatical modes of expression, are employed.
All expressions to which ‘modifying’ rather than ‘determining’ predicates
attach, function abnormally in the above described or some similar sense:
the normal sense of our utterance is to be replaced by another, in a more or
less complex fashion, so that, however it may otherwise be built up, its
apparent subject (on a normal interpretation) is replaced by some sort of
presentation of itself, an ideal presentation, perhaps, in the sense of pure
logic, or an empirical-psychological one, or a purely phenomenological one.
We say, e.g., “The centaur is a poetic fiction’. With a little circumlocution
We can instead say: ‘Our ideas of centaurs, i.e. subjective presentations with
the meaning-content centaur, are poetic fictions’. The predicates ‘is’, ‘is not’,
. ‘is false’ modify meaning. They do not express properties of the
pparent subject, but of the corresponding subject-meaning. “That 2+2=35

B Ewn” means that the thought is a false thought, the proposition a false
Proposition.

Leaving
Present
and yp
Stated
Contep
the g

g aside the examples in the last paragraph, where the modifying
ation is subjective in a psychological or a phenomenological sense,
aﬁﬁm:&:m our analogue of suppositio materialis with its previously
limitations, we note that we are here dealing with alterations in the
L Or rather act of meaning, that have their roots in the ideal nature of
nm_.ﬁmmspﬁnnm-:.gz itself. ,_,r.mz ._::__n their roots in n:msmmm.% Emmasm., in a
Mot s er sense cﬁ.Bnmn,_:m that abstracts ?o& expressions, but which is

nlike that of arithmetical talk of ‘transforming’ arithmetical patterns.
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In the realm of meaning there are @ priori laws allowing meanings
transformed into new meanings while preserving an essential kernel,
belongs the transformation that any meaning can undergo, by an a p
rule, when there is a ‘direct presentation’ of it, i.e. an intrinsic refere;

its original meaning. Its verbal expression will then function, with modj
meaning, as a ‘proper name’ of its original meaning. This modific;

having a priori universality, conditions a large class of equivocatig .
general grammar, changes in the verbal act of meaning which go f
yond the peculiarities of empirical languages. In our further Investi
we shall have more chances of meeting similar modifications rooted in
essence of meanings, the important cases, e.g., where whole statey
are ‘nominalized’ so as to appear in the subject-position, and so too i
position that requires nominal members. We may point to cases where
jectival predicates or attributes are ‘nominalized’, so as to dispel any dg
aroused by things said in our previous section. An adjective has, as it &
a predicative and, in consequence, an attributive role; it functions no;
in its ‘original’, unmodified meaning in, e.g., our above example “This &
green’. It remains intrinsically unchanged — apart from its syntactical

if we say ‘This green tree’. Such a change in form as opposed to the

syntax, which occurs also when, e.g., a nominal presentation function
subject takes on the object-role, or a proposition functioning as an
ent takes on the role of a consequent, must first be pinned down: it
central theme in describing pervasive structures in the meaning-realm.
adjectival meaning, in the sense of syntactical material not affected by
ing from a predicative to an attributive role, can yet undergo a mod i
when, from functioning merely as an attributive aspect of some no
meaning, it is itself nominalized, i.e. made into a name, as, e.g., in ‘G
a colour’ and ‘Being green (Greenness) is a differentiation of Being col¢
(of Colour)’. These two modes of speech do not mean quite the san
spite shifting ambiguities, since in one case a non-independent sid
concrete object’s content may be meant, while in the other case we!
a nominalization of the being which is the correlate of the predical
attaching to the predicate member of a categorical predication and ap
to its positing of the subject. The same word ‘green’ therefore changess
meaning in such nominalizations: its written expression [in German)] _...
its initial capital, indicates what is common to such modifications, Wik
capital is by no means logically or grammatically pointless. The 0 i
and the nominalized meaning (green and Green, is green and Being-g
plainly have an essential moment, an identical kernel, in common.
kernel is an abstractum having several forms gua kernel: these forms af&
be distinguished from the syntactical forms which already presupps
kernels, together with their forms qua kernels, as their syntactical materi€
If the form qua kernel of an adjectival kernel or kernel-content yields syn¥
tical material of nominal type, then such determinately constructed nom&
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\\.-l\‘-.-ll.l.l

eanings ¢4n perform every syntactical function which requires nominal mean-
_amm for its syntactical materials in accordance with formal meaning-laws.
%Em will suffice as an indication. Closer treatment belongs in a systematic

setting forth of our theory of forms.

§12 Nonsense and absurdity

One must, of course, distinguish the law-governed incompatibilities to
which the study of syncategorematica has introduced us, from the other
ESBE:E::& illustrated by the example of ‘a round square’. As said in
our First Investigation,'" one must not confound the senseless (or nonsen-
sical) with the absurd (or ‘counter-sensical’), though we tend to exaggerate
and call the latter ‘senseless’, when it is rather a sub-species of the signif-
icant. The combination ‘a round square’ really yields a unified meaning,
having its mode of ‘existence’ or being in the realm of ideal meanings, but it
is apodictically evident that no existent object can correspond to such an
existent meaning. But if we say ‘a round or’, ‘a man and is’ etc., there exist
no meanings which correspond to such verbal combinations as their ex-
pressed sense. The coordinated words give us the indirect idea of some
unitary meaning they express, but it is apodictically clear that no such mean-
ing can exist. that significant parts of these sorts, thus combined, cannot
consist with each other in a unified meaning. This indirect notion would not
itself be accepted as the meaning of such verbal complexes. When an ex-
E.smmoa functions normally, it evokes its meaning: when understanding
fails, its sensuous similarity to understood, meaningful speech will evoke the
Inauthentic notion of a ‘certain’ pertinent meaning, since the meaning itself
Is what is precisely missing.

,;_n. &Ewwm:nn between the two incompatibilities is plain. In the one case
Mﬂwwuoﬂm:,ﬁ_ ‘meanings fail to assort ﬂomn%u_. .E a unity of Enmnmam as far
itk m_mﬂmsw. o_” E.:: o._, the :.:.& meaning is ncann-.:mu. >.= object A.u.m.
as vm_.w.:zw eo .n?:..& E:_nv E,._.:n.m all S.E mrn :Emnﬁ_ meaning conceives
S #ﬁ_.__m to it by way .Om its Enoﬂvmczn meanings, neither exists nor
E e o:.m: the meaning itself exists. Names such as ‘wooden iron’ and

und square’ or sentences such as ‘All squares have five angles’ are names
OT sentences as genui . 2 ibili i

g ne as any. In the other case the possibility of a unitary

H«mﬂ._ﬁm ﬂ,”w_w_,.nwn_:%m the vomv..wc_..." comm,wﬁnnm of certain partial Eomizmm
such partia] _s,wq.a _:ﬁw. n_s_w,m: :a:aﬁ. idea, directed upon En synthesis of
Object e, S_Q_L.S_:mu in a single Eom.E:m..m:a at the same time see that no
SOTt canpo, niwﬁoa.mnwﬁasa to such an idea, i.e. ,:H,m‘p a meaning of the intended
with a—— .:o:_amaEnE of incompatibility is in one case connected
the f, e ations, in another with objects; presentations of presentations enter

The “. unity of judgement, whereas plain presentations enter the latter.
Savm:ﬂ_ﬁ_&::&:.ﬂ:. expression of the a priori incompatibilities and
itles here in question, as of the pertinent laws governing
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meaning-combinations, must in part be found in the grammatical
governing the parts of speech. If we ask why our language allows cer
verbal combinations and disallows others, we are to a large extent refepy
to contingent linguistic habits, to matters of mere fact concerning lang '
which develop in one way in one speech-community and another wa
another. In part, however, we encounter the essential difference of
pendent and non-independent meanings and, closely involved the

the a priori laws of the combination and transformation of meanings, Ia
which must be more or less revealed in every developed language, both in
grammar of forms and in the related class of grammatical incompatib

§13 The laws of the compounding of meanings s:&,_.
the pure logico-grammatical theory of forms i

The task of an accomplished science of meanings would be to inve
the law-governed, essence-bound structure of meanings and the laws
bination and modification of meaning which depend upon these,
reduce such laws to the least number of independent elementary lay
should obviously also need to track down the primitive meaning-
and their inner structures, and, in connection with these, to fix th
categories of meaning which circumscribe the sense and range
indeterminates — the ‘variables’ in a sense quite close to that of mathi
— that occur in such laws. What formal laws of combination may
can be made fairly plain by arithmetic. There are definite forms of s
through which, quite in general or in certain definite conditions,
bers give rise to new numbers. The ‘direct operations’ a + b, ab, a
resultant numbers unrestrictedly, the ‘inverse operations, @ —
bVa,'loga, only in certain conditions. That this is the case must be laid de
by an assertion or rather a law of existence, and perhaps proved from cex
primitive axioms. The little we have so far been able to indicate has
plain that there are similar laws governing the existence or non-el
of meanings in the semantic sphere, and that in these laws meanings @
free variables, but are bound down to the range of varying catego: i
arising out of the nature of the sphere in question. '
In the pure logic of meanings, whose higher aim is the laws of obje
validity for meanings (to the extent that such validity depends pur
semantic form), the theory of the essential meaning-structures, and 3.«.
of their formal constitution, provide the needed foundation. .H._.mmw.
logic. with its theories of concepts and judgements, offers us a few 150K
starting-points, without being clear as to the end to be aimed at, €1
general or in respect of the pure Idea of meaning. Plainly the theory ©
elementary structures and the concrete patterns of ‘judgement’ — here
stood as ‘propositions’ — will comprise the whole form-theory of meani®
each concrete meaning-pattern being either a proposition or a possible elef¥
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A ﬁu%sm::m_:u. We _“.Em.p note GE the exclusion Om.:ﬁ .Bmﬂ:m_ of knowl-
sdge’ 10 .._,,:_c: pure logic is c.w its very sense committed, obliges us to keep
out n«..u&.,:_:m which could give mnam::n forms (types, patterns) a definite
elation 10 _m_nEm_ mu:a_.mm of _um_._..m. Everywhere indefinitely general pres-
entations of factual material, a.nm::mq determined only in respect of semantic
category- &£ nominal, m&an:é_,‘Edﬁoﬂ:o:m_ etc., must do duty for con-
rentful concepts and even for the highest of such concepts, e.g. physical thing,
spatial thing, mental thing etc.

Our first task, therefore, in a purely logical form-theory of meanings, is to
lay down the primitive forms of meaning with the requisite purity just de-
scribed. We must fix the primitive forms of independent meanings, of complete
propositions with their internal articulations, and the structures contained in
such articulations. We must fix, too, the primitive forms of compounding and
modification permitted by the essence of different categories of possible
elements. (We must note that complete propositions can become members
of other propositions.) After this, we must systematically survey a boundless
multitude of further forms, all derivable by way of repeated compounding
or modification.

The forms to be established are naturally ‘valid’, which here means that,
however specified, they will yield real meanings, meanings real as meanings.
To each such primitive form there belongs, therefore, an a priori law of
existence, to the effect that each meaning-combination conforming to such
a form mo:i:m@ yields a unified meaning, provided only that its terms, the
Form’s indeterminates or variables, belong to certain semantic categories.
d:.w Aw&ﬁi@: of derived forms must also pro tanto be a deduction of their
i_a:w, and laws of existence will, therefore, also relate to these, but they
MN_HWa Mﬂcnn% from :_.Omo ﬁ_mzam to the primitive forms. Any two proposi-
iy mm_.mnm. when 83@_:& E.Eu mo-._.m_ M and N, m.:oﬂrn_. proposition, any
aoav_nw v:“nm m.s.o”rﬂ, m&nn:é ﬁmmm_.s one meaning that can stand as a
¥ i UM_-G c::_.a:.w ﬁ:._c:.m or m_”aa_nmﬂmv .du any two propositions, M,
W50 th :._:m. ikewise, ,Sn. primitive n‘o,snnnzqn forms Q.K then N, M or
and any m&mnﬂ“wwa: ”mmm_: 1s a proposition. To any ao:.::m_ meaning S,
house), the H.am:m _me::.._m p. there v&o:mm the primitive form Sp (e.g. red
Nominal pyepy i_nm. a new meaning mxma. by law in the category of
Primitiye o ,m.. e could in this manner give many other examples of
holg here, oo _,,:<.m _o._.ﬂm. We must ._.mEnE_uaﬁ in stating all the laws that
€ntatigy, A.i‘..,ﬁ_:,“.s_‘rodr_o_ism nmﬁmﬁwzm_ Ideas .2. proposition, nominal pres-
to abstract oo a m‘,.:.“:ﬁ..ﬁ.xi, which .aﬁama_:m the variables of the laws,
in givep s 1 Mr:m:ssm_:m syntactical :.u:sm that such meanings have
SPea of 5,.,. ,mE,,h_: ~ at they rmé, to :m,ﬁ in some aﬁﬁ.:::ﬁn form. We
mm " no:r.__,:n_.a ~_M,=w=._¢,. whether it occupies the subject-position or serves
a:;c::é? _,c ject, of the mmB.n.m&nQEm. whether used predicatively or
ao_c_cnn:...c‘ Qc En.wms.a E.ovo%:.ss, whether used as a free unit or as a

- disjunctive, or hypothetical antecedent or consequent, or whether
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occupying this or that place as a member in a complex propositional y
We thus fix plainly the much used, but never scientifically clarifieq
about terms in traditional logic. In the formal laws which enter the py;
of this logic,” as in our own laws of structures, such ‘terms’ fungf
variables; the categories circumscribing the range of their variabil
categories of terms. The scientific pinning down of these categories is p
one of the first tasks of our doctrine of forms. /

If we now make gradual substitutions in the primitive forms set for
for a simple term repeatedly substitute a combination exemplifying the
forms, and if we always reapply our primitive existential law, we an
ever new forms, of deductively proven validity, encapsulated in one a
with any degree of complexity. Thus for the conjunctive combination
positions one can substitute: N

(M and N) and P
(M and N) and (P and Q)
{(M and N) and P} and Q

etc., etc., and so for the disjunctive and hypothetical combinatio
positions, and for other modes of combinations in any other
categories. We see at once that the compoundings go on in infinitur
manner permitting comprehensive oversight, that each new form 1
tied to the same semantic category, the same field of variability as i
and that, as long as we stay in this field, all framable combin
meanings necessarily exist, i.e. must represent a unified sense. We
that the relevant existential propositions are obvious deductive con
of an existential proposition with the primitive form. Instead of con
applying the same mode of combination, we can plainly vary our
at will, and combine different forms of combination in our con
always within legally allowed limits, and so conceive an infinity of
forms legally engendered. As we formulate these facts in consciou
gain insight into the a priori constitution of the meaning-realm in
all those forms which have their a priori origin in its basic forms.
This insight, and the final comprehensive insight into the formal
tion of the whole semantic realm, is, of course, the one aim of such il
tions. It would be stupid to hope for worthwhile rules for the compo
of meanings (or rules for the grammatical compounding of expres
from the formulation of semantic types, and the existential laws reld
them. There is no temptation here to depart from the line of corre
hence no practical interest in determining it scientifically. Nonsensé ¥
so immediately revealed, with each deviation from normal forms, &
hardly fall into such deviations in the practice of thought and spe
theoretical interest of the systematic investigation of all possible me&
forms and primitive structures, is all the greater. We, in fact, rise ¢
insight that all possible meanings are subject to a fixed typic of caté
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s built, in @ priori fashion, into the general Idea of meaning, that
aws govern the realm of meaning, whereby all possible concrete
-patterns mwﬁn_ﬁm:nm:w %vﬂa on a small number of primitive forms,
ed by laws &.mﬁﬁm:no. out of E?o._ﬂ they flow by pure construction. This
last wnun_.m:.h_:o:, 58:.@: its a priori, purely mmﬁ.molm_ character, brings to
scientific awa reness 4 basic chapter in the constitution of ‘theoretical reason’.

Additional note. I talked above of compounding and modification. The
rules of modification also have a place in the sphere we must define. What
we mean is shown by En analogue of suppositio materialis considered above.
Other instances are differences of contextual functioning, of a priori syn-
tactical position, as when a name functioning as subject shifts to the object-
place. These differences are not easy to elucidate: they are mixed up with
empirical factors, and terminate in case-forms and syntactical forms of
grammar. The difference between the attributive and predicative functioning
of adjectival meanings, as well as similar matters, have here their place.
(The investigations of the form-doctrine of meanings announced in our First
Edition, and since expounded with many improvements in my lectures
at Géttingen since 1901, will shortly, I hope, be laid before a wider public in
my Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und phinomenologische Forschung.)

structure
a »qla:

meaning

§14 Laws which discourage nonsense and laws which

discourage absurdity. The Idea of a purely logical
grammar

ﬂﬂ”ﬂhw“_mmm“m of EMmanm just &mn_._m.moa, which serve merely 6 separate
s of M_mwoma, %ﬂ:wnsm.ﬂ must in an extended sense on:mE_.w count
it togio] _mm_r“ ey will, _.E.Encn?._un the last things one will think
W s ‘Ew are in question: m:_m term oﬁ.:.w suggests the quite
Beberncd cz,_ .:ﬂn w more _:aa._.nm::m In our omm:::ﬁ practice, that are
their oE.mn:Swv. M,:.w.w._m:_.mnmi (i.e. :o?:osma:mﬁ.om: meanings, and with
W0 types of _m,w ssibility and truth. Let us look into the relation of these
a.ﬂ:Mm“m%M:mwhmsm pertinent to the oosmﬂm:._:o: of the essential forms
Objects o q.zz om n_,c:m open whether meanings built on such forms have
POSsible oy .o_.a whether A‘E_ﬁ: they are propositional forms) they yield
waum:m:sw e %E, As said above, these laws have the mere function of
~Mugt pe Ean,.z omd,znzwwsmm. ,_,_5” word ‘nonsense’ - let us stress it again
O like g e ood mits literal, strict sense. A heap of words like ‘King but
but the nc:in:::m_ ,sn, understood as a unit: each word has sense in isolation,
Of the méan_:nﬂ_ IS senseless. q,.rnma laws of sense, or, normatively put, laws
”amwﬂzn. Whics _.xs_ﬂ nonsense, direct logic to the abstractly possible forms of
Ogic g 0es by . ¢ Objective value it then becomes its first task to determine. This
noau,ﬁo:" £ Seting up the wholly different laws which distinguish a formally
rom g formally inconsistent, i.e. absurd, sense.
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The consistency or absurdity of meanings expresses objective, i.e. g p
possibility (consistency, compatibility) as opposed to objective impos
(incompatibility): it expresses, in other words, the possibility or im
bility of the being of the objects meant (compatibility or incompatibj
the objective determinations meant) to the extent that this depends
intrinsic essence of meanings, and is seen from this essence with ap
evidence. This contrast between objectively, semantically consistent
and absurdity, has been notionally opposed and set apart from the ¢
between sense and nonsense, but we must observe that, in loose, com
speech, the two contrasts are confused, and every absurdity, even |
affront to empirical truth, is readily called ‘nonsense’. We have also to
a line between material (synthetic) absurdity and formal, analytic a
In the former case, concepts with content (first-order material k
meaning) must be given, as is the case, e.g., in the proposition ‘A s
round’ and in all false propositions of pure geometry, while the latte
every purely formal, objective incompatibility, grounded in rhe pure es
of the semantic categories, without regard to any material content of k
edge. (There is an analogous division within the contrasted conce
consistent sense.) Laws such as that of Contradiction, Double Ne
the Modus Ponens are, normatively restated, laws of the avoidance o
absurdity. They show us what holds for objects in general in virtue
pure ‘thought-form’, i.e. what can be said regarding the objective va
meanings on a basis purely of the meaningful form in which we thin
and in advance of all objective matters signified. These laws may
violated if falsehood is not to result, even before objects in their
particularity have been taken into account. They are, in the sense
Third Investigation (111, §§11 f.) ‘analytic’ laws, as opposed to the s
a priori laws which contain non-formal concepts, and depend on
their validity. In the sphere of analytic laws as such, these formal laws
their objective validity reposing on pure categories of meaning, are di
from ontological-analytic laws, which rest on formal-ontological categ
(such as object, property, plurality etc.) and they define sharply a
narrower notion of the analytic. We may call it the apophantic analy
analytic of apophantic logic. In part, but only in part, relations of &
ence link the two sets of laws, but we cannot go into this further heré:

If we now abstract from all questions of objective validity, and €@
ourselves to the a priori which has its roots purely in the generic essen
meaning as such, if we confine ourselves to the discipline that our prese
vestigation has illuminated, in its probing of primitive meaning-st
primitive articulations and combinations, as well as in the operational}

What has been hinted at in this regard in our Introduction, scarcely &
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xposition. The older grammarians instinctively concentrated atten-
fuller m.::u. sphere of laws, even if they were unable to bring it to full clarity.
tion 01 the sphere of grammar there are fixed standards, a priori norms that
Even __H_M: pe transgressed. As in the proper sphere of logic, the a priori

amwna separates itself off from the empirically and practically logical, so in

n__mamaazxzwnz_ sphere the so-called purely grammatical, i.e. the a priori
ﬁ_nan_.: or ‘idealized form of speech’, as it is well called, separates itself off
e

from the Q:Elam,_ element. In both cases the w_.:_umlnm_ element is in fact
determined DY _._Eﬁ...qmm_.‘wnﬁ quo._w mk.uEm_ traits .ow w:ﬁms nature, partly
by chance san::mzcom of race, H.::_o:m::w m.:a national history, or by pecu-
liarities of the individual and his life-experience. The a priori in either case
is. at least in its primitive forms, obvious, even trivial, but its systematic
demonstration, theoretical pursuit and phenomenological clarification
remains of supreme scientific and philosophical interest, and is by no
means easy.

The notion of universal grammar can of course be carried beyond the
a priori sphere, if the somewhat vague sphere of the universally human (in
the empirical sense) is brought in. There can, and must, be a universal gram-
mar in this widest of senses, and that this extended sphere is ‘rich in im-
portant and well-established findings’ (as A. Marty observes on page 61 of
his Untersuchungen z. Grundlegung etc., under the strange impression that he
is contradicting me) is something I do not, and never did, doubt. But here,
as elsewhere where philosophical interests are concerned, it is important
to separate the a priori sharply from the empirical, and to recognize that,
within this widely conceived discipline, the findings of formal semantics
_.a.néa for grammarians have a peculiar character: they belong to an a
Priori discipline that should be kept apart in its purity. Here as elsewhere,
one must subscribe to a great Kantian insight, and steep oneself in its sense:
ng one does not enrich, but rather subverts, the sciences if one blurs their
is “zmw_“_mw. O:nAE_._E «nm.:mm :.:: a universal grammar in this widest sense
Smn:_nqr_._,%mn science which, like all concrete sciences, _,m.nncnszu\ _u.zumm
essential] M.mwﬁ_m:ms_.w purposes findings whose :._noﬂncnm_ place lies in
hand, w:ﬂ Ii erent Enom‘mznm_ sciences, in empirical sciences, on the one
Natura] .,.Qm__as. a ..c:w: sciences, on :.:u. other. OE. age, o_..ﬁm:mma towards
ne m_aﬁn.a = ”._m, wmwv to it .Hrﬁ,mnsaé_ﬁim. empirical _:<n2‘_mm:omm are not
%0 favoureq. E grammatical :mE” nor in any other. What is a priori is not
age’s i _.,:Sw:.ﬁ_:ozmr all basic :.,Em.:a lead back to the a priori, our
Up the nc,_mn_ﬂ,: almost Eamm:m.:m to wither away. _, Enanwo:u fairly .Ewn
_uE_ogU_:m.: ,,., ,.: the _,,_E, ao.n:_:n of a grammaire .ﬁ.zw_.a? et __.E,.,uez.amm. a
the .E:c:._m, .m_,.,_EEzJ for its obscure, undeveloped intention aiming at
logic’ o M ) .:_H speech, in the true sense of the word. and in particular at the

I ] gy ﬂ_.f__,r: or its semantic a priori.'® -
they shoulq _w:r 1L 1s of basic importance for linguistic investigations that

ccome clear as to the distinctions provisionally shadowed forth
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here. They should possess themselves of the insight that the foun
of speech are not only to be found in physiology, psychology and
tory of culture, but also in the a priori. The latter deals with the
meaning-forms and their a priori laws of compounding or modific;
and no speech is conceivable that is not in part essentially determing
this a priori. Every investigator of language operates with notions stem
from this field, whether he is clear on the matter or not.

We may finally say: within pure logic one must separate off what, co;
ered in itself, forms a first, basic sphere, the pure theory of meaning.
Considered from the standpoint of grammar, it must lay bare a
framework which each actual language will fill up and clothe differe;
deference either to common human motives or to empirical motives that
at random. To whatever extent the actual content and grammatical for
historical languages are thus empirically determined, each is bound t
ideal framework: theoretical research into this framework must accordi
be one of the foundations of the final scientific clarification of all
as such. The main point to be kept in mind is this: all semantic
forth in pure, formal semantics, and systematically explored in their
lations and structures — the basic forms of propositions, the cal
proposition with its many particular patterns and forms of mem
primitive types of propositionally complex propositions, e.g. the con
tive, disjunctive and hypothetical propositional unities, the differes
universality and particularity, on the one hand, and of singularity.
other, the syntactical forms of plurality, negation, the modalities
these matters are entirely a priori, rooted in the ideal essence of n
as such. The same applies to the semantic formations to be conj
operational laws of compounding and modification out of these
forms. They hold prime place over against their empirical-grammatics
pressions, and resemble an absolutely fixed ideal framework, more
perfectly revealed in empirical disguises. One must have this in
order to be able to ask significantly: How does German, Latin, Chin
express ‘the’ existential proposition, ‘the’ categorical proposition, *
tecedent of a hypothetical, ‘the’ plural, ‘the’ modalities of possibili
probability, ‘the’ negative etc? It is no matter of indifference whe
grammarian is content with a prescientific personal opinion on m
forms, or with notions empirically contaminated by historical, e.g. by
grammar, or whether he keeps his eyes on a scientifically fixed, theo
coherent system of pure meaning-forms, i.e. on our own form-theon
meanings. !

Considering the fact that in this lowest field of logic questions of :
objectivity, objective possibility are not yet relevant, and considering ¢
just described role of rendering intelligible the ideal essence of all spee®
such, one might give this basic field of pure logic the name of pure log
grammar.
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Notes

7 In the First Edition I spoke of ‘pure grammar’, a name conceived
cpressly devised to be analogous to Kant's ‘pure science of nature’.

a,.a ¢ { cannot, however, be said that pure formal semantic theory compre-

m_nmnm_%n entire a priori of general grammar — there is, e.g., a peculiar a

hen ; governing relations of mutual understanding among minded persons,

.Mﬂmcam very important for grammar — talk of pure logical grammar is to

be ﬁﬂn».n—-ﬂ.w& v

Note

Note 2 After what has been said, no one will imagine that there could be a
universal grammar in the sense of a universal science comprehending all
particular grammars as contingent specifications, just as a universal math-
ematical theory contains all possible cases a priori in itself, and settles them
all ‘in one go’. Naturally we speak of a general or purely logical grammar in
a sense analogous to that in which we speak of general linguistic science.
Just as the latter deals with the universal principles that can be placed before
the sciences of particular languages, and mainly, therefore, with the presup-
positions and foundations equally relevant to all such languages, so pure
logical grammar in its narrower sense explores only one of these founda-
tions, which has pure logic for its theoretical home-territory. Its inclusion
in linguistic science naturally only serves interests of application just as, in
another direction, linguistic science itself satisfied similar interests in many
chapters of psychology.

Marty of course disagrees with me on these points, as also generally in
regard to a theoretical classification into a priori and empirical researches
(cf. loc. cit. §21, pp. 63 £7)). In the note to page 67, he holds that the logico-
grammatical findings I credit to pure logic ‘have, theoretically, their natural
_.,oEn. in the psychology of language. Logic, and the nomothetic part of
__.,Mmsm:n vmwn.:o_omw, _u_oz.os. from this what serves and suits their purpose’.
_.,3“2” Marty’s n@:onﬁﬁ._oz is basically mistaken. On it, we mvowE :._:Emﬂm_w
an:oM.Qmmm .m:,:_.:.:m:nN as sun__.mm m:.o:._n_. formal disciplines in H..:m:_..
=m=o$m.= = u&ﬁro_cm% if not in linguistic U.mu.aro_omw. _uﬁ.u_. pure logic in the
ol I sense, i.e. the aoﬁ.:zm of N:ﬂ validity of meanings, and .:a. con-
&86_.“_,8%:@0@. of meaning-forms, is, I hold, essentially o:n.s__:a .Enmn
5 En::.,,.h.” (c : the :wm_ chapter w?rm Prolegomena). In the mmmnzm_m_ unity of
Quite mvu_,,ﬁ ﬁ_m,..m._;éw.,_iﬁ.,. m__, ”._Emn sciences must be treated, mjﬁ_ monm_n_m be xnﬁ,ﬂ
z.,:rn.a.:_ ._m:z. all empirical sciences, ‘E_”_Q:nm styled .nrwm_mm or ‘psychology’.
their 7.&..,_%_{_;5 E.EQ do 2_.;. even if in naively dogmatic fashion, turning

. on specifically philosophical problems, and not worrying about

cal objections - to the great profit, in my view, of their science.

Noy
€ 3 Nothj . : g

Tighs qn_ﬁ../.,,::_:w has so much confused discussions of the question of the
ation of logic to grammar, as the constant confusion of two logical
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spheres, sharply distinguished by us as lower and upper, and chara
by way of their negative counterparts — the spheres of nonsense
formal absurdity respectively. The logical sphere, in the sense of the
sphere oriented towards formal truth and objectivity, is certainly i
to grammar. This is not true of all logic whatever. If, however, one
discredit the lower logical sphere on account of its supposed narrow
ousness and practical uselessness, one would have to say that it ill bef
philosopher, the dedicated representative of purely theoretical inte
let himself be guided by considerations of practical use. He must sure
know that it is precisely behind the obvious that the hardest proble
hidden, that this is so much so, in fact, that philosophy may be p:
cally, but not unprofoundly, called the science of the trivial. In the p
case at least what seems at first quite trivial, reveals itself, on cle
ination, as the source of deep-lying, widely ramifying problems.
lems, though intrinsically prior in the sense of Aristotle, are not the
make themselves felt by logicians, concerned as these are with ol
validity: it is not, therefore, remarkable that, till this day, no logici
even Bolzano, have even formulated these problems scientifically
formed the idea of a purely logical theory of forms. Logic accordi
its prime foundation; it lacks a scientifically strict, phenomenc
clarified distinction of primitive meaning-elements and structures,
knowledge of relevant laws of essence. We may thus explain how, in pa
lar, the many theories of ‘the concept’ or ‘the judgement’, which in ¢
of their aspects belong in this field, have produced so few tenable ré
This is to a large extent due to a lack of correct aims and viewpo!
confusions of radically distinct layers of problems, and to a psych
operative openly or in manifold disguises. Since the eye of the lo
ever on form, these defects also point to difficulties inherent in these
themselves.

Note 4 For related but opposed conceptions one may refer to H. Stel
Einleitung in die Psychologie und Sprachwissenschaft (Introductil
‘Sprechen und Denken, Grammatik und Logik’, pp. 44 ff.). I refer &

to his beautifully precise statement of the notion of W. v. Humboldt (10¢:
pp. 63 ff.), from which it would seem that the views stated here are ins
points close to those of the great thinker, whom Steinthal also €8
Steinthal himself sides against us, and raises many objections to our ¥
but our distinctions would seem to have disposed of these all so clearly, !
no thoroughgoing criticism is required here. )

on intentional experiences
and their ‘contents’
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In our Second Investigation we clarified the general sense of the ideality of
the Species and, together with it, the sense of the ideality of meanings with
which pure logic is concerned. As with all ideal unities, there are here real
possibilities, and perhaps actualities, which correspond to meanings: to mean-
ings in specie correspond acts of meaning, the former being nothing but
ideally apprehended aspects of the latter. New questions now arise regard-
ing the kind of experiences in which the supreme genus Meaning has its
originative source, and likewise regarding the various sorts of experiences in
which essentially different sorts of meaning unfold. We wish to enquire into
the originative source of the concept of Meaning and its essential specifica-
tions, so as to achieve a deeper-going, more widely ranging answer to our
question than our investigations have so far given us. In very close connec-
tion with this question, certain other questions arise: meanings have to be
present in meaning-intentions that can come into a certain relation to intui-
tion. We have often spoken of the Sulfilment of a meaning-intention through
4 corresponding intuition, and have said that the highest form of such ful-
filment was that of self-evidence. It is therefore our task to describe this
”.MMMM,.EM urmswanso_omwnm_ _.o_m:oam_:v. and to lay n._oiz its role, m:a. S0
g wﬁp ¢ notions of knowledge which presuppose it. For an analytical
Enﬂmomwowoumgnmm tasks are not really m.mvm_.m_u_w from our nm_..__nn work on
tion ang Eo _Bmm:_mm (particularly as this last relates to the logical presenta-
The E.omm om.rm_ Eamw:..nnc. .

cannog nEM_.: _:ém:mm:o:.i_: not yet Q.:amnw on these tasks, since we
u_unaoaano_ﬂ P.:u.os. :5:._. E_Eoﬁ first ‘vnamcn:_:m a much more mwzn_.m_
3 ‘acts’ an aﬁ w__nn_ investigation. mxnnzmsnmm of meaning are classifiable
in the act-ex ¢ meaningful m_.ns,.aﬁ in mmn.: such m_.sm._n act must be mo_._mE
Makes (ke mﬁz.m:nm. and not in its object; it must _._a in &E n_oB.nE which
®Ssence of the mnﬂ _‘Ea_.i_cam: experience, one ‘directed’ to o_w_mn.ﬂm. The
"Mluiting must cc filling intuition likewise consists in acts, for thinking and
_.aowozna N ,_. e a:.mu.n_d qua acts, Naturally, too, self-fulfilment must be
In noun:u:qw ation especially bound up with the characters of acts. No term

V€ psychology is, however, more controversial than the term
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‘act’, and doubt, if not quick rejection, may have been aroused by ajj
sages in our previous Investigations where we made use of the notjs
‘act’ to characterize or express our conception. It is therefore imp o)
and a precondition for carrying out all our tasks, that this concept g}
be clarified before all others. It will appear that the concept of
sense of an intentional experience, circumscribes an important generj
in the sphere of experiences (apprehended in its phenomenological
and that to put meaning-experiences into this genus enables us to ch;
terize them in a truly worthwhile manner.

It is of course part of phenomenological research into the essence of
as such, that we should clear up the difference between the charg
the content of acts, and that, as regards the latter, we should point
fundamentally different senses in which the ‘content’ of an act h
talked about.

The nature of acts as such cannot be satisfactorily discussed
goes fairly fully into the phenomenology of ‘presentations’. The
relevance of this topic is recalled by the well-known statement, th
act is either a presentation or is founded upon presentations. W
however, ask which of the very many concepts of ‘presentation’ is
required one: to separate the closely confused phenomena underls
ambiguities of this word thus becomes an essential part of our task

The treatment of the problems thus roughly outlined (to whi
others will be intimately linked) is suitably connected by us with the
concepts of consciousness which are always being distinguished, ai
always shading into one another in descriptive psychology. Mental &
often called ‘activities of consciousness’, ‘relations of consciousne
content (object)’, and ‘consciousness’ is, in fact, at times defined as
prehensive expression covering mental acts of all sorts.

ﬁ—._mﬁnm_‘ _
\\\\\l\|

consciousness as the
henomenological subsistence of
w__m ego and consciousness as inner

_um..nmvmo:

§! Varied ambiguity of the term ‘consciousness’

In psychology there is much talk of ‘consciousness’, and likewise of ‘conscious
contents’ and ‘conscious experiences’: the latter are generally abbreviated to
‘contents’ and ‘experiences’. This talk is mainly connected with the division
between psychical and physical phenomena; the former being those phenom-
ena which belong to the sphere of psychology, the latter to the sphere of the
natural sciences. Our problem, that of circumscribing the concept of ‘mental
act’ in its phenomenological essence, is closely connected with this problem
of division, since the concept arose precisely in this context, as supposedly
marking off the psychological sphere. One concept of consciousness is justi-
fiably employed in effecting this demarcation correctly, another yields us
the definition of a mental act. We must, in either case, distinguish between
several thematically cognate, and so readily confounded, notions.

We shall, in what follows, discuss three concepts of consciousness, as
having interest for our purposes:
L. Consciousness as the entire, real (reelle) phenomenological being of the

Msv:._nm_ €80, as the interweaving of psychic experiences in the unified
» Téam of consciousness.
- Conscioyg

3. Conscioyg
tentiong|

ness as the inner awareness of one’s own psychic experiences.
Ness as a comprehensive designation for ‘mental acts’, or ‘in-
€xperiences’, of all sorts.

It need _Jm:.ﬁ:% be

the tery, ; said that we have not exhausted a// ambiguities of

aou.wnmmﬁ__gmmza.m:_w:. I um_.:n:_mm_w Rm.m:. e.g., _..aoanm of speech current in

Ciousneg,: w nnwmuna ‘_Enr as ‘entering consciousness’, ‘coming to con-

self. .noumn&c n_m ltened” or ._.mm_cnnﬂ self-consciousness, the ‘awakening of

from the ge ﬁsof :#m last expression quite differently used in psychology
Since ﬁ“._qzyn given it in ordinary life), and so forth,

mSEmcoE .stm at .m: relevant for terminological differentiation are

Enag_cnm: 40 unambiguous fixing of the concepts which here distinguish

4N only be done indirectly: we must put together equivalent
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expressions, and oppose them to expressions to be kept apart from thep
we must employ suitable paraphrases and explanations. We shall
have to make use of these aids.

§2 First sense: Consciousness as the real
phenomenological unity of the ego’s experiences,
The concept of an experience

We begin with the following summary statement. The modern ps
defines (or could define) his science as the science of ‘psychic in
considered as concrete conscious unities, or as the science of the ¢
experiences of experiencing individuals; the juxtaposition of these
this context determines a certain concept of consciousness and, at
time, certain concepts of experience and content. These latter terms,
ence’ and ‘content’, mean for the modern psychologist the real ocei
(Wundt rightly calls them ‘events’) which, in flux from one momen
next, and interconnected and interpenetrating in manifold ways,
the real unity-of-consciousness of the individual mind. In this s
cepts, imaginative and pictorial presentations, acts of conceptual
surmises and doubts, joys and griefs, hopes and fears, wishes and act
etc., are, just as they flourish in our consciousness, ‘experiences’ or
of consciousness’. And, with these experiences in their total and
fulness, their component parts and abstract aspects are also exp
they are real contents of consciousness. Naturally, it is irrelevant 1
these parts are in some manner inwardly articulated, whether they :
off by special acts directed upon themselves, and whether, in parti
are themselves objects of an ‘inner’ perception, which seizes them as

We may now point out that this concept of consciousness can be s
purely phenomenological manner, i.e. a manner which cuts out all
empirically real existence (to persons or animals in nature): exper
the descriptive-psychological or empirically-phenomenological sen
becomes experience in the sense of pure phenomenology.' The
illustrations that we now append may and must lead to the convictic
the required exclusion lies always in our power, and that the desc
psychological treatments that we have first applied or might first
such illustrations, are to be interpreted ‘purely’ in the manner
above, and to be understood in what follows as pure, a priori insig
essence. The same, of course, holds in all parallel cases.

The sensational moment of colour, e.g., which in outer perception
a real constituent of my concrete seeing (in the phenomenological sens
visual perceiving or appearing) is as much an ‘experienced’ or ‘cor
content, as is the character of perceiving, or as the full perceptual ap
of the coloured object. As opposed to this, however, this object,
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is not itself experienced nor conscious, and the same applies to

nmﬂmn_. . i £ x . . .
n«ano_az_.am perceived in it. If the object is non-existent, if the percept is
the o criticism as delusive, hallucinatory, illusory etc., then the visually

ope? m“_a; colour, that of the object, does not exist either. Such differences of
perc® | and abnormal, of veridical and delusive perception, do not affect the
i il purely anmnzn.zé (or ﬁrn:oanuo_e.mmnm: character of perception.
While the mnm:.co_oi. Le. ﬂ.:n colour appearing upon and with the appear-
ing object s_.,,._mnm_ perception, and seen as its property, and one with it in
its present being - while this colour mn:m_:_w does not exist as an experience,
(here is a real part (reelles wmhaa&ﬁni of our experience, of this appearing
to voan%:o:. which no:um_.wosam to it. Our colour-sensation corresponds to
it. that qualitatively determinate phenomenological colour-aspect, which re-
ceives an ‘objectifying interpretation’ in perception, or in an intrinsic aspect
of such perception (the ‘appearance of the object’s colouring’). These two,
the colour-sensation and the object’s objective colouring, are often con-
founded. In our time people have favoured a form of words according to
which both are the same thing, only seen from a different standpoint, or with
a different interest: psychologically or subjectively speaking, one has a sensa-
tion, physically or objectively speaking, one has a property of an external
thing. Here it is enough to point to the readily grasped difference between
the red of this ball, objectively seen as uniform, and the indubitable, unavoid-
able projective differences among the subjective colour-sensations in our
percept, a difference repeated in all sorts of objective properties and the
sensational complexes which correspond to them.
: ”vww we have mmE, about single properties om.:.mmm over to concrete s&n_mm.
< h.: M_oamzo_om_em:w false to say that En.a_ann:ow between a conscious
Fsua&u:w _umﬂaom_u.:o:‘ m:n.m the oﬁm_.sm_ object perceived (or perceptually
e ﬂ..ﬂ_ +Is a mere a_mnnwnn..w in Bon_n o.w treatment, :..n.hE:m appear-
S mvummm w o,_:u time dealt with in a subjective connection c:. connection
tive Snnan%%cnm. E_”:o: _,m_m:n to an ego), .m:a at another time in an objec-
sharply strces H._:: connection E:.r the things themselves). e<n. cannot Sm
both of gh .\, s w €q E<.oom:ﬂ.u= which m.:ouzm us to use the suoa appearance
Perceptug) « Xperience in _e.m_..._“& the a@wi § appearing consists (the concrete
the objeey _,,wnw:nsna. in which the object :mn,__. seems present to us) and of
Vatighes . mE 1 o”..om:ﬁn._. as such. The mnnon:wm spell of this B:Eoomnos
obiss ﬁﬂ.__ .ﬂu.oza Ewwm phenomenological account as to how :En
muuom::m el w_. appears is as such to be found in the experience of its
Which muu.ﬁ_ .5 appearing of the thing (the experience) is not the thing
ing ip , ncsz_. , ::.E seems to stand _u@wo..n. us in _uwc.b:.a persona). As belong-
_gvn_c:m_: hm_o:v connection, the appearing of things is experienced by us,
Ing op the %..: H,:n Urozoﬂmsm_ world, things appear before us. The appear-
If we oE,Msm,: does not itself appear to us, we live through it.
E:.&om_ , selves appear to ourselves as members of the phenomenal world,?
and mental things (bodies and persons) appear in physical and
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mental relation to our phenomenal ego. This relation of the p,
object (that we also like to call a ‘conscious content’) to the pheno
Jject (myself as an empirical person, a thing) must naturally be kept apg
the relation of a conscious content, in the sense of an experience, to
ness in the sense of a unity of such conscious contents (the phenomeng)
subsistence of an empirical ego). There we were concerned with the rg
of two appearing things, here with the relation of a single experien
complex of experiences. Just so, conversely, we must of course di
the relation of the appearing person I to the externally appearis
from the relation of the thing's appearing (‘qua’ experience) to the t
appears. 1f we speak of the latter relation, we only make clear to
that the experience is not itself what is intentionally present ‘in’
e.g., make plain that what is predicated of a thing’s appearing
predicated of the thing that appears in it. And yet another rela
objectifying relation ascribed by us to the sense-complex experie
when something appears to us, a relation in which the complex s
object which appears to us. We concede that such a complex is expe
the act of appearing, but say that it is in a certain manner ‘in
‘apperceived’, and hold that it is in the phenomenological chara
an animating interpretation of sensation that what we call the app
the object consists.’ _
Similar distinctions of essence to those needed by us in the ¢
ception, when we sought to separate off what is really ‘experience’
really composes it, from what is only ‘in’ it in an ‘improper’ or
sense, will have soon to be drawn in the case of other ‘acts’ as v
soon have to deal with such distinctions more generally. Here it
portant to guard from the start against certain misleading thought-
which might obscure the plain sense of the notions to be elucida

§3 The phenomenological and the popular conce|
of experience 3

A similar aim leads us to point out that our concept of experience @
tally with the popular notion; here the distinction just sketched,
real (reellem) and intentional content, has its part to play. h.
If someone says he ‘experienced’ the wars of 1866 and 1870, them ¥
has been said to have ‘experienced’ in this sense, is a complex Of
events, and ‘experiencing’ consists here in perceptions, judgements
acts, in which these events appear as objects, and often as objects
assertions which relate them to the empirical ego. The experienc
the phenomenologically paradigmatic sense, has naturally not got
in itself as things mentally lived through, as its real constituents OF
in the way in which these events are in the things concerned in th
it finds in itself, what are present in it as realities, are the relevd
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ceiving: _.:Qmm:.m etc., ,.z:_u their variable mnnmaqamnmnmm_. their interpret-
e content, their assertive ormnmoﬂa etc. Experiencing in the latter sense
a ifferent from experiencing in the former sense. To experience outer
o s meant 10 have certain acts .om ﬁn_”nau.:oz_ of this or that type of
wnos_&mw. a:,mﬁnn :mo: :.:.wB. .._.r_m. having’ at once furnishes an instance
of the quite different experiencing in the sense of phenomenology. This

means that certain contents help to constitute a unity of conscious-
ess, enter into the mrmnoamuo_omwnm:w unified stream of consciousness of
- empirical €g0- .d:m itself is a real whole, in reality made up of manifold
parts, each of which may be said to v.n ‘experienced’. It is in this sense that
what the €g0 OT consciousness experiences, are its experience: there is no
difference between the experience or conscious content and the experience
jtself. What is sensed is, e.g., no different from the sensation. If, however, an
experience .&_.Q.UG :m.n_w " to an object distinguishable from itself, as, e.g.,
external perception directs itself to a perceived object, a nominal presenta-
tion to an object named etc., such an object is not experienced or conscious
in the sense to be established here, but perceived, named etc.

The situation justifies talk of ‘contents’, which is here entirely proper. The
normal sense of :.:.. word ‘content’ is relative: it refers quite generally to a
comprehensive unity which has its content in the sum total of its component
parts. mﬁwmﬁqmq can be regarded as a part of a whole, and as truly constitut-
ing it in nam_.mmmrmos (reell), belongs to the content of that whole. In our
MMHJ %ﬂ%au:ﬁ-vmwnvc_ommﬁ_ talk of contents, the tactitly assumed rela-
3 Suanqm_w Mo:. the corresponding whole, is E.n real unity of consciousness.
iy e sum cm:m_ of present experiences, and ‘contents’ in the
| :an experiences themselves, ie. all that as real parts consti-

enological stream of consciousness.

m“n_._.._w.m_uﬂw_mwa_ozavmnimm: experiencing consciousness
Peculiay ¢ nce content is no phenomenologically
# Ype of relation
Ssmch.wﬂmw__gﬂw aﬂ_ucm:_o: has made clear that the relation in which experi-
Wq_,gﬁsm .u:nm tto mEE.H to an experiencing consciousness (or to an ex-
Sty £ :oinuo_om_nm_ ego’)* points to no peculiar phenomenological
One’ e €g0 in the sense of common discourse is an empirical object,
u_ﬁ_nm_ ::rrc as much as someone else’s, and each ego as much as any
,a?,.oc:noE:.m” a house or a tree etc. Scientific elaboration may alter our
§_<E=£. _quﬂ_.cnr as it will, .c:r .: it avoids fiction, the ego remains an
”952 e, M:ﬁn c_uhnn‘r s&_nr. like m: mzor objects, has phenomenally
vn.\.&__nr in ?, an mrm.ﬂ given it through its unified phenomenal properties,
Ssou the e em has its own internal make-up. If we cut out the ego-body
_H...w..ﬁ_H . Pirical ego, and limit the purely mental ego to its phenom-
ontent, the latter reduces to a unity of consciousness, to a real




86 On intentional experiences and their ‘contents’

experiential complex, which we (i.e. each man for his own ego) |
part evidently present, and for the rest postulate on good gro
phenomenologically reduced ego is therefore nothing peculiar, |
above many experiences: it is simply identical with their own intercop
unity. In the nature of its contents, and the laws they obey, certaj
of connection are grounded. They run in diverse fashions from coy
content, from complex of contents to complex of contents, till in th
unified sum total of content is constituted, which does not differ {
phenomenologically reduced ego itself. These contents have, as
generally have, their own law-bound ways of coming together, of
selves in more comprehensive unities and, in so far as they thi
and are one, the phenomenological ego or unity of consciousness
constituted, without need of an additional, peculiar ego-prin
supports all contents and unites them all once again. Here as else
not clear what such a principle would effect.’

§5 Second sense. ‘Inner’ consciousness as
inner perception

Our sense of the terms ‘consciousness’, ‘experience’, ‘content’, ha
in the treatments of the last three sections, a descriptive-psycho
which, with phenomenological ‘purification’, becomes purely phen
We wish to adhere to this sense in future, but only when o
have been expressly indicated.

A second concept of consciousness is expressed by talk of ‘i
sciousness’. This is that ‘inner perception’ thought to accompan
present experiences, whether in general, or in certain classes of ¢
relate to them as its objects. The ‘self-evidence’ usually attribu
perception, shows it to be taken to be an adequate perception, O
nothing to its objects that is not intuitively presented, and gi
part (reell) of the perceptual experience, and one which, conve
ively presents and posits its objects just as they are in fact exp
and with their perception. Every perception is characterized by
of grasping its object as present, and in propria persona. To th
perception corresponds with complete perfection, achieves adeqt
object in it is itself actually present, and in the strictest sensé Pt
propria persona, is exhaustively apprehended as that which it is, ané
fore itself a real (reell) factor in our perceiving of it. It is accordifi
and evident from the mere essence of perception, that adequate P*
can only be ‘inner’ perception, that it can only be trained upon €x¥
simultaneously given, and belonging to a single experience with 11§
holds, precisely stated, only for experiences in the purely phenom&®
sense. One cannot, however, at all concur with the converse O]
say, in psychological language, that each percept directed upon ©
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\\\ .
b experience (which would be called an ‘inner’ percept in the natural
jnn of the word) need be adequate. In view of the just exposed ambiguity
a_m_on expression ‘inner perception’, it would be best to have different terms
of ner perception, as Em perception of one’s own experiences, and ad-
_dwua or evident perception. The epistemologically confused and psycho-
_ﬂ_anaq misused distinction of inner and outer perception would then vanish:
i« has been put in .Em Emmn of :5. genuine contrast between adequate and
nadequate perception ‘ir_nr has Its roots in the pure phenomenological
essences of such experiences. [On this point, see the Appendix on internal
and external perception.]

Many thinkers, as, e.g., Brentano, are led to posit a close connection between
the two concepts of consciousness so far discussed, because they think that
they may regard the consciousness, or the bein g-experienced, of contents, in
the first sense, as at the same time a consciousness in the second sense. The
equivocation which pushes us to treat consciousness as a sort of knowing,
and in fact of intuitive knowing, may here have recommended a conception
fraught with too many grave difficulties. I recall the infinite regress which
sprung from the circumstance that inner perception is itself another experi-
ence, s_._.nr requires a new percept, to which the same again applies etc., a
regress which Brentano sought to avoid by distinguishing between a primary
and a secondary direction of perception. Since our concern is here with
pureiy vrnncanno_ommnm_ asseverations, we must leave theories of this sort
on one side, so long, that is, as the need to assume the unbroken activity of

inner perception cannot be phenomenologically demonstrated.

'O Oﬁ—“mﬂ- Oﬁ ﬂ—-ﬂ .=
rst .
out of the second st concept of consciousness

_c .

E_HH_M“_”MW#MMM second concept of no.:mnmozmmﬁmm is the more ‘primitive’: it
PSS in scienif uMo:.,Q : .:ﬂ. following considerations would enable us to
Ot If e cone, %_. er from ::.w last narrower concept to our former, broader
Simple S er the self-evidence _”% the Cogito, ergo sum, or rather of its
tha What ma S one that can be sustained against all doubts, then it is plain
Other hand :.w v.mwmmm as ego cannot be the empirical ego. But since, on the
,_nun_a ou. ﬂ.._”n. cannot allow the self-evidence of the proposition ‘I am’ to
anmo E:wn:n:.r:cé_namn and acceptance of philosophical ideas about
g Judgemen, ._q_wa ¢_Em<m remained questionable, we can at best say: In
__ﬁ.xasuicm_ . am . mm_m.mm_am.:nn attaches to a certain central kernel of
onhmaos ik m,mmﬂ“:%ﬂ_«m:__uwwo_m :M: _umm:ama by a perfectly clear concept.
-“Tefore Unuttergbje : : ng to this oo.:on_uEm:w =:am§m8mﬁ& and
h.u_“a:a_a:._mﬁ in th ernel, what may constitute the self-evidently certain,
_Fwosnsa of i ¢ empirical ego at each moment, it comes easy to refer to
:mE“ Inner (i.e. adequate) perception. Not only is it self-evident

self-evyi
If-evidence also attaches to countless judgements of the form
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I perceive this or that, where I not merely think, but am also self-gyj
assured, that what I perceive is given as I think of it, that I app
thing itself, and for what it is — this pleasure, e.g., that fills me, thig
asm of the mind that float before me etc. All these judgements sha
of the judgement ‘I am’, they elude complete conceptualization and ¢
sion, they are evident only in their living intention, which canno;
equately imparted in words. What is adequately perceived, whether
thus vaguely or left unexpressed, constitutes the epistemologically .,
absolutely certain focus yielded by the reduction, at any given mor
the phenomenal empirical ego to such of its content as can be
the pure phenomenologist. It is also true, conversely, that in the
‘I am’, it is the kernel of what is adequately perceived which, re
the ego, first makes possible and provides a ground for this ‘T 2
ence.® To this primary focus more territory is added when we redi
past phenomenological content all that retention, essentially ai
perception, reports as having been recently present, and also all t
lection reports as having belonged to our earlier actual expe
when we then go back through reflection to what ‘in’ retention a
brance is reproductively phenomenological. We proceed similarly wil
can be assumed on empirical grounds to coexist with what at each'
we adequately perceive, or with what can be assumed to have coexi
what now forms the reflective substance of retention and recollec
can be assumed to have cohered continuously with it in unity. Whe
‘cohered continuously with it in unity’, I refer to the unity of the ¢
phenomenological whole, whose parts are either abstract aspects,
founded upon, and requiring each other in their coexistence, or
whose nature spring forms of coexistent unity, forms which ac
tribute to the content of the whole as real indwelling aspects. Th
of coexistence’ pass continuously into one another from one mo
next, composing a unity of change, of the stream of consciousness,
its turn demands the continuous persistence, or no continuous cha
least one aspect essential for its total unity, and so inseparable
a whole. This part is played by the presentative form of zime Wi
manent in the stream of consciousness, which latter appears as a &
time (not in the time of the world of things, but in the time which &
together with the stream of consciousness itself, and in which the
flows). Each instant of this time is given in a continuous projective §
(so-to-speak) ‘time-sensations’; in each actual phase of the stream &
sciousness the whole time-horizon of the stream is presented, and it &
possesses a form overreaching all its contents, which remains the safe
continuously, though its content steadily alters.

This accordingly forms the phenomenological content of the €
empirical ego in the sense of the psychic subject. Phenomenological
yields the really self-enclosed, temporally growing unity of the StE
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rience. The notion of experience has widened out from what is inwardly
exP®. 4. and that is in this sense conscious, to the notion of the ‘phenomeno-

RHM ego’. by which the empirical ego is intentionally constituted.
_o

eciprocal demarcation of psychology and

§7 w..»_ science (first edition)

_._h_ﬂr-
paragraph from the First Edition, excised by Husserl from the Second
W&n.o: as being unclear and irrelevant.)

?%:o_omw.m Em.w - %mnaﬁnﬁq - mm.pc study the ego-experiences (or con-
scious contents) in their essential species and forms of combination, in order
to explore — genetically — their origin and perishing, and the causal patterns
and laws of their formation and transformation. For psychology, conscious
contents are contents of an ego, and so its task is to explore the real essence
of the ego (no mystical thing-in-itself but one only to be demonstrated
empirically), to explore the interweaving of psychic elements in the ego, and
their subsequent development and degeneration.

To empirical egos stand opposed empirical, physical things, non-egos,
unities of coexistence and succession, having a claim to exist as things. To
us, who are egos, they are only given as intentional unities, as things re-
ferred to in psychical experiences, as unities presented or judged about.
They are not for this reason themselves mere presentations, any more than
the same is true of the egos alien to ourselves. Physical things are given to
us, they stand before us, they are objects — this means that we have certain
ﬂaﬂwﬂm and judgements fitted to them SEQ. are ‘directed to these objects’.
e nwwwﬁa of all wzor. percepts and Emmn..an:ﬂm. corresponds its inten-
Hﬁmsuaao‘mﬁ. :.5. physical world. As we %.um_ with the system of such
ity o*.w‘ _H“_ individuals, or as the common judgement-system of a com-
Drecise &m._: _.Sacm_P or in the unity of science, we should draw more
empirica] mH_o.:_c:m _ungm.nn the world of the individual, Fn world of the
of rnoéma nﬁ__m. community, and perhaps the Eo.la of an ideal ooﬂ.sa.:::w
_wwoanm_ em mw world of (ideally .ﬁm_.mmﬁn& science, E.n i@._a in itself.
_ms.mo,_ﬂ.sm% riences and the ego likewise document their being and their
m_.ao:.m:o:w Monm_:.nn:onm only in science as a system of objectively valid
tiong oy :_: Judgements, and .:ﬁw are given only as targets of inten-
in 5 Somewh, ﬁm mmo. But they are given, truly ma@ as what they are, though
_EE#E in 5» :&._.o,.ena mmrn..a Em: that of their being, while this never
Whic, o w case of physical ﬁ::mw. The doctrine of Berkeley and Hume,
the fact ENH.M..”_ v:mﬁoaosm_ bodies to bundles of ideas, fails to do justice to
-om_ﬁmc_a 5, even if Em m_os,_m:mm@ ideas in these bundles are psychically
u_.aa_: 5. :wm_ _.::.E,_m itself, the intended complexes of elements, are never
Neye, Will by n.ZD_mr_os (reell mmnﬁzcmﬁzww in any human consciousness and

- No body can be inwardly perceived — not because it is ‘physical’,
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but because, e.g., its three-dimensional spatiality cannot be adeq
tuited in any consciousness. But adequate intuition is the same ag
perception. It is the fundamental defect of phenomenalistic theorje
they draw no distinction between appearance (Erscheinung) as int
experience, and the apparent object (the subject of the objective prey ¢
and therefore identify the experienced complex of sensation with
plex of objective features. In any case the objective unities of
and those of natural science are not identical, at least not, as in the
of first data, they await scientific elaboration. Whether the two
their full development will still be separated, depends on whether
concern separate, or at least relatively self-sufficient realities in tk
relation. (Such self-sufficiency does not of course entail necessary s
of the two realities by any mystical abysses.) We can turn the ms
and say: If there is such a separation, we can only learn of it as bo
develop. It is sure, at least, that their points of origin, the original
facts that they attempt to elaborate, are to a large extent mul
pendent, and that this is true, further, as regards their advancin,
We can indeed not exclude the possibility which is presented by g
enalism as a proven theory — to me phenomenalism has not af
beyond vague, if by no means worthless lines of thought — that the o
bases of all talk of physical things and happenings lie merely !
governed correlations established among the psychical experiences of
consciousnesses. The acceptance of such a theory would not, howe
move the separation of the sciences. The distinction between live
ences, conscious contents, and the non-experiences w_.nmoug_..
experiences (and perceived in them or judged to exist) would |
before the foundation for the division of the sciences as departm
son. It would therefore be the foundation for the sort of division
is in question at the present stage of development of the sciences.
demand of a ‘psychology without a soul’, i.e. a psychology that
all metaphysical presumptions in regard to the soul — and does §
they could only become insights when science was perfected — cort
the demand of a ‘natural science without bodies’, i.e. a natural sciené
begins by rejecting all theories as to the metaphysical nature of the
Such a theory which puts metaphysics in bondage from the outset,
we have in phenomenalism. But it ought not to anticipate the 2
the question as to the division of the two sciences. The division 1
on purely phenomenological ground, and I think that, in this respes
discussions above were well suited to resolve the much-debated gt
in a satisfactory manner. They only make use of the most fundaf®
phenomenological distinctions, those between the descriptive conte
the intended object of our percepts and of our ‘acts’ in general.
This distinction has naturally not escaped the psychologists. Wwe i
in Hobbes, Descartes and Locke. One can say that all the greater e
thinkers have at times touched on it or treated of it. It is only a PI
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merely do so at times, mnmsma of starting with the distinction, and
" the closest account of it at every step, instead, that is, of making it
Bwsm,_..z.f:_:: of scientific epistemology and psychology. Only in this manner
En.._s_“mR be scientific correctness in our way of speech and thought, al-
can H_J it may make this last very prolix and inconvenient.
%ﬁma we are conscious of, in the narrower sense, is something apparent
od, if one wishes to speak of such a thing, in the usual way, as a ‘phenomenon’,
. mwaan phenomenon. As against this, far the greater part of what we are con-
wn_w%m of, in the s.Eﬂ sense o_..:a. word, is not, properly speaking, apparent.
For one would nﬁ_,,:::_wH not wish to assert that all psychic being is perceived,
oris even vnﬂoaﬁ:c_.m (i.e. in the sense of a real possibility). The definition of
Hwn_‘_o_o,@. as the science of Ew.o:_n phenomena must therefore be understood
just as we understand the definition of natural science as the science of physical
phenomena. The phenomena in question do not mean an objective scientific
field which they are to exhaust, but only the nearest points of attack for our
scientific researches. So understood, these definitions raise no objections.

§8 The pure ego and awareness (‘Bewusstheit’)

We have not so far referred to the pure ego (the ego of ‘pure apperception’)
which for many Kantians, and likewise for many empirical investigators,
provides the unitary centre of relation, to which all conscious content is as
such referred in a wholly peculiar fashion. To the fact of ‘subjective experi-
ence’ or consciousness, this pure ego is accordingly held to pertain essen-
E__w ‘Consciousness is relation to the ego’, and whatever stands in this
relation is a content of consciousness. ‘We call anything content if it is
”uwmﬂw 6 an ego in consciousness: its E.:mn E.o.nmanm are .m_...n_mcmsr. ‘This
8_52%:; E.Es_w one m_ﬁ the same despite BAmeoa «.mlm:oz of content: it
o mm.,_: fact, what is common and .mﬁmﬂmn to consciousness. We mark

» Says Natorp (whom we are continuously quoting),” ‘by the special

€x ion “aw: 2 ! o e
833%5: awareness” (Bewusstheit) to distinguish it from the total fact of
NsClousness.”

urm..nu o . . . . . .
€80 as subjective centre of relation for all contents in my conscious-

“mﬂmﬂ””:o,.ﬁm compared .S.E.:ﬁ are noz.:‘mmﬂma .s..:r :,,: is not rela-
they e mn,_ as 5@ are to it :._m :m.; nozmn_ocm_% m.Em: ﬂ,o 1ts contents as
i m:,ﬂ_::twmz,@ it. It q.aém_m itself as sui nn.asna. in its Enm_umn:z to be
Ness, .: :m else s consciousness, while other things are in ifs conscious-
be , Q:”.ﬂ,_.::cﬂ ,:mm:. U.a a content, ._:i Rmaac_mm. nothing that could
ammn:vma rwﬁ Hc_ consciousness. For this reason, it can be no further
Qrawn o ._ .J_:S all descriptive terms we might seek to employ, could be
hit ofy :m y from the content of consciousness, m:m could not therefore
coulg .ﬁ €go, or a relation to the ego. Otherwise put: each idea we

make of the ego would turn it into an object, but we have ceased
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to be an object, but to be something opposed to all objects, fo
they are objects. The same holds of their relation to the ego,

cannot in its turn be made into an object.
The fact of awareness, while it is the basic fact of psychology,

acknowledged and specially emphasized, but it can neither be

nor deduced from anything else. 3

stantiate them. How can we assert such a ‘basic fact of psycholo
are unable to think it, and how can we think it, if not by making th
consciousness, both subject-matters of our assertion, into ‘objec
might be done if we thought of this fact only in indirect, symbolic |
Natorp, however, wants it to be a “basic fact’, which must as sucl
given in direct intuition. He in fact tells us that it “‘can be acknov
specially emphasized’. Surely what is acknowledged or emphasiz
content? Surely it will be made into an object? Perhaps, indeed, some &
concept of object is excluded, but the wider concept is here relevant. £
note of a thought, a sensation, a stirring of displeasure etc., m
experiences objects of inner perception, without making them ob
sense of things, just so, the ego as relational centre, and any parts
lation of the ego to some content, will, if taken note of, be objective

I must frankly confess, however, that I am quite unable to find
this primitive, necessary centre of relations.® The only thing I can
of, and therefore perceive, are the empirical ego and its empirical
to its own experiences, or to such external objects as are receivil
attention at the moment, while much remains, whether ‘without’
which has no such relation to the ego.

I can only clarify this situation by subjecting the empirical ego,
empirical relation to objects, to phenomenological analysis, frc
the above conception necessarily results. We excluded the body-eg
appearances resemble those of any other physical thing, and dealt
mind-ego, which is empirically bound up with the former, and
belonging to it. Reduced to data that are phenomenologically 2
yields us the complex of reflectively graspable experiences describe:
a complex which stands in the same sort of relation to the mental ego"
side of a perceived external thing open to perception stands to th&
thing. The conscious intentional relation of the ego to its objects 1
me simply that intentional experiences whose intentional objects aré b
body, the personal ego-mind and therefore the entire empirical €g@
or human person, are included in the total phenomenological b
unity of consciousness, and that such intentional experiences also cOB
an essential phenomenological kernel in the phenomenal ego.
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This brings us to our third concept of consciousness, defined in terms of
acts’ OF ‘intentional experiences’, which will be analysed in our next chapter.
A .uliar character of intentional experiences is contested, if one refuses

%a_ommﬁ:@ in .nnﬁ&: acts :._. iE.nr. moaﬂzum.mvﬁnmqw. or is thought of
45 our object. it will not be EE.@E« how being-an-object can itself be
objective to Us- .Toﬂ us the matter is quite clear: there are acts ‘trained upon’
the character o* acts in s:_m: woaﬂr_:m appears, or there are acts trained
gpon the uan_:nﬁ ego and its _.w_m:o:. to the object. The phenomenological
kernel of the empirical ego here consists of acts which bring objects to its
notice, acts in which the ego directs itself to the appropriate object.

[ am unable, further, to grasp the view that the relation of the ego to
conscious content is bare of all difference. For if by ‘content” we mean the
experience which forms the real side of the phenomenological ego, surely
the way in which contents enter the unity of experience will depend through-
out on their specific nature, which is true of all parts that enter into wholes?
But, if by ‘content’ we mean some object upon which consciousness ‘directs
itself’, whether perceivingly, imaginingly, retrospectively, expectantly, con-
ceptually or predicatively etc., then it plainly involves many differences,
obvious even in running through the expressions just used.

. ann..moz may be raised to our previous assertion that the ego appears to
itself, enjoys a consciousness and, in particular, a perception of itself. Self-
perception of the empirical ego is, however, a daily business, which involves
no &325 for understanding. We perceive the ego, just as we perceive an
external thing. That the object does not offer all its parts and sides to per-
Ception Is as irrelevant in this case as in that. For perception is essentially the
MH_H.MM”._MM apprehension of moBm. object, not its mmnncmﬁm intuition. Percep-
like g Ernroﬂﬂm:.umn of .En ego’s wrnuoaazo_oﬂoa being, naturally falls,
o _.:M Mﬂ In consciousness that evades notice, beyond :_m glance of
nal thing m..a S .MM :“_Mam_ammvon_. yet ow_v_um_.osr mmvmnﬂm of a _um_.oo_cna nxﬁ.?
Vel o ves perceived. Ego and z_z..m are in m:._..nn case said

s perceived they indeed are, and in full, ‘bodily’ presence.

Additiong)

Situge Note to the Second Edition. 1 must expressly emphasize that the

Ndorge, g n:__wn: up to the n:.mm.:os of the pure ego - an attitude I no longer
us_uozm:” . marked _umwo:m —is irrelevant to the investigations of this volume.
there 83,:,5 this question may be, phenomenologically or in other respects,
moan:___z ,8: ”_an fields of v:nsw:ﬁ:o_omwn& problems, relating more or less
of SSsence ¢ the real content of intentional experiences, and to their relation
oug takin 0 Intentional objects, which can be systematically explored with-
3:3;. nm Up any stance on the ego-issue. The present investigations are
5__._3.“ I c:.msma to such problems. But since such an important work as
»oaong,. .2, P. Zﬁo_ﬁ.m Second Edition of his Einleitung in die Psychologie

> 1tself with what I have said above, I have not simply struck it out.




Chapter 2

Consciousness as intentional
experience

We must now embark upon a fuller analytic discussion of our third ¢
of consciousness, which ranges over the same phenomenological f
concept of ‘mental act’. In connection with this, talk of conscious con
talk in particular concerning contents of presentations, judgements
a variety of meanings, which it is all-important to sort out and to
the sharpest scrutiny.

§9 The meaning of Brentano’s demarcation of
‘psychic phenomena’

Among the demarcations of classes in descriptive psychology, there
more remarkable nor more important philosophically than the one ¢
by Brentano under his title of ‘psychical phenomena’, and used
his well-known division of phenomena into psychical and physic
that I can approve of the great thinker’s guiding conviction, plain fr
very terms that he uses, that he had achieved an exhaustive class
of ‘phenomena’ through which the field of psychological research €ol
kept apart from that of natural science, and through which the vexed q
of the right delimitation of the fields of these disciplines could be vel
solved. Possibly a good sense can be given to defining psycholog
science of psychical phenomena, and to the coordinated definition of
science as the science of physical phenomena, but there are good
for disputing the view that the concepts which occur in Brentano’s @
are those found under like names in the definitions in question. It
shown that not all ‘psychical phenomena’ in the sense of a possible
tion of psychology, are psychical phenomena (i.e. mental acts) in B
sense, and that, on the other hand, many genuine ‘psychical phenom
under Brentano’s ambiguous rubric of ‘physical phenomena’.! The

Brentano’s conception of a ‘psychical phenomenon’ is, however, qu!
pendent of the aims that inspired it. A sharply defined class of expert
here brought before us, comprising all that enjoys mental, conscious £
ence in a certain pregnant sense of these words. A real being depri¥s
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h experiences, merely having® contents inside it such as the experiences

mﬂm@nmu:s:. but unable to interpret these objectively, or otherwise use them
.Mo make objects present to itself, quite incapable, therefore, of referring to

octs in further acts of judgement, joy, grief, love, hatred, desire and

ﬂwﬁazm - such a being would not be called ‘psychical’ by anyone. If one
gdoubts whether it is at all possible to conceive of such a being, a mere

complex of sensations, one has but to point to external phenomenal things,
present 0 consciousness through sensational complexes, but not appearing
as such Emamn_ém“ and nm__,.& by us ‘bodies’ or ‘inanimate things’, since
they lack all psychical experiences in the sense of our examples. Turning
aside from psychology, and entering the field of the philosophical disciplines
proper, we perceive the fundamental importance of our class of experiences,
since only its members are relevant in the highest ranks of the normative
sciences. They alone, seized in their phenomenological purity, furnish con-
crete bases for abstracting the fundamental notions that function system-
atically in logic, ethics and aesthetics, and that enter into the ideal laws of
these sciences. Our mention of logic recalls the particular interest which has
inspired our whole probing into such experiences.

§10 Descriptive characterization of acts as
‘intentional’ experiences

We must now dig down to the essence of Brentano’s demarcation of phenom-
enal classes, of his concept of consciousness in the sense of psychical act.
7.39__& 3 the interest in classification just mentioned, Brentano conducts
_E enquiry in the form of a two-edged separation of the two main classes of
EHE.VEQN. that he recognizes, the psychical and the physical. He arrives
at a m_i,o_.a differentiation in which only two heads are relevant for our
_ﬂ”ﬂﬂomw. mm:nw in all the Erm.qm Emm._nmn::m ambiguities n:.u their destructive
_Eém.mnh: M::m =:Hn=,m._u_w Em‘ notion of ﬁ:aso.amaou. in mnmn_.m_ and of
oot P ,,wsoq.sa:ws in particular, as well as his concepts of internal and
Of b _un?nv:.o:.,. ‘ o

u@nEnM E,:o ﬁ::n_.vm_ Q_n.nnn:ﬂ._m:omm. one &_.moﬂ_w :wcﬂ.:m En.&mm:nm. of
" n:oo.,,.mu _M:OMsm:m or acts. ,Ed,m m=.:8m us .::E_mﬂmwmc_x in any __Em:.m:.oa
mammws,& _ - mw”.?m_u:o: moEnE.Em is vﬁ‘nmuéna. in imagination, moinﬂr_am
hateq in .ac,,,: .,n_&mEaE something stated, in love mﬁEEE:m loved, in hate
Such iﬁzzmamm. o.,_:,ma etc. w-.,ozﬁm:o looks to what is mnmmwmzw common to
what (p, ik .v:._.a xmwm that ‘every Ensﬂm_ _u:m_._oamsos s nrmamwﬂmn.mma by
of ap object ‘_“Fmﬂ schoolmen nm:nﬁ the EHE:.E& (or mental) inexistence
Conten, :ﬁfr: y what we, not without .E.:Em::«. call the relation to a
soo&o_, - rection to an ..o_umﬂ (by which a reality is not to be under-
._E:m % Laﬂ:.._,_imao_: objectivity. mmn:.EnEm_ phenomenon contains some-
In Which cc‘_r..L.E itself, E.o:mr not m:, in the same manner’.* This ‘manner

fsClousness refers to an object’ (an expression used by Brentano
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in other passages) is presentative in a presentation, judicial in a j
etc. etc. Brentano's attempted classification of mental phenomena ing
entations, judgements and emotions (‘phenomena of love and hate’) js;
based upon this ‘manner of reference’, of which three basically
kinds are distinguished (each admitting of many further specificatig
Whether we think Brentano’s classification of ‘psychical’ phe
successful, and whether we think it basically significant for the whg
ment of psychology, as Brentano claims it is, does not matter here.
point has importance for us: that there are essential, specific diffe;
intentional relation or intention (the generic descriptive character g
The manner in which a ‘mere presentation’ refers to its object, diffep:
the manner of a judgement, which treats the same state of affairs
false. Quite different again is the manner of a surmise or doubt, the
of a hope or a fear, of approval or disapproval, of desire or aversi
resolution of a theoretical doubt (judgemental decision) or of a g
doubt (voluntary decision in the case of deliberate choice); of the ec
tion of a theoretical opinion (fulfilment of a judgemental intention), ¢
voluntary intention (fulfilment of what we mean to do). Most, if not
are complex experiences, very often involving intentions which are
selves multiple. Emotional intentions are built upon presentative or
intentions etc. We cannot, however, doubt that to resolve such com
always to come down on primitive intentional characters whose desc
essence precludes reduction into other types of experience, and
unity of the descriptive genus ‘intention’ (‘act-character’) display
differences, flowing from its pure essence, which take a priori
over empirical, psychological matters-of-fact. There are essentially
species and subspecies of intention. We cannot, in particular, red
ferences in acts into differences in the presentations or judge
involve, with help only from elements not of an intentional kind. A
approval or disapproval, e.g., is evidently and essentially a pe:
of intentional relation as opposed to the mere presentation or the
assessment of the aesthetic object. Aesthetic approval and aesthet
cates may be asserted, and their assertion is a judgement, and as such
presentations. But the aesthetic intention and its objects are then
of presentations and judgements: it remains essentially distinct fro
theoretical acts. To evaluate a judgement as valid, an emotional exp
as elevated etc., presupposes analogous, closely related, not Spe
identical intentions. Just so in comparisons of judgemental with VoIl
decisions etc. !
We take intentional relation, understood in purely descriptive f2
an inward peculiarity of certain experiences, to be the essential fea
‘psychical phenomena’ or ‘acts’, seeing in Brentano’s definition of thet
‘phenomena intentionally containing objects in themselves’ a circui=
tion of essence, whose ‘reality’ (in the traditional sense) is of course &
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5 Differently put in terms of pure phenomenology: Ideation

amples. ;
S%M rmed in exemplary cases of such experiences — and so performed as
pe feave nacinm_%mworo_o%nm_ conception and existential affirmation of
to

.o out of account, and to deal only with the real phenomenological con-
cn_am?:mmn experiences — yields us the pure, phenomenological generic Idea
.M.:m aw%%:& experience or act, and of its various pure species.® That not
M__ wuﬁmznzcnm are intentional is proved by sensations and sensational com-
plexes. Any Eanw _um a sensed visual field, full as it is of visual contents, is an
experience containing many part-contents, which are neither referred to, nor
intentionally ogmn:ﬁ. in the s&o._n. .

The discussions which follow will give precision and clarity to the funda-
mentally different uses of the word “content’. Everywhere it will appear that
what one grasped in the analysis and comparison of instances of the two
sorts of contents, can be ideationally seen as a pure distinction of essence. The
_u_ugoanno_ommnm_ assertions we aim at, are all meant by us (even without
special pointing) as assertions of essence.

A second characterization of mental phenomena by Brentano that has
value for us is the formula ‘that they are either presentations or founded
upon presentations’.” ‘Nothing can be judged about, nothing can likewise be
desired, nothing can be hoped or feared, if it is not presented.”® In this char-
acterization the term ‘presentation’ does not of course mean the presented
content or object, but the act of presenting this.

This characterization does not seem a suitable starting-point for our re-
searches, since it presupposes a concept of ‘presentation’ that has yet to be
worked out: it is hard to draw distinctions among the word’s highly ambigu-
ous uses. The discussion of the concept of ‘act’ will lead us naturally on to
this. But the characterization is an important utterance, whose content
Prompts further investigations: we shall have to come back to it later.

whu_ ._n.<omn~:nm of verbally tempting misunderstandings.
€ ‘'mental’ or ‘immanent’ object

While w,

from hjs

nﬂo_un

€ mn_qm_.m to Brentano’s essential characterization, our departures
~> Opmnions force us to abandon his terminology. It will be as well to
m_nm__sm_”_m“ .ac%niam_ mrnsoinzm.. or of .Urmzoamzm..m” all, where we are
Utifia. crﬂﬁa:nznav of the class in question. ..wmv.n.:_nm_ ‘urnnoEmnm. is a
Ewnro_ompcm_ mz_“ao:,_v. on Brentano’s view that it m,m:._w circumscribes the
O 4 feyg 0 ,_m c_._‘mmmmac_ﬂ on our view w: experiences are in this respect
ms_gm::m? ._w “m,_,_:. v:msoﬂms‘o: is likewise :‘mcmrﬁ with Bn..ﬂ dangerous
Profesgeq 9 _WA Insinuates a quite ﬁo:_z.?_ Smo_.w:m.m“ persuasion, expressly
As ‘Phenop, rentano, that .mmo: intentional experience is a phenomenon.
muvnmzam sﬂnﬁ,w: n its aos.._imﬂ use (which is also Brentano’s) means an
Only direcy i._rﬁ as mcou.f this ::E.mm that each intentional experience is not

¢d upon objects, but is itself the object of certain intentional
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experiences. One thinks here, mainly, of the experiences in which g
‘appear’ in the most special sense, i.e. perceptions: ‘every psychical p|
enon is an object of inner consciousness’. We have already mentj
grave misgivings that keep us from assenting to this. g

Further objections surround the expressions used by Brentano as pa
with, or roughly circumscribing, his term ‘psychical phenomeng
which are also in general use. It is always quite questionable, and fre
misleading, to say that perceived, imagined, asserted or desired obje
‘enter consciousness’ (or do so in perceptual, presentative fashion
to say conversely that ‘consciousness’, ‘the ego’ enters into this or t
of relation to them, or to say that such objects “are taken up into
ness’ in this or that way, or to say. similarly, that intentional exp
‘contain something as their object in themselves’ etc. etc.” Such exj
promote two misunderstandings: first, that we are dealing with a real
event or a real (reales) relationship, taking place between ‘con
or ‘the ego’, on the one hand, and the thing of which there is con
on the other; secondly, that we are dealing with a relation be
things, both present in equally real fashion (reell) in consciousn
and an intentional object, or with a sort of box-within-box st
mental contents. If talk of a relation is here inescapable, we mus
expressions which tempt us to regard such a relation as having
logical reality (Realitat), as belonging to the real (reellen) con
experience.

Let us first discuss our second misunderstanding more closely.
ticularly suggested by the expression ‘immanent objectivity’ used
the essential peculiarity of intentional experiences, and likev
equivalent scholastic expressions ‘intentional’ or ‘mental inexisten
object. Intentional experiences have the peculiarity of directing the
in varying fashion to presented objects, but they do so in an intent
An object is ‘referred to’'’ or ‘aimed at’ in them, and in presentative
ing or other fashion. This means no more than that certain
are present, intentional in character and, more specifically, presen
judgingly, desiringly or otherwise intentional. There are (to mmuon.uf ;
exceptions) not two things present in experience, we do not expericnes
object and beside it the intentional experience directed upon it, there af
even two things present in the sense of a part and a whole which €0
it: only one thing is present, the intentional experience, whose €8
descriptive character is the intention in question. According to its par
specification, it constitutes the full and sole presentation, judgeme
etc., of this object. If this experience is present, then, eo ipso and th
own essence (we must insist), the intentional ‘relation’ to an object is &
and an object is ‘intentionally present’; these two phrases mean prec
same. And of course such an experience may be present in consct
together with its intention, although its object does not exist at all, @
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haps :?._,_?%_nc_.mx.mﬂm:nm.._,rmognﬁ,m.Eamem.m.ﬂo.anm:.:mmmn
ﬂm_wmamsnm. but it is then merely entertained in thought, and is nothing in
o.u

aﬂwn_ur%.a an idea of the god Jupiter, this god is my presented object, he is
. anently present’ in my act, he has ‘mental inexistence’ in the latter, or
_a_.ﬂ?.nq expression we may use to disguise our true meaning. I have an
E.M of the god Jupiter: this means that I have a certain presentative experi-
M_Mm. the n:w.,ﬁsE:o:..orro-mon_-._ :ﬁ:.n_. is realized in my oouw&o&:nmm.
This m_.:n::o:u._ experience may ._un a_mEnEcmwnn as one oroommw in de-
scriptive analysis, but :.._n m,o_n Jupiter naturally will not be found in it. The
smmanent’, ‘mental object’ is not therefore part of the descriptive or real
make-up (deskriptiven reellen Bestand) of the experience, it is in truth not
really immanent or mental. But it also does not exist extramentally, it does
not exist at all. This does not prevent our-idea-of-the-god-Jupiter from being
actual, a particular sort of experience or particular mode of mindedness
(Zumutesein), such that he who experiences it may rightly say that the myth-
ical king of the gods is present to him, concerning whom there are such
and such stories. If, however, the intended object exists, nothing becomes
phenomenologically different. It makes no essential difference to an object
presented and given to consciousness whether it exists, or is fictitious, or is
perhaps completely absurd. I think of Jupiter as I think of Bismarck, of the
tower of Babel as I think of Cologne Cathedral, of a regular thousand-sided
polygon as of a regular thousand-faced solid."
 These so-called immanent contents are therefore merely intended or inten-
tional, while truly immanent contents, which belong to the real make-up
?%am..a Bestande) of the intentional experiences, are not intentional: they
constitute the act, provide necessary points d'appui which render possible an
“ﬂoﬂﬂﬁ? but are not Em:..mor._,nm intended, not the objects presented in the
§. do not see no_.oz_,.mm:mm:o:m but coloured things, I do not hear tone-
Sations but the singer’s song, etc. etc."
$m~ 1 . i . F .
S are Mcﬂwnw of presentations is true also o.m other intentional experiences
10 oneseif 9 “noq.,,ﬁrma. To n.av_.ommna an object, e.g. &n u.wnEomm at wn.:_:._,
fashion ,ﬁ_o .r &@.w.,.__un_. to _u.a minded in E_m.oq :.::. anmnnm:cn_w determinate
cherih ﬁ.p«.mn n.. out this Schloss, to delight in its mnnw:nﬂﬁm_ beauty, to
terizeq in _. that one could ﬂo so etc. etc., are new experiences, charac-
nove| nrm:oamso_om_nm_ terms. All have this in common, that
than p, o es of objective intention, which cannot be otherwise expressed
enteq. L_._._amm“ﬂmr;m. zga,mn:_om‘m Is perceived, imagined, pictorially repres-
We shar ,m out, delighted in, wished for etc. etc.

. all need more elaborate investigation to determine the justification
guratively about the object presented in a presentation, judged
biects. _“.:mﬁ_ m,~_n”. as well as the full sense of talk about the relation of acts
Wel] ” m<c_.”_r. ear, at _a.,,_wr as far as fm an.:_q rmmn vmsm:ﬁma; that it will

all talk of immanent objectivity. It is readily dispensed with,

they are mod
ay

be
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since we have the expression ‘intentional object’ which is not expg
similar objections. P

As regards misleading talk of the intentional ‘containment’ of o
acts. it is undeniable that the parallel, equivalent locutions — ‘the obj
conscious datum’, ‘is in consciousness’, ‘is immanent in conscious :
suffer from a most damaging ambiguity; ‘being conscious’ (bews
means something quite different from the possible senses given to
two previously discussed meanings of ‘consciousness’. All modern
ogy and epistemology have been confused by these and similar eq
tions. With psychological thought and terminology as influential
now, it would be ill-advised to set up our own terms in opposition f
of contemporary psychology. Our first concept of nozmnmocmaow&w
empirical-psychological slant, covers the whole stream of experi
makes up the individual mind’s real unity, together with all a
enter into the constitution of this stream. This conception shoy
spreading to psychology, and we therefore decided in our last
give the preference to it, though we did so in phenomenological p
not from a properly psychological angle. We must therefore exer
necessary care in talking of consciousness as inner perception, or
of it as intentional relation, even if we do not altogether avoid sue
which would scarcely be practicable.

§12 (b) The act and the relation of consciousnes:
the ego to the object

The situation is similar as regards the first misunderstanding we
where it is imagined that consciousness, on the one hand, and the
consciousness’ on the other, become related to one another in a1
(‘The ego’ is here often put in the place of ‘consciousness’.) In nat
tion, in fact, it is not the single act which appears, but the ego as
the relation in question, while the other pole is the object. If one
an act-experience, which last tempts one to make of the ego an
selfsame point of unity in every act. This would, however, bring
the view of the ego as a relational centre which we repudiated com,_...

But if we simply ‘live’ in the act in question, become absorbed, €
perceptual ‘taking in’ of some event happening before us, in some
fancy, in reading a story, in carrying out a mathematical proof
ego as relational centre of our performances becomes quite elusive.
of the ego may be specially ready to come to the fore, or ratf
recreated anew, but only when it is really so recreated, and built 1
act. do we refer to the object in a manner to which something des
ostensible corresponds. We have here, in the actual experience des
correspondingly complex act which presents the ego, on the one He
the presentation, judgement, wish etc., of the moment, with its
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atter. on the other. From an objective standpoint (and so, too,
the standpoint of natural reflection) it is doubtless the case that in each
from .« intentionally directed to some object. This is quite obvious

n:unamo__ ; P S
3 ego is either no more than the ‘conscious unity’, or contemporary

since the €& T ; irics ¢

W e, of experiences, of, in a more .:mz:.m_ m.Bu_:nm:w-Rn_ (realer) per-
c%:& the continuous thing-like unity, constituted in the unity of con-
%mn_._m_.mwm as the personal subject of our experiences, the ego whose mental
nuwa these experiences are, that performs the intention, percept, or judge-
%u_ in question. If such and m:o:, an ms.ﬁ::onm_ experience is present, the
ego €0 IP5° has the corresponding intention.

The sentences ‘The ego represents an object to itself’, ‘The ego refers
_ga.ﬁusné_w to an object’, ‘“The ego has something as an intentional object
of its presentation’ therefore mean the same as ‘In the phenomenological
ego, a concrete complex of experiences, a certain experience said, in virtue
of its specific nature, to be a presentation of object X, is really (reell) present.’
Just so the sentence “The ego judges about the object’ means the same as
'such and such an experience of judging is present in the ego’ etc. etc. In our
description relation to an experiencing ego is inescapable, but the experience
described is not itself an experiential complex having the ego-presentation
asits part. We perform the description after an objectifying act of reflection,
in which reflection on the ego is combined with reflection on the experienced
act to yield a relational act, in which the ego appears as itself related to
its act’s object through its act. Plainly an essential descriptive change has
occurred. The original act is no longer simply there, we no longer live in it,
but we attend to it and pass judgement on it.

We must therefore avoid the misunderstanding which our present discus-

sion has .w‘c% ruled out, that of treating relation to an ego as of the essence of
an intentional experience itself."

§13 The fixing of our terminology

After these crit

. cal prolegomena, we shall now i
®xcluding g fur proleg | now fix our own terminology,

Onfusing ot as we can, and in their light, all oo:.En:nm assumptions and
SNtirely 41 .ﬁ_w_m__:_ww im,,m:m: ,m<oa the term psychical phenomenon’
Quires i Ex s «4. Emr of ‘intentional experiences’ wherever accuracy re-
fixeq above ._.m,_.:r:na -must ca.cnﬂoaﬁooa in the phenomenological sense
Mop 1, :E‘ ._.ﬁ,.‘. ccm:?:m adjective ‘intentional’ names the essence com-
s§n§n o_,ru.uz .3 experiences we wish to mark off, the peculiarity of
Boyg ?m_._.mc _.S.S::m. to what is objective, in a presentative or other analo-
Verbg) usa . As a briefer expression, in harmony with our own and foreign
Thes, mmn. we shall use the term ‘act’.

[noy, of nwm_....,“m,.._:.u:m certainly have their defects. We speak of ‘intending’
nﬂap&:mH Jr. in w:%a? Trans.] in the sense of specially noticing, or

O something. An intentional object need not, however, always be
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noticed or attended to. Several acts may be present and interwoven w;
another, but attention is emphatically active in one of them. We ol
them all together, but we ‘go all out’ (as it were) in this particular
it is not unfitting, in view of the traditional use of the term
object’, to which Brentano has given renewed currency, to speak
relative sense of ‘intention’, especially when we have the term ‘a;
do the work of ‘intention’ in the other sense; we shall find reas
that attention does not involve a peculiar act." Another ambig
ever, confronts us. The term ‘intention’ hits off the peculiarity
imagining them to aim at something, and so fits the numerous cz
naturally and understandably ranked as cases of theoretical aimi
metaphor does not fit all acts equally, and if we study the examp|
ated in §10, we cannot avoid distinguishing a narrower and a wi
of intention. In our metaphor an act of hitting the mark correspon
of aiming, and just so certain acts correspond as ‘achievements’ or
to other acts as ‘intentions’ (whether of the judging or the de
The image therefore fits these latter acts quite perfectly; fulf
however, themselves acts, i.e. ‘intentions’, though they are not
at least not in general — in that narrower sense which points to corre
fulfilments. This ambiguity, once recognized, becomes harmless. i
where the narrower concept is wanted, this must be expressly
equivalent term ‘act-character’ will also help to avoid misunde: .
In talking of ‘acts’, on the other hand, we must steer clear of
original meaning: all thought of activity must be rigidly excluded.
‘act’ is so firmly fixed in the usage of many psychologists, and 50}
and loosed from its original sense that, after these express rese
can go on using it without concern. If we do not wish to introduc
novelties, strange alike to our living speech-sense and to historical t

we can hardly avoid inconvenience of the just-mentioned sort.

§14 Difficulties which surround the assumptio ...._.”
acts as a descriptively founded class of experien

In all these terminological discussions, we have gone deep into a€
analyses of a sort required by our interests in logic and nummﬁn._o_m.,
we go deeper, however, we shall have to consider some objectiO
affect the bases of our descriptions.

There are a group of thinkers who absolutely reject any markise
class of experiences which have been described by us as ‘acts’ or .. .
experiences’. In this connection Brentano’s original introductioft
distinction, and his aims in introducing it, have, with some §
misunderstandings, produced confusion: they have kept the d
extraordinarily valuable descriptive content from being rightly
Natorp, e.g., rejects it decisively. But when this distinguished thinket
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ying that'® ‘T can anm.__ with a tone _u.w itself or in relation to other con-
by s nsciousness, without also paying regard to its being for an ego,
not deal with myself and my hearing by themselves, without
thinking of the tone’, we find nothing .:_ this that could confuse. Hearing
Rzmmu_w cannot be torn out of the :am:zm of a tone, as if it were something
part from the tone 1t hears. But this does not mean that two things are
“o. to be distinguished: the tone heard, the object of perception, and the
hearing of the tone, the ﬁﬁdavEm_ act. ZmS.G is quite right in saying of
the former: ‘Its existence for me is my consciousness of it. If anyone can
catch his consciousness in E.é:.:nm else than the existence of a content for
pim, T am unable to mo__o.s_ r::.. It seems to me, however, that the ‘existence
of something for me’, is a thing both permitting and requiring further
n_auo:_nno_ommnm_ analysis. Consider, first, differences in the mode of atten-
tion. A content is differently present to me, according as I note it implicitly,
not relieved in some whole, or see it in relief, according as I see it margin-
ally, or have specially turned my focussing gaze upon it. More important
still are differences between the existence of a content in consciousness in
the sense in which a sensation so exists, without being itself made a per-
ceptual object, and of a content which is made such an object. The choice of
a tone as .mn.msm”m:nm slightly obscures the distinction without altogether
removing it. ‘T hear’ can mean in psychology ‘I am having sensations’: in
o&Ew.Q mmnon_._ it means ‘I am perceiving’; I hear the adagio of the violin,
the g:.nnam of the birds etc. Different acts can perceive the same object
and yet involve quite different sensations. The same tone is at one moment
goﬁwmnrﬁ _,Eza. at m:.o%ﬂ far away. The same sensational contents are
g_ﬁas_wu_moam QMM ~ MMM _w this, m,=a now in that manner. What is most emphas-
i m:” _mvvo_.cnwso: is mn:ﬂm_._w the fact that consistency of
g | il olve _n@:mEzow of wmsmmﬂ._omm_ content; s_:m.: the .mc_.::-
e E_m owﬂ aid _.3\ _.nmE_.nm. springing from wnEm:NoQ disposi-
inadequate o _MM: m _m_u_.as_u:m experiences. m:.nr notions are, however,
origin. of e Q.” ove M . phenomenologically .:._.w_n<mn.r Whatever the
_._HEK ﬂrms Z_m ﬁmﬁmﬂ_n:nw, .nOﬂHn_.-nm now U—.nmn—.: In CONsSClousness, we can
terpretagion ,w M:NMw:vm:o:m_ contents should be present with a differing
tions o &Qn_“m. - that the same contents should serve to ground percep-
influyy o i ,E,o_umnz‘. _._:mganﬂm:oz itself can never be reduced to an
Minded, . . rsations; it is an act-character, a mode of consciousness, of
¢o Cdness (Zumuteseins). We call ienci -
cs_..wn_osw - el 5). We ca the experiencing o._. sensations in this
0 made plann .a “.uﬂnmﬁ:os of the oE.mS in question. What has here
Priage ¢, b&.crc_. _:_ﬂ._ context of :.n.:E.m_ existence, and by methods appro-
EEE:Q.. if ve ”,%Wﬁ ,.:._.a ﬂ.um::‘m_ mn_n:nw,.s__: yield up its phenomenological
SPeci xva_.wnzoo.m ..:mnﬂm from the oa_u_‘:nm:w real (Realen). If we consider
€8 ang mvon:.._c ,. \Q,a 9,5_. ammn.::m_ content, we wo_.m: Ideas of pure
Tetation vn_.nnv:._..n:ﬁ:u, _5.55 case the pure species of Sensation,
) ption in relation to its perceptum, and the relations of
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essence among these. We then see it to be a fact of essence that th
a sensational content differs from that of the perceived object p
it, which is not a reality in consciousness (reell bewusst)."’ ,

All this becomes clear if we change our field of illustration for
vision. Let us lay the following considerations before a sceptic. I
e.g. this box, but I do not see my sensations. I always see one g
box, however it may be turned and tilted. I have always the same ‘¢
consciousness’ — if I care to call the perceived object a content of
ness. But each turn yields a new ‘content of consciousness’, if I
enced contents ‘contents of consciousness’, in a much more app
of words. Very different contents are therefore experienced, tho
object is perceived. The experienced content, generally speakin
perceived object. We must note, further, that the object’s real b
being is irrelevant to the true essence of the perceptual experi
its essence as a perceiving of an object as thus and thus appea
thus and thus thought of. In the flux of experienced content, :
ourselves to be in perceptual touch with one and the same objec
belongs to the sphere of what we experience. For we experi
sciousness of identity’, i.e. a claim to apprehend identity. On v
consciousness depend? Must we not reply that different sensati
are given, but that we apperceive or ‘take’ them ‘in the same se
to take them in this sense is an experienced character through w
of the object for me’ is first constituted. Must we not say, furthe
consciousness of identity is framed on a basis of these two so
enced characters, as the immediate consciousness that they
And is this consciousness not again an act in our defined
objective correlate lies in the identity it refers to? These questio
call for an affirmative and evident answer. I find nothing more
the distinction here apparent between contents and acts, between |
contents in the sense of presentative sensations, and perceptual
sense of interpretative intentions overlaid with various addition
ters. Such intentions, united with the sensations they interpret,
full concrete act of perception. Intentional characters and comp
tional acts are, of course, contents of consciousness in the widest
sense of experiences: all differences predicable at all, are in this 8
differences of content. But within this widest sphere of what can
enced, we believe we have found an evident difference between
experiences, in whose case objective intentions arise through im
acters of the experiences in question, and experiences in whose case
not occur, contents that may serve as the building-stones of @
heing acts themselves. p:

Examples that will serve to elucidate this distinction, and also to®
various characters of acts, are provided by comparing percep
memory, or comparing either with presentations by means of ph

Consciousness as intentional experience 105

F

.. statues etc.), or of signs. Verbal expressions yield the best ex-
[ Let us imagine'® that certain arabesques or figures have affected

etically- and that we then suddenly see that we are dealing with
wnm_m or verbal signs. In what does this difference consist? Or let us take
symbO - an attentive man hearing some totally strange word as a sound-
vithout even dreaming it is a word, and compare this with the case
¢ man afterwards hearing the word, in the course of conversation,

d now acquainted with its meaning, but not illustrating it intuitively?
wh&mp in general is the surplus element distinguishing the understanding of a
aa&o:&_q functioning expression from the uncomprehended verbal sound?
what is the difference Un.ﬁénn: simply looking at a concrete object 4, and
qreating it as representative of ‘any A4 whatsoever? In this and countless
similar cases it is act-characters that differ. All logical differences, and dif-
ferences in categorial form, are constituted in logical acts in the sense of
intentions.

In analysing such cases the inadequacies of the modern theory of apper-
geption become plain: it overlooks points decisive from a logical or epis-
temological standpoint. It does not do justice to phenomenological fact; it
does not even attempt to analyse or describe it. Differences of interpretation
are above all descriptive differences, and these alone, rather than obscure,
hypothetical events in the soul’s unconscious depths, or in the sphere of
physiological happenings, concern the epistemologist. These alone permit of
apurely phenomenological treatment, excluding all transcendent affirmations,
Eo.r as the critique of knowledge presupposes. Apperception is our surplus,
which is found in experience itself, in its descriptive content as opposed to the
faW existence of sense: it is the act-character which as it were ensouls sense,
MM _M“How“w:nw E._n: as to Em.xa us perceive this or that object, see this tree,
SL.FSGqM._.S.mEm. smell this scent of flowers et. etc. .m.mawa:.a:m. and the
s e n m w:.mq: w._, apperceiving them, are alike nxv.n:n:ona_ but they
N o EM., o _“.E.a.. they are not seen, heard o_.‘nmz.mz& by any sense.
Xperiencey ZEE “_w_ﬂ hand, appear and are perceived, but they are not

,:unmms._m. _.o_amﬁm y we nxc_caw the case of mann:m_n perception.

(or Roweve: + s In other cases: it holds, e.g., in the case of the ‘sensations’
¢ choose to call contents serving as bases to interpretation)

Which
o 1 are found i ¢ i ive imagini .

cts of simpl sent: ; i :
__.S:u_.n:.:o: ple or representative imagining. It is an imaging

before e that sets an imagined rather than a perceptual appearance
Orialjy E.m - eTe experienced sensations mediate the appearance of a pic-
_.ws.:ma. object (e.g. a centaur in a painting)."” One sees at once that
W&QE:@: : M:_um E:_n:,‘ in relation to the intentional object, is called its
tion directeg .w _..:n perceiving, remembering, picturing, symbolizing inten-
“©ptioy, in re, YWards it, is also called an interpretation, conception, apper-
_amo 4lon to the sensations really present in this act.

tas relevantly evident, in regard to the examples just cited, that

fn . Tegard
Te diff,
m . o . . . . - .
Tent ‘manners of consciousness’, different intentional relations
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to objects: the character of our intention is specifically different in g
of perceiving, of direct ‘reproductive’ recall, of pictorial represen
the ordinary sense of the interpretation of statues, pictures etc.), g
in the case of a presentation through signs. Each logically distin,
entertaining an object in thought corresponds to a difference in j
To me it seems irrefragable that we only know of such differences
we envisage them in particular cases (apprehend them adequately
mediately), can then compare them and range them under con
can thus make them into objects of varying acts of intuition and
From such ‘seeing’ we can, through abstract Ideation, progress
adequate grasp of the pure species they exemplify, and of the ¢
of essence among these latter. When Natorp remarks that ‘all ri
multiplicity of consciousness pertains rather to contents alone. Ci
ness of a simple sensation does not differ, qua consciousness,
sciousness of a world: the “being in consciousness” is entirely
both; their difference lies solely in their content’, he seems to me
keeping apart quite distinct notions of consciousness and con
be erecting his identification into an epistemological principle.
explained the sense in which we too teach that all multiplicity of
ness depends on content. Content must mean experience, a real
sciousness: consciousness itself must be the complex formed by €3
The world, however, never is a thinker’s experience. To refer to
may be an experience, but the world itself is the object intended.
terial, from the point of view of our distinction, what attitude on
to the question of the make-up of objective being, of the true,
being of the world or of any other object, or of the relation of
being, as a ‘unity’, to our ‘manifold’ thought-approaches, or of
which one may metaphysically oppose immanent to transcendent.
distinction in question is prior to all metaphysics, and lies at the
of the theory of knowledge: it presupposes no answers to the ques
this theory must be the first to provide.

§15 Whether experiences of one and the same
phenomenological kind (of the genus feeling in
particular) can consist partly of acts and partly
of non-acts

A new difficulty arises in regard to the generic unity of intentional 2
It might be thought that the standpoint from which we divid
ences into intentional and non-intentional, is a merely external onés
same experiences, or experiences of the same v:m:oz_mzo_ommo&
at times have an intentional relation to some object, and at times Né
The examples used to attest either concept, and also, in part, the
solutions of the problem, have already been discussed in literary
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4 to the debated issue as to whether the ‘intentional relation’ suffices to
regar . .ﬁ&.mEnE phenomena’ (the domain of psychology) or not. The
ntred chiefly in phenomena from the sphere of feeling. Since the
de? ionality of other feelings seemed obvious, two doubts were possible:
E.»:ﬁou dered whether intentionality might not perhaps attach loosely to
annaﬁa of feeling in question, belonging really to the presentations fused
Eﬂw them, or whether intentionality could be essential to the class of feel-
w since one allowed it to some feelings while denying it to others. The con-
%ou petween this commonly debated question and our present question
has thus been made clear.
We must first se¢ whether any sorts of feeling-experience are essentially inten-

tional, and then whether other sorts of feeling-experience lack this property.

debate <

(a) Are there any intentional feelings?

Many experiences commonly classed as ‘feelings’ have an undeniable, real
relation to something objective. This is the case, e.g., when we are pleased
by a melody, displeased at a shrill blast etc. etc. It seems obvious, in general,
that every joy or sorrow, that is joy or sorrow about something we think of,
is a directed act. Instead of joy we can speak of pleased delight in some-
thing, instead of sorrow we can speak of displeased or painful dislike of it,
aversion from it etc. etc.

Those who question the intentionality of feeling say: Feelings are mere
states, not acts, intentions. Where they relate to objects, they owe their
_d_uno_.u to a complication with presentations.

...EMM aw_.”__,_”._mwn oc.h,onao..s is Eé._ﬁ& in this ._mmﬁ._uoaﬂ.moz. m._.n_.:mzw who
i H__H”M::mnm_:w of feelings, also maintains E:r.oﬁ inconsistency
fations 55 mﬂn: w a wﬂm Smwﬁ_m_.n not ”rnamnmmnm presentations, r.mqn presen-
jects that pre qnmozsmﬁ_m:ozm. ,.zn can only a:nnm oEmn?nm feelingly to ob-
Between the mw MM: to us by inwoven presentations. No difference emerges
that fecling no_waa_um %m:_wm E:: someone is .qnmE En.ﬁmana to maintain
0t poing ol :ﬁﬂ. :_. itself, involves :o”r_:m. Eﬁm:o:m._. that it does
tion gives 1 e se S. a felt object, ﬂ.rm, only its union s__.z._ a presenta-
Way of ghis A ,”.5 relation to an o._u._nnr a _.m_mﬁ._o.u w:@ intentional by
EM« i ection and not intrinsically so. This is just what the other

re ;
._Enoq"wﬂ_:o thinks we have here two intentions built on one another: the

lengjo,, & founding intention gives us the presented object, the founded

the fe : ;
"SeParah]e M..\UQ_. object. The former is separable from the latter, the latter
Be, the m the former. His opponents think there is only one intention
Ify,. . Presenting one
e Subject :

tio
to  see
SOmethp, g

the mE.E.zo: to a careful phenomenological review, Brentano’s
ms definitely to be preferred. Whether we turn with pleasure
Or whether its unpleasantness repels us, an object is presented.
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But we do not merely have a presentation, with an added feeling | é.omzmm_ case of necessary connection. For the inten-

atively tacked on to it, and not intrinsically related to it, but p %Ennﬂ.«ﬁ here thought of as * provocative’, is only in question as an

distaste direct themselves to the presented object, and could not %nu_.oa“ | not as an external reality, which really and psycho-physically
0 0

out such a direction. If two psychical experiences, e.g. two presen
associated in an objective-psychological sense, there is a phenome;
discernible type of associative unity among the reproduced e
which corresponds to the objective dispositions which govern the;
side with the intentional elation which each has to its object, there
phenomenological mode of connection: one idea, e.g. that of Nz
with it the idea of Vesuvius, the one is peculiarly bound up with
so that we say in regard to the objects presented — the mode of th
tation here essentially requires further description — that the one
of the other. (This sentence is being used to express a pheno
situation.) It is easily seen, however, that though all this in a
stitutes a new intentional relationship, it does not turn each as
member into an object of the other’s intention. The intentional
remain unconfused in their association. How indeed could they fun
object, borrowed from an associated intention, to something ne
intentional? It is clear, further, that such a phenomenologically
relation is extrinsic, not at all to be put on a level with the
pleasure to the pleasant. The presentation which reproduces is q
without such a reproductive function. But pleasure without an
ant is unthinkable. And it is unthinkable, not because we are
with correlative expressions, as when we say, e.g., that a cause
effect, or a father without a child, is unthinkable, but because
essence of pleasure demands a relation to something pleasing.
feature known as conviction is unthinkable apart from somethin
we are convinced. There is, similarly, no desire whose specific ¢
do without something desired, no agreement or approval without
agreed on or approved etc. etc. These are all intentions, genuine :

intenti© s my mental life. A battle of centaurs, seen in a picture or framed
determins rovokes’ my approval just like some beautiful, real landscape:
in fancy: P the latter psycho-physically as the real cause of my mentally

Led state of pleasure, this ‘causation’ is altogether different from the
provo ion we have when we see the visible landscape — in virtue of such
B:.ﬁ”n: a mode of appearing and such and such pictured colours and
and § _ as the ‘source’, ‘ground’ or ‘cause’ of my pleasure. Pleasantness or
an__ﬂ:o do not belong as effect to this landscape considered as a physical
%m. but only to it as nhﬁm.alw.ﬁ in this or that manner, vﬂ.rmg.mm thus
and thus judged of or as reminding us of this or that, in the conscious act
pere in question: it is as such that the landscape ‘demands’, “arouses’ such

feelings.”

(b) Are there non-intentional feelings? Distinction between
feeling-sensations and feeling-acts

We may now ask more generally whether, in addition to the intentional
varieties of feeling, there are not other non-intentional species. It may seem
at first that an obvious ‘Yes’ is the right answer. In the wide field of so-
called sensory feelings, no intentional characters can be found. The sensible
pain of a burn can certainly not be classed beside a conviction, a surmise, a
volition etc. etc., but beside sensory contents like rough or smooth, red or
blue etc. If we recall such pains, or any sensory pleasures (the fragrance of a
f0se, the relish of certain foods etc. etc.), we find that our sensory feelings
are blended with the sensations from the various sense-fields, just as these
latter are blended with one another.

_ Every sensory feeling, e.g. the pain of burning oneself or of being burnt,

i . ; : . is ; SR
sense. They all ‘owe’ their intentional relation to certain underl 10 doubt after a fashion referred to an object: it is referred, on the one
hand, 1o the ego and its burnt bodily member, on the other hand, to the

tations. But it is part of what we mean by such ‘owing’ that they ;
3 w Object which inflicts the burn. In all these respects there is conformity with

really now have what they owe to something else. - Other .
It is plain, too, that the relation between founding (underlying) | the gﬂﬂmmzosmu tactual sensations, e.g., are referred in just this manner to

tion and founded act cannot be correctly described by saying that th And . member which touches, and to the external body which is touched.
produces the latter. We say that the object arouses our pleasure, J Wou] Eomm: this reference is realized in intentional experiences, no one
say in other cases that some circumstance inspires doubt, com; 28“__..55_" of calling the referred sensations intentional. It is rather the
ment, provokes desire etc. But the result of such apparent ca vn_dqvﬁ OUr sensations are here functioning as presentative contents in
pleasure, doubt or agreement provoked, is itself through and thro here _.ow_M_ ACts, or (to use a possibly misleading phrase) that our sensations
nonm_.. We are not dealing ,.zm.ﬂz an mﬁn_.:w_ cm..cmm_ relation where 3 M0t gy, «Msw:. m._uumn:e.n ,m:ﬂwanﬂm:o:. or ‘taking-up’. They Eaama_dww are
nozomEm._u_w could cn what it intrinsically is E:rm._.: Em cause, Onn_ tion,) or.m_,mﬂ &Lm, are constituted .E_.ocmr Gms,.. wherever, that is, inten-
cause brings something forth that could have existed independen 3 ers like a perceptual interpretation lay hold of them, and as it

S . . ’ _— or % mﬂ—sm;m th : G ; . . .
Closer consideration shows it to be absurd in principle, heré _.o—._u em. In just this manner it seems that a burning, piercing,
cases, to treat an intentional as a causal relation, to give it the sé

€ paj o ; : :
Pain, fused as it is from the start with certain tactual sensations, must
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itself count as a sensation. It functions at least as other sensation
providing a foothold for empirical, objective interpretations. A

All this seems unobjectionable, and the whole question dispo
seem to have shown that some feelings are to he reckoned among
experiences, while others are non-intentional.

But we are led to doubt, then, whether two such sorts of ‘feeli
form a single class. We spoke previously of ‘feelings’ of liking and ¢
approval and disapproval, of valuation and disvaluation — experi
ously akin to theoretical acts of assent and rejection, of taking
to be probable or improbable, or to deliberative acts of jud
voluntary decision etc. Here we have a kind, a plain unity of es:
included nothing but acts, where such sensations of pain and p
no place: descriptively the latter belong, in virtue of their specil
among tactual, gustatory, olfactory and other sensations. Being
sentative contents of objects of intention, but not themselves
they manifest descriptive differences so essential, that we canno
believe in the unity of a genuine class. In both cases of course,
‘feelings’, i.e. in the case of the above-mentioned acts of liking as ir
of the above-mentioned sensations. This fact need not perplex,
than our ordinary talk of ‘feeling’, in the sense of touching, n
astray in the case of tactile sensations.

Brentano has already pointed to the ambiguity here dealt with, i
ing the intentionality of feelings. He draws a distinction, in s
words, between sensations of pain and pleasure (feeling-sensatio:
and pleasure in the sense of feelings. The contents of the forn
I should simply say, the former” — are in this terminology ‘ph:
the latter are ‘psychical phenomena’, and they belong therefc
tially different genera. This notion I regard as quite correct, but
whether the meaning of the word ‘feeling’ does not lean pred
towards ‘feeling-sensation’, and whether the many acts we call ‘f
not owe their name to the feeling-sensations with which they are &
interwoven. One must of course not mix up questions of suitable
with questions regarding the factual correctness of Brentano’s di

Our distinction should constantly be kept in mind and frui
in analysing all complexes of feeling-sensations and feeling-acts.
concerning some happy event, is certainly an act. But this act, ¥
merely an intentional character, but a concrete and therefore comp
ence, does not merely hold in its unity an idea of the happy €
act-character of liking which relates to it: a sensation of pleasure
the idea, a sensation at once seen and located as an emotional exel
the psycho-physical feeling-subject, and also as an objective prope
event seems as if bathed in a rosy gleam. The event thus pleasing
now serves as the first foundation for the joyful approach, the
the being charmed, or however one’s state may be described. A 8¢
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.. is not merely seen in its thinglike content and context, in the re-
__.wni_wa”wmn: make it an event: it seems clothed and coloured with sadness.
spects so unpleasing sensations which the empirical ego refers to and locates
qﬁmmﬁmﬂn the pang in the heart — are referred in one’s emotional conception
in its® thing itself. These relations are purely presentational: we first have an
10 Eﬂm lly new type of intention in hostile repugnance, in active dislike etc.
m_om-w tions of pleasure and pain may continue, though the act-characters
puilt uPOD them may lapse. When the mmna.EEnw provoke pleasure sink

the background. are no longer apperceived as emotionally coloured,
Epm. perhaps cease to be intentional objects at all, the pleasurable excitement
“« linger on for a while: it may itself @n ma_.a as agreeable. Instead of
representing a pleasant property of the object, it is referred merely to the
feeling-subject, or is itself presented and pleases.

Much the same holds in the sphere of desire and volition.* If difficulty
is felt in the fact that desire does not always seem to require conscious
reference to what is desired, that we are often moved by obscure drives or
pressures towards unrepresented goals, and if one points especially to the
wide sphere of natural instinct, where goal-consciousness is at least absent
at the start, one may say: This is a case of mere sensations — we may speak
analogically of “desire-sensations’ — without needing to affirm the existence
of an essentially new class of sensations - i.e. of experiences really lacking
intentional reference, and so also remote in kind from the essential charac-
ter of intentional desire. Alternatively one may say: Here we are dealing
é.ﬁﬁn:enm_ experiences, but with such as are characterized by inde-
terminateness of objective direction, an ‘indeterminateness’ which does
uB.mBo:E to a privation, but which stands for a descriptive character of
“EE”.mﬁnEmao:. The idea we have when ‘something’ stirs, when there is

Ng, a ring at the door, etc., an idea had before we give it verbal
Mﬂw_ran&“wm:_”wm m_sﬁ_nﬁ_.amsm.ﬁanmm of &_,,nn:o:, and this indeterminateness is
lon's essence, it is determined as presenting an indeterminate

‘Something’
o%acm. Mﬂm concept of desire might fit many cases, and our other concept
Between ESMM.., :.:mr.H have to allow, not a relation of generic community
QUivocatiy tonal and non-intentional urges or desires, but one of mere
™ ;
SBM__”EM:M_UMM_AF also, that our classification is oriented to the concretely
lo nn?._wa . Jm: :.:... total character of such unities may at one time seem
53_.2 i mu, v_m:mm:.o:m_ mn.a.:ﬁnm (e.g. pleasure on urge-sensations), at
as..o»uam&cwﬁ-ﬁ,ﬂm::oﬁ which rest os‘:ﬁma. The formation and use of
unzasnzo:m § S_: at :imm therefore no:: to sensory contents, at times to
..___&__.:aai w_.mo giving rise to the equivocations in question.
v...EE.w. o Note, H:n occ_o.cm .ﬂmnammnz of our conception is to attribute
855 tine differences in intensity to underlying sensations, and to

acts . . .
Sonly in a secondary manner, in so far as their concrete total
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character involves differences of intensity in their sensational
intentions, the inseparable aspects which give acts their essentia]
peculiarities, or which characterize them severally as judgemen
etc., must be without intrinsic intensity. Deeper analyses are, hg
quired here.

§16 Distinction between descriptive and
intentional content

We have buttressed our notion of the essence of acts against ob
given them a generic unity of essence in their character as intentig
sciousnesses in the unique descriptive sense. We now introduce an
phenomenological distinction, obvious after our previous discuss
the real (reellen)** and the intentional content of an act.

By the real phenomenological content of an act we mean the
its concrete or abstract parts, in other words, the sum total of
experiences that really constitute it. To point out and describe
is the task of pure descriptive psychological analysis opera
empirical, natural-scientific point of view. Such analysis is in 2
cerned to dismember what we inwardly experience as it in itself
is really (reell) given in experience, without regard either to
nections, or to extrinsic meaning and valid application. Purely
psychological analysis of an articulated sound-pattern finds
and abstract parts or unifying forms of sounds, it finds no soun
or organs of hearing etc.; it also never finds anything that resemb
sense that makes the sound-pattern to be a name, nor the pel
the name may apply. Our example suffices to make our intention
real (reell) contents of acts are of course only known thro
tive analyses of this kind. That obscurities of intuition or ir
descriptive conception — faults, in short, of method — may leac
‘manufacture’ of sensations (to use Volkelt’s phrase) cannot
This, however, only concerns the legitimacy of particular cases of
analysis. It is clear, if anything is clear, that intentional experiences
distinguishable parts and aspects, and this alone is of importance

Let us now shift from our natural-scientific, psychological sté
an ideal-scientific, phenomenological one. We must exclude w__
interpretations and existential affirmations, we must take what 15 18
experienced or otherwise inwardly intuited (e.g. in pure mmboﬁv .
experiences, as our exemplary basis for acts of Ideation. We must
versal essences and essential connections in such experiences — m” A
of experiencing of differing levels of generality, and ideally v: d .
essence which apply a priori, and with unlimited generality, to PO®
periences of these species. We thus achieve insights in a pure phen®
which is here oriented to real (reellen) constituents, whose descriP
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way ‘ideal’ and free from ‘experience’, i.e. from presupposition of
in every %:..n. When we speak simply of the real (reellen), and in general
_ﬂnnoamzo_cmmom_ E._m_wmwm and amw_.uamao: of experiences, the tie-up
of the PI ussions to psychological material is (we must keep on stressing)
0 (ransitional, since none of its empirically real (reellen) conceptions
anamw_.mn:mo:m of existence (e.g. of experiences as states of animal beings
and g experiences in a real (realen), space-time world) are at all operative,
havin re phenomenological validity of essence is aimed at and claimed.*
Eun_%:na in the real Qmmtm&. sense is the mere application of the most

eral notion of noim:r, valid in all fields to intentional experiences. If
we 1IOW OPpOse E:\z.:.aa& * to q.mm_ (reell) oonnn:... the word shows that the
?E__.E.MQ of intentional experiences (or acts) is now in question. Here,
however, there are several concepts, all grounded in the specific nature of
acts, which may be equally covered by the rubric ‘intentional content’, and
are often so covered. We shall first have to distinguish rAree concepts of the
intentional content: the intentional object of the act, its intentional material
(as opposed to its intentional quality) and, lastly its intentional essence. These
distinctions will become familiar in the course of the following very general
analyses, which are also essential to the more restricted aim of clarifying the
essence of knowledge.

§17 The intentional content in the sense of the
intentional object

Our first concept of intentional content needs no elaborate preliminaries.
=8=8_..=m the intentional object, e.g. a house when a house is presented.
That the intentional object does not generally fall within the real (reellen) con-
tent of an act, but rather differs completely from this, has been already
oy .M:._zm is not only true of mﬁm.vcmumam intentionally to .oﬁmm things;
e_s_u:vomrn _m.. part of acts that point to our own present experiences, as
tioes, Ol, e.g., my actually present, but ‘background’ conscious experi-

mum_.—.mm_ coincid z . ies i
“ .4t comncidence is only found where an intuition actually points
Something ‘lived throu :

adequate ¢ gh’ in the intentional act itself, as, e.g., in acts of
We Perception,
Must distinguish, j i i i j
, In relat
of the act, betwe g elation to the intentional content taken as object

s EEE& m w: Sma&aﬁ ma, :.a Shmza&.mzaprne&mqlvﬂ.mo&_ﬁﬁﬁs
Manpe, ms.a .:,m.&”: act an object is presented as determined in this or that
goccum_ . as Z.o:.: may be the target of varying intentions, judgemental,
oxu.o_dm_ :., hm_am;‘:cm etc. Known connections, actual or possible, entirely
..E.ﬂw B vn reality of the act, may be so cemented with it in intentional
Objecy Eov%,.:w_a E.E:.&En objective properties to the same presented
_n_wn tation, z“wv not in the scope 9.. the intention in question. Many new
10 be ay mw_mn. all claiming, in virtue of an objective unity of know-
Presenting the same object. In all of them the object which we

L]
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intend is the same, but in each our intention differs, each meang th
in a different way. The idea, e.g., of the German Emperor, ppes
object as an Emperor, and as the Emperor of Germany. The map
the son of the Emperor Frederick III, the grandson of Queen Vj
has many other properties neither named nor presented. One cap
quite consistently speak of the intentional and extra-intentional
the object of some presentation, and one can use many other suj:
technical expressions, e.g. what we intend in the object, that woul,
to misunderstandings. i
Another, yet more important, distinction goes with the dis
drawn, that between the objective reference of the act, taken in
and the objects to which its various partial, constituent acts refe
has its own appropriate, intentional, objective reference: this i
complex as of simple acts. Whatever the composition of an act
acts way be, if it is an act at all, it must have a single objective
which we say it is ‘directed’, in the full, primary sense of th
partial acts (if they really are acts entering the complex act as
mere parts of this act) likewise point to objects, which will, in g
the same as the object of the whole act, though they may oc
same. In a secondary sense, no doubt, the whole act may be s
these objects also, but its intention only terminates on them i
constituent acts primarily intend them. Or, seen from the oth
are only the act’s objects in so far as they help to make up its trus
the manner in which this is intended. They function as terms of &
which the primary object is seen as the correlated term. The act, e
ponding to the name ‘the knife on the table’ is plainly complex:
the whole act is a knife, of one of its part-acts, a table. But,
nominal act refers to the knife as on the table, presents it in
position to the latter, one can say that the table is in a secor
intentional object of the whole act. Again, to illustrate anoth
class of cases, the knife is the object about which we judge
statement, when we say that the knife is on the table; the
however, the primary or full object of the judgement, but only th
its subject. The full and entire object corresponding to the whole
is the state of affairs judged: the same state of affairs is presented
presentation, wished in a wish, asked after in a question, doubted 3
etc. The wish that the knife were on the table, which nomnnama 1
with the judgement, is concerned with the knife, but we don’t i 1£
knife, but that the knife should be on the table, that this mwoia_ -
state of affairs must obviously not be confused with the judging
with the presentation of this judgement: I plainly do not immr.m
ment, nor for any presentation. Just so there is a corresponding ¢
regarding the knife, but the knife is not (nonsensically) what we &
regarding the knife’s position on the table, whether this actually
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ch for the first sense in which we speak of intentional contents. Since

a1k s S0 highly s:._v_m:orm. we mr.m__ do well never to speak of an inten-

such ¢ ontent where an intentional object is meant, but to call the latter the
num_ object of the act in question.

18 simple and complex, founding and founded acts
We have 50 far only _21_.2 to attach one meaning to ﬂ.ro term ,.Eﬂm:zoam_
contents’- Further meanings will ‘%.aa_ov In our ensuing investigations, where
we shall attempt t0 seize on certain important peculiarities of the phenomeno-
Jogical essence of acts, and to throw light on the ideal unities rooted in these.
We start with the difference, previously noted, between simple and com-
pound acts. Not every unitary experience compounded out of acts is for
that reason a compound act, just as every concatenation of machines is not a
compound machine. Our comparison illuminates our further requirements.
A compound machine is a machine compounded out of machines, but so
compounded, that it has a total performance into which the performances
of the partial machines flow, and the like is the case in regard to com-
pounded acts. Each partial act has its particular intentional reference, each
its unitary object, and its way of referring to it. These manifold part-acts
are, wm:.nﬂn_.. summed up in one total act, whose total achievement lies in
Bn.E.Ew. of its intentional reference. To this the individual acts contribute
their individual performances: the unity of what is objectively presented,
and the whole manner of the intentional reference to it, are not set up
éﬁa of the partial acts, but in them, in the way in which they are
é&. a way s.&mo: realizes a unity of act, and not merely a unity of
Wﬂnﬂm. mﬂnﬂm object of ::.m. .oE._ act .noc_n_. not appear as it does, unless
ton is g E.omm:w_.nmnﬁ_:& their objects in their fashion: their general func-
elation| ‘e owmgw s, om..:w present nﬁmnnm:w related terms, or to present
8pects of (e ity e o. ject etc. The same is true &.. :.m. non-presentative
..__o Qality of wh) at .:.Erm out of the :.Emna n_cm_:.ﬁm in the partial acts
in Which gy oa.o e E.‘s. and so amﬂwnﬁ_:n the specifically different ways
Sﬂaocmuamw.. JeCts concerned in either sort of act are ‘taken up into

e

tion, ﬁﬂﬂm_ﬂm s an example the unity of categorical or hypothetical predica-
”_Eoo.ﬁ.Soth. ”wﬁw__ .M.F,E are plainly put together out of partial acts. The
Subjecy o Wi n categorical assertion is an underlying act, a positing of
”u_uosm. Yugt g0 :ﬂpc .:ﬁ .vcm_:sm of a Ena_n.ﬁm. its attribution or denial,
d”ﬂu_._w %EEQ:&.S.HS%:_ of a :wmoﬂsn:nm_ mm@‘:o: is constituent in
-Fp_oEE_ Xperion.s m,n_!-mcr upon E:_.o: the conditional assertion is built.
iy tota] Shicet ___v. :.H. each case v,m_:_w.o:n act, one Jjudgement, whose
bug ﬁoummao o :M_.m_, single state om‘. mmm:m,. .>m the judgement does not
CXistg i :ﬁ:.g e ctween, Em mcvﬁn.ﬂ-vo!::m and the predicating acts,
as their dominant unity, so, on the correlative side, the
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objective unity is the state of affairs judged, an appearance eme
subject and predicate, or out of antecedent and consequent. r

The situation may be yet more complex. On such a structured ;
members may themselves be further structured) a new act may b
a joy may be built on the assertion of a state of affairs, a joy in
affairs. The joy is not a concrete act in its own right, and the j
act set up beside it: the judgement rather underlies the joy, fixes
realizes its abstract possibility for, without some such fo
could be no joy at all.”’ Judgements may similarly serve as fou
surmises, doubts, questions, wishes, acts of will etc., and the la
likewise serve to found other acts in their turn. There are theref
ways in which acts may be combined into total acts. The briefe
tion makes plain that there are deep differences in the ways in
concretely woven into other acts, or based upon underlying acts, ;
possible by such concretion: the systematic investigation of s y
in descriptive, psychological fashion, is as yet hardly in its be

§19 The function of attention in complex act:
Instance of the phenomenological relation of ¥
sound to sense

How far differences go in this direction will be plain from
previously considered: the whole which is formed by expression
This will be quite as interesting as the examples just analysed.
siderations will also illustrate the obvious to anyone, the fact tha
great differences in the energy, so to speak, with which acts @
selves in an act-complex. Generally the greatest energy will be
the act-character which comprehends and subsumes all pa
unity — whether it be a particular act-intention like joy, or a
that pervades all parts of the whole act. In this act, we li
principally; in the subordinate acts only in proportion to the i
their achievements for the whole act and its intention. But p
of such differences of importance, is just to use other words
‘preferential living’ in question, which some acts enjoy and oth
Let us now consider our example. It concerns a union of the
an expression, treated as a sensuous verbal sound, is constitu
quite different act constitutive of its meaning, an essentially
nection, we may note, to that of the last-mentioned acts with
which they have an immediate or a more remote intuitive fi
only is the mode of union here essentially different, but also the
which certain acts are performed. The expression is indeed
our interest does not live in this perception; we attend, when no
to the signified rather than the signs. Dominant energy resides
giving acts. The intuitive acts which perhaps accompany, and
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\\\\\_.55: lending it evidence, or illustrating it, or otherwise

the total act’s ; . :
oning in it absorb our dominant interest in varying degree. They may
funct® . ent. as

® i in the perceptual _...amnmﬂn_mr or the analogously consti-
-judgement, 4:9& our one .é.m: Is to express the perception or
E_-%am:o: in which we live, and likewise in the completely evident judge-
of necessary _mua. They may recede and come to seem quite subsidiary,
Bn_a imperfect or wholly unsuitable illustration of some dominant
thought- They may then be m, vanishing phantasm, to which practically no
interest attaches. (In extreme cases one may even doubt whether accompany-
ing pi ure-ideas really enter the unity o.w Em expressive act at all, whether
(hey are not mere accom paniments; coexisting with the acts in question but
pot forming a single act with them.)

For us it is nmunn_,m:w important to get as much clarity as we can on this
situation of expressions: we shall therefore dwell on some points in more
detail.

Expression m:n sense are two oEnozﬁ unities, laid before us by certain
acls. .pusnuv_.nmm_oz :wn_m. e.g. m‘E::au word, is, as our First Investigation
.__..ui. as E:o:. a physical object as any penscratch or ink-blot on paper.
Itis ..m_&u to us in the same sense as a physical object, i.e. it appears, and
that it appears merely means, as it means elsewhere, that a certain act is
experienced, in which nw:mm: sensory experiences are ‘apperceived’ in a cer-
”“”_Ms%%_“wn.ﬁw %me “_Mn,w“nmncj are :wEB:w ﬁn_,onu:._m_.o_. wEm.mmnm:ed

. mxu_.nm&o:ﬂ”mm_c: Amm. physically meant) is constituted.
g 10 it. These are not outside oM vawmw_omaﬁm, B @.a itar mzm—nw-
| e m:anw_ e it, ow merely simultaneous in

B thern all a5 ki . _m ; 0 one, w at we can scarce .B_”oa
_-go“g.n_nmn. o e iag mn _ﬁ an ary total act. (By the word ex-
Which pregerc 5 > S m. and convenient looseness, the act-unity
4 trictly E.:m@.nx * Eo:w.ms assertion, e.g., we should at once say, is
0t fing il mva 1ence, which belongs to m_ﬁ moucm.._cn_mnanur We do
-_u&_._w B oo M_w mere sum Q., acts, but a single act in which, as it were,
Wsempje o oxu_.nm“w m_n._n are Gm::cr. Just so an expressed wish is no mere
Ndgemer,, o on m:n wish — with perhaps an additional, debatable
ﬂ__simr. The w:m. ,:._m wish — _m:: a whole, an act, which we unhesitatingly
10 thig unity, m:%:zﬂrw_“ MMM“MM@:H the cﬂ:.um_ sound, may seem c:nmmnm:m_
iy aced it ang dogs 4 _,”uzanm-_..nﬁo uu_ any other verbal sound E_m.:ﬂ
e E..s;. But if it i e M : ._ : _. wo: d even have Uﬂg 1&0:% dis-
P..Ean ACCOmpanyine s | : serves as a ,ﬁ&m_ sound, it will be fused
o Sense Xt NMMWHW a m_:m_m. act. Em_:_w.:ﬁ nO::mnn.mo: is in a
z.or or Written mwms, ,.z, N e expression as such, i.e. E.n manifest verbal

ac C.. IS not seen as part of the object meant in the

t, nor
¥ even as re: S !
The R " as really determining it, nor as having really to do with

ribyt; y :
'on made by the acts constituting the verbal sound of a

L dify,
€rs characterict; S o
S characteristically from the contribution of the underlying
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acts illustrated and discussed above, or of the partial acts whijah
to the predicative members of complete predications. We must g
ever, despite all this, question the presence of a certain intentjg
between word and thing. Inasmuch, e.g., as the word names ¢
once more appears as in some sense one with it, as belonging
not as materially part of it, or one of its material properties,
unrelatedness does not exclude a certain intentional unity, co
the interconnection of the corresponding acts to form a single .
confirmed if we recall the deep-set tendency to exaggerate the boy
word and thing, to invest it with objectivity, perhaps even to in
thing of mystic unity into it. [Cf. Inv. v1, §6 ff.]

In the compound act which includes both appearing-expressig
giving acts, it is plainly the latter, or the act-unity which dom
which essentially fixes the character of the whole act. It is for
we call experiences, whether expressed or unexpressed, by the
i.e., ‘judgement’, ‘wish’, etc. Certain acts in the compound
peculiarly prominent, a fact incidentally noted when we said |
normally express something, we do not, qua expressing it, li
constituting the expression as a physical object — we are not in
object — but we live in the acts which give it sense: we are excly
to the object that appears in such acts, we aim at it, we mean it i
pregnant sense. We pointed out, also, that, while a special ori
physical expression is possible, it essentially changes the ch
experience: this no longer is ‘expressive’ in the ordinary sense

Plainly we are here concerned with a case of the general f:
to which long effort has not yet brought sufficient clearness. ]
so hindered right views in this field as the by-passing of the fact
tion is an emphatic function which belongs among acts in the
sense of intentional experiences, and which is not descriptively
long as ‘being experienced’, in the sense of the mere existence
consciousness, is confused with intentional objectivity. Acts m
before we can live in them or be absorbed in performing them,
are so absorbed (in various manners requiring further descript
the objects of these acts, we are primarily or secondarily orie
them, perhaps thematically concerned with them. Absorption
minding objects are the same thing expressed from different 2

As opposed to this, men speak of attention as if it were a nan
of special relief imparted to experienced contents. At the same &
still talk of these contents (the contemporary experiences ther
they were the things to which we ordinarily say we are attending. ¥
of course dispute the possibility of attending to experienced cOR
when this happens, such contents become objects of internal P®
such perception is not the mere being of the content in a consci®s

but an act in which the content is rendered objective. Intentionds
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;m_ objects, are the things to which we are at any time

and only ! : : )
ots: <594 and to which we can be so attentive. ._,._.._m accords with ordinary
atten whose true sense m:oc_a_. be plain on the c.:nwam” reflection. To ordin-
ﬁumnﬁ.um o the ..,,.Eana,on. attention are m_im.wm objects of inward or outward
ary tion, objects of memory, .o_. expectation, perhaps states of affairs in a
P enific ﬁ_mmnzmm"cm..wnc. Certainly we can only speak of attention where
what W attend to is "in consciousness’. What is not a ‘content of conscious-
s’ cannot attract or :wE attention nor become m.”:mﬁn of consciousness.
The danger mw mr_m ocSc:.m truth lies in the equivocal term ‘content of
consciousness - For Em.o_uq_o:m :.:5. does not mean that attention is neces-
arily directed to conscious contents in the sense of experiences, as if no one
could attend to things, and to other real (reale) or ideal objects, which are
a0t experiences. It means, rather, that there must be a basic act in which
what we attend to becomes objective, becomes presented in the widest sense
of this word. Such presentation can be non-intuitive as well as intuitive, can
be utterly inadequate as much as adequate. One might, however, consider,
from EBEQ. .m_._.m_m‘ whether the preference an act enjoys over its fellows
a..m.. we ‘live’ in it, when we are primarily or secondarily ‘turned’ towards its
objects, are perhaps ,.m_uoo_m:w concerned’ with them, should itself be reckoned
B v ot ot regard the phenotens ottt ae e
- ¢ ohe ol attention as mere ways —
“EE:”w “:Mw HMR anww__n.m_ description of their several <m_.mnamm — in which
wﬁiﬂmo p M.Mm _M.“:. This io:_nm seem mo be E.adu:cnn&w right. .

- e _.o_nm : o work oE a theory’ of m:n:ﬂ‘_ou _.zu..n. but to a_mn_._wm
played by it in complex acts, in putting certain act-

characters into relief i i i
. and so essentially influencing the phenomen i
Pattern of these acts. ¢ ? ologieal

§20 The gif
. f .
Matter of m:o.””.“no between the quality and the

DOW turn frq

We
the g0, ik m the distinction between the acts in which we ‘live’ and

eemp 89 piai %.nwmmm@ ‘on .:._n. side’, to another extremely important,
gunnou botn Istinction lying in a quite different direction. This is the
rﬂs_smfn _.camo: the mazn_,m_.mn”-o:m_.mnﬁh which stamps an act as merely
mIEE it mw mwao,:ﬁm_. emotional, desiderative etc.. and its ‘content’ which
.ax 0. .mz%_ﬂwwwz::.m this, as judging that etc. etc. The two assertions
f—.ao&. i mmma_«.”.._z :m, the _u_._:&.nm_ founder of modern dramatic realism’,
~ Commg, .m.n_E_c:.v. of one kind; each is qualified as an assertion, and
EH.ooEQ: =~ re 1s their judgement-quality. The one, however. Jjudges
Other otiane m,ﬂ,::a_. another content. To distinguish such ‘contents’

1S of “content’ we shall speak here of the matter (material) of

in ts. w
Ennmwn hall draw similar distinctions between quality and matter

Of all gy,
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Under the rubric of ‘matter’ we shall not divide, and then
unity, constituents of an act such as the subject-act, the predic;
this would make the unified total content the act itself. What w
in mind is something totally different. Content in the sense of
component of the concrete act-experience, which it may share wij
quite different quality. It comes out most clearly if we set up g
identical utterances, where the act-qualities change, while
mains identical. All this is not hard to provide. We recall famili
effect that the same content may now be the content of a mere
now of a judgement, now of a question, now of a doubt, a wi
man who frames the presentation ‘There are intelligent bei
frames the same presentation as the man who asserts ‘“There
beings on Mars’, and the same as the man who asks ‘Are
beings on Mars?’, or the man who wishes ‘If only there are ini
on Mars!” etc. etc. We have deliberately written out the cl
dent expressions in full. To be alike in ‘content’, while differing i
has its visible grammatical expression; the harmony of grams
points the way to our analysis.

What do we mean by the ‘same content™? Plainly the in
tivity of the various acts is the same. One and the same s
presented in the presentation, put as valid in the judgement,
the wish, asked about in the question. This observation d
ever, go far enough, as we shall now show. In real (reell) ph
treatment, objectivity counts as nothing: in general, it trans
makes no difference what sort of being we give our object, or
or justification we do so, whether this being is real (real) or
possible or impossible, the act remains ‘directed upon’ its object.
asks how something non-existent or transcendent can be th
object in an act in which it has no being, one can only give the
gave above, which is also a wholly sufficient one. The object
tional object: this means there is an act having a deterr in
and determinate in a way which makes it an intention tOw?
This ‘reference to an object’” belongs peculiarly and intrinsice
experience, and the experiences manifesting it are by definitie
experiences or acts.’' All differences in mode of objective refere
tive differences in intentional experiences.

We must note, however, that this peculiarity revealed in the P
logical essence of acts, of directing themselves to a certain 0PI
another, will not exhaust the phenomenological essence in d
spoke of differences in mode of objective reference, but this |
totally distinct, independently variable differences. Some are &
act-quality, as when we speak of such different ways of being
being presented, being judged, being asked etc. Such variation
with the other, wholly independent variation in objective refereft

0
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\Jﬂ. to that object, regardless as to whether the acts

int to ﬂ—:w‘ a

may _u_mw or different in quality. Every quality can be combined with every
are se reference: This second variation therefore points to a second side in

objecti %R__x.,__c.n:_n: content of acts, differing from their quality.

-tﬁﬂ case of this latter variation, which concerns the changing direction
Int s, one does not speak of different ‘manners of objective reference’,
10 obJec Ew differentia of this direction lies in the act itself.

&arﬂﬂuﬁam more n_omm_“\. we see another possibility of variation independent
of quality which certainly prompts talk of different ways of referring to

s We see. too, that the twofold variation just distinguished is not
quite in 2 position to effect a neat separation of what must be defined as
«matter’ from quality. Our distinction posited two sides in every act: its

quality. which msm.:%oa it as, e.g., vamm:ﬂm:oa or judgement, and its matter,
that lent it direction to an object, which made a presentation, e.g., present
this object and no other. This is quite right, and yet is to some extent
misleading. For one is at first tempted to interpret the situation simply:
matter is that part of an act which gives it direction to this object and no
other. Acts are therefore unambiguously determined by their quality, on
the one hand, and by the object they will intend, on the other. This seeming
obviousness is, however, delusive. One can readily see, in fact, that even if
quality and objective direction are both fixed at the same time, certain varia-
tions remain possible. Two identically qualified acts, e.g. two presentations,
may appear directed, and evidently directed, to the same object, without
?__uuaon.ai in intentional essence. The ideas equilateral triangle and equi-
n..u&&. triangle differ in content, though both are directed, and evidently
> to the same object: they present the same object, although ‘in a
g&agw_.mm:_ou . The same is true of such presentations as a length of a + b
aaoumu - Mma,ﬁw 0of b +a units; it is also true of statements, in other respects
JSMH_WMMVH:E: differ only in ‘equivalent’ concepts. The same holds if
The Bether o &na.Qmmm of m.n_:Em_nE mmmm”n:oum. e.g. We shall ..HE ve rain and
ment 77 yiy1 z.a.zm ﬁ:&w rainy. :.. we consider a series of acts like the judge-
it raip il EM ay, ::w.. surmise It may well rain today, the question Will
Stempji .n”_”: the wish Oh that it ,_ﬁzi. rain today!, we see that it
@ regarg, o __w. :.9 om_z as qwmm_.dm objective reference in general, but
.___m_rWr Of the g ew sense of objective reference, a sense not fixed by the
t
‘FEB mwmwﬂaw .aﬁaﬁsm:nz whether what is already presented in definite
.—.r..._._m:nq mﬂ:ﬂ_o:m:w present as wished, asked, posited in judgement etc.
a.W .y ...5 : ww.o::m. must be that element in an act which first gives it refer-
The t meay ﬂ”_ﬂ M _ M”H:N _.mw%___.,mxn.m so wholly %&E..E that it not merely fixes the
3..5»:9. i “n 2.“_ f...n.ﬁ_. but a.w...,e the precise way in :.?.n.}. it is meant >
irnzoﬂnzo_o _w w‘mnqnamm a little further — is that peculiar side of an
but also g :m cal content that not o:_x aﬂm_.z,_._:nm that it grasps the
® What 1t grasps it, the properties, relations, categorial forms,
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that it itself attributes to it. It is the act’s matter that makes its g}
as this object and no other, it is the objective, the interpretative g
der gegensténdlichen Auffassung, Auffassungssinn) which serves a
the act’s quality (while indifferent to such qualitative differeng
matters can never yield distinct objective references, as the abgye
prove. Differences of equivalent, but not tautologically equiva
sions, certainly affect matter. Such differences must not be th
respond to any fragmentation of matter: there is not one pi
corresponding to an identical object, another to the differing
senting it. Reference to objects is possible a priori only as
manner of reference: it arises only if the matter is fully determ

To this we may add an observation: act-quality is undo
stract aspect of acts, unthinkable apart from all matter. Could
experience possible which was a judging without definite
This would take from the judgement its character as intentig
which is evidently part of its essence. .

The same holds of matter. A matter that was not matter fo;
nor for judgement, nor for . . . etc. etc., would be held to be

Talk about the manner of objective reference is ambigu
points to differences of quality, at times to differences of
henceforth counteract such ambiguity by suitable locution
terms ‘quality’ and ‘matter’. That such talk has yet other i
ings will appear in due course. [Cf. the enumeration in Inv.

§21 The intentional and the semantic essence

We shall postpone investigation of the difficult problems
treat of a new distinction, in which a new concept of intentit
arises, which has to be separated off from the full descripts
the act. !
In each act’s descriptive content we have distinguished q
as two mutually dependent aspects. If both are taken toge
first seem, the act in question will merely have been reconstitul
more closely, however, another conception distinguishes jtself fr
point of view the two aspects, brought to unity, do not make up ¥
complete act. Two acts may in fact agree in respect of their qua:
matter, and yet differ descriptively. In so far as quality and .
count for us (as will be shown later) as the wholly nmwmn:&.. an
be dispensed with, constituents of an act, it would be mEB.v._
union of both, forming one part of the complete act, the acts !
essence. To pin down this term, and the conception of the mat
with, we simultaneously introduce a second term. To the extent
with acts, functioning in expressions in sense-giving fashion,
so functioning — whether all acts are so capable must be cons

—r m v
L gzcﬁm_ e
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\\\r.”:“uonmmom:w of the semantic essence of the act. The

action of this essence yields a ‘meaning’ in our ideal sense.
&%n.on fcation of our conceptual ruling, we may point to the following

orent times. have the same _uaa.mn:s:o? memory, expectation, percep-
n.&. tter the same assertion or wish, cherish the same hope etc. etc.”
uo%rcwmﬁ the same presentation means, but does not mean as much as,
paving & _uamna&:o: & the same object. The nqomass..:on I have of Green-
jand’s icy wastes certainly differs :.o..d the presentation Nansen has of it,
yet the object is the same. Just so Gn ideal oE.mnmm straight line and shortest
Jine are identical, but the presentations — ‘straight’ being suitably defined —
) ﬂ-
_.____.m%_.u_«wamgﬁ the same presentation, judgement etc. points to no individual
sameness of acts, as if my consciousness were in some way conjoined with
someone else’s. It also means no relation of perfect likeness, of indiscernibility
as regards inner constituents, as if the one act merely duplicated the other.
We have the same presentation of a thing, when we have presentations in
which the thing is not merely presented, but presented as exactly the same:
following our previous treatment we may add ‘presented with the same
interpretative sense’ or ‘based on the same matter’. In our ‘essence’ we really
have the same presentation despite other phenomenological differences. Such
.!Hmn_ m.mn_::w comes out most clearly when we reflect how presentations
g. in forming higher acts. For essential identity can be equivalently
defined if we say: Two presentations are in essence the same, if exactly the
Same statements, and no others, can be made on the basis of either regard-
yﬂaﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ& :ﬁ::m .ﬁm:rnﬁ. presentation vum.sm taken alone, .m.n. analyti-
B __Esm olds in regard to other species of acts. Héo judgements
Mlially the same judgement when (in virtue of their content alone)
would u_umo ﬂnm” "__“_n. one judgement tells us o.m the state of affairs _.E.umna,
Their i 0 ._=,w _uw._:a other, wE.“_ nothing more is told us by either.
nﬁuﬁﬂ:o:. _cn” .:. _ansn_.&._, m.:a this is clear to us when ‘the’ judgement,
EEH. al essence uniting judgement-quality and judgement-matter, is
Let .
ar gwnaﬁwhﬁwa quite clear H._._E ...Aﬁ:,, ..“...:ma:.a:_& essence does not exhaust the
H-nsﬁ?n. ,m H.ﬁ.ﬁ.@..ﬂ... An imaginative presentation, qualified as merely
a...roma:mcoﬁ c:rvug:m:z m.:m:& in manner, if the fulness and vividness
of&ea_w uE, w_,ﬁ“ﬂﬁ:;. helping to build it up is increased or decreased, or,
“l. Now vano.E?, _m ,,“.Eac_ now appears with m_.mmﬁ...o_mm_‘snmm and definite-
Tot One here ,_:.,.q& _M, a mist, now .vm”no:._mm paler in colour etc. Whether
asic _:ﬂw,s,,.%“sﬂ. intensive differences, whether one concedes or
5 lemn ol etween Em sensory vrmzﬁmim :mw.m present and
“Wlyge Qualitis _.2:.,. In perception, all this makes little difference to the
> lorms ete. of the act, in so far as the act’s intention, its
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meaning, stays unchanged, identically determined (identity of m;
attribute these changes, not to the object, but to its ‘appearance’; y
the object as constant and persistent, and we ‘mean’ this in mere
fashion (identity of quality). As opposed to this, the matter of a
sentation changes if its object is given as changing (despite any oyg
form of unity to which the intentional object’s identity-in-variety cg
The same is true when new features enrich our conception of
which is constantly before consciousness, features not previously
object’s intentional content, of the object of our presentation as g

The case of perception is similar. If many persons share the
cept, or repeat a previous one, we have merely an identity of ;
intentional essence, which does not at all exclude change in the
content of the experience. The same holds of the variable part playe;
can be played, by imagination in perception, in the putting of
object before us. Whether or not images of the back of the
float in front of me, with this or that degree of fulness, s
vividness, is quite irrelevant to the essential content, the interp
of my percept, to that side of it, in short which, suitably un
plains and justifies talk of the ‘same percept’ in opposition to 4
of phenomenologically distinct perceptual acts. In each of si
object is presupposed as identical, is seen clothed with the
properties: it is ‘meant’ or ‘apprehended’ and posited in perce

A percept may, further, have the same matter as a flight
latter may present an object or state of affairs in imagination
the same’ as it is perceptually apprehended in the percept. Not
objectively ascribed in the one case which is not likewise a
other. Since the quality of the presentation may be identical (€.g.
of memory), we see that the specific differences of intuitive @
depend on their intentional essence.

Much the same may be said of any sort of act. Many perso
same wish, when their optative intention is the same. This wish
person be fully expressed, in another unexpressed, in one pe
bring to full intuitive clarity its basic presentative content, in anoth
be more or less ‘notional’ etc. In each case the identity of essence P
in the two aspects distinguished above, in an identity of act-qué
matter. The same may be claimed for expressive acts, for the acts|
lar which lend meaning to expressions: as said above by anticipat
semantic essence, i.e. the really present (reell) phenomenological
their meaning, coincides with their intentional essence. .

We may confirm our notion of semantic essence (the act of me
concreto) by recalling the series of identities used above in InVes
(§12) in order to draw a distinction between a unity of meaning a8
of object, and the numerous examples of expressive experienceé W
illustrated our general notion of intentional essence. The ident&
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. or of ‘the’ statement consists in an identity of meaning repeated
e in the many individual acts, and represented in them by their
as B L csence. This leaves room for important descriptive difference in
other constituents of these acts, as we have pointed out in detail.**

Z%n:&x to §11 and §20
ue of the ‘image-theory’ and of the doctrine of the

Critq ’ objects of acts

nmaah_aﬂ—uﬁ
There are two fundamental, En:-a% En.nm&omzn errors that have to be
guarded against in :.ﬁ phenomenological interpretation of the relationship
petween act and subject:

1. The erroneous image-theory, which thinks it has sufficiently explained
the fact of presentation — fully present in each act — by saying that: ‘Qutside
the thing itself is there (or is at times there); in consciousness there is an
image which does duty for it.’

To this notion we must object that it entirely ignores a most weighty
point: that in a representation by images the represented object (the original)
is meant, and meant by way of its image as an apparent object. This rep-
resentative character is, however, no ‘real predicate’, no intrinsic character of
.Emoioa which functions as image: an object is not representative as, e.g.,
a_m red and spherical. What therefore enables us to go beyond the image
..___:S alone is present in consciousness, and to refer to the latter as an
image to a certain extraconscious object? To point to the resemblance be-
ﬁhﬁmwﬁ and thing 3:.:9 help. It is .mo:v:nmm present, as an 03.02.?«
ol mﬂ_. when the Esm‘mﬁzm_“w G.:ma. But for consciousness, which
B0 light o:o“._:w 8,_ possess the image, E_m.munﬂ means nothing: it can throw
Otigina) wp :ﬁnumn:na of 5‘0 representative relation to the cE.nnr to the
P E.mamn nc 1s external to itself. Wmmaa_u_.m:nm between two objects, how-
senting nmo..w Mmm not make :.5 one be an image of the o:@.. Only a pre-
= the firgt mmsmm_%mw.ﬁm use a m_Eﬁ_mn as an image-representative of a similar
Meant in i1 < r ha _E::Ew_w. while :ﬁ second m_a__mn is nonetheless
the 8:2:::0:3 _.. Emwam the image be an image. d:w can only mean that
Snﬁogm:awm Eﬂ p,:n,:.:mmn as image takes place in a peculiar intentional
nwan_dav:o: » Whose inner nr.m_.mnrw? whose specifically peculiar mode of
Such, 1, » NOU only constitutes what we call image-representation as
inage_ ugh its particular inner determinateness, constitutes the

ition of ::.Ho“ﬂ of E.i‘o_‘ that definite object. ,_,_.6. reflective, relational
.vvaan_.. 48¢ 10 original does not, however, point to two genuinely

Ut also, thr
Tepresentat;

t obiecte : H S . .
.ooEpBEm:W:Jv In the imaginative act itself, but rather to possible cognitive
EB:O: Ea:m«. Which new acts must realize, both fulfilling the imaginal
¢

"entg

hieving a synthesis between the image and the thing it rep-

u —_-—m. e
urate oppositions of inner likenesses to outer objects cannot
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\\ﬂémﬂra centuries — one has only to think of Anselm’s onto-

ﬂ . . . . -
ment — they have their source in factual difficulties, but their
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be allowed in a descriptive psychology, and much less in a pure
ology. A painting only is a likeness for a likeness-constituting con
whose imaginative apperception, basing itself on a percept, first
primary, perceptually apparent object the status and meaning of
Since the interpretation of anything as an image presupposes
intentionally given to consciousness, we should plainly have a peg
infinitum were we again to let this latter object be itself constituted
an image, or to speak seriously of a ‘perceptual image’ immanen
percept, by way of which it refers to the ‘thing itself”. We must
moreover, the general need for a constitution of presented objects
consciousness, in consciousness’s own circle of essential being,
realize that a transcendent object is not present to consciousne:
because a content rather similar to it simply somehow is in consg
a supposition which, fully thought out, reduces to utter nons
all relation to an object is part and parcel of the phenomenol
of consciousness, and can in principle be found in nothing else,
such a relation points to some ‘transcendent’ matter. This pointi
in the case of a straightforward presentation: it is mediate in tl
‘founded’ presentation, e.g. one by way of images.

One should not talk and think as if an image stood in the sa
consciousness as a statue does to a room in which it is set up, ©
least light could be shed on the matter by inventing a hotch-p
objects. One must rise to the fundamental insight that one can
the understanding one wants through a phenomenological
the essences of the acts concerned, which are acts of the ‘imagin
wide, traditional sense of Kant and Hume. The essential and @
liarity of such acts consists in the fact that in them ‘an objec
sometimes straightforwardly and directly, and sometimes as ‘cc
‘representation by images’ of an object that resembles it. Here
forget that the representative image, like any apparent object, is it
stituted in an act in which the prime source of its representative
to be sought.

Our exposition extends, mutatis mutandis, to the theory of rep!
in the wider sense of a theory of signs. To be a sign, likewise, is N0
predicate; it requires a founded conscious act, a reference to CErte
characters of acts, which are all that is phenomenologically rele
consequence of this last predicate, all that is really (reell) phenome

2. It is a serious error to draw a real (reell) distinction betwee€
immanent’ or ‘intentional’ objects, on the one hand, and ‘tral
‘actual’ objects, which may correspond to them on the other. It 15
whether one makes the distinction one between a sign or image €
present in consciousness and the thing it stands for or images,
one substitutes for the ‘immanent object’ some other real (reelles)
consciousness, a content, e.g., as a sense-giving factor. Such €%

]

i the .a%”.w 1o distinguish between them. The transcendent object would not
it is nwmxc.n& of rhis presentation, if it was not its intentional object. This
be En.:ﬂ ) a merely analytic proposition. The object of the presentation,
is plal ,hﬁnao:,. is and means what is presented, the intentional object. If
of Bwnmn_.: God to myself, or an angel, or an intelligible thing-in-itself,
“._._.Mnuwmm_nm_ thing or a round square En...— mean the pam._zmnmw._ana object
pamed in each case, in other words my intentional object: it makes no
difference whether this object exists or is imaginary or absurd. ‘“The object is
merely intentional’” does not, of course, mean that it exists, but on._w E. an
intention, of which it is a real (reelles) part, or that some shadow of it exists.
It means rather that the intention, the reference® to an object so qualified,
exists, but not that the object does. If the intentional object exists, the
intention, the reference, does not exist alone, but the thing referred to exists
also. But enough of these truisms, which so many philosophers still manage
to obfuscate so completely.

What we have said above does not, of course, stop us from distinguishing,
as we said previously, between the object rout court which is intended on a
given occasion, and the object as it is then intended — what interpretative
slant is put upon it and with what possible fulness of intuition — and in the
latter case peculiar analyses and descriptions will be appropriate.




Chapter 3

The matter of the act and
its underlying presentation

§22 The question of the relation between the
and quality of an act

We wind up our general probe into the phenomenological stru
tentional experience with a discussion which throws important
main problems in our special field of meaning. It deals with
quality to matter, and so with the sense in which each act bo
also includes in itself a presentation which serves as its basis
once come up against fundamental difficulties, scarce noticed
certainly not put into words. The gap in our phenomenologic:
is all the more grievous since, while it remains unfilled, we can b
insight into the essential make-up of intentional experiences, and n
fore into meanings. )
Quality and matter were distinguished by us as two ‘moments
constituents of all acts. We did so quite properly. If, e.g., we
ence one of ‘judgement’, there must be some inner determinatio
mere outwardly attached mark, that distinguishes it as a jud,
wishes, hopes and other sorts of acts. This determination it
all judgements: what distinguishes it from all other judgements {
ments other in essence) is above all its matter (disregarding Ce!
‘moments’ to be investigated later). This matter also is an inner
the act. This is not so much directly apparent — quality and ma
readily prised apart in the analysis of, e.g., an isolated judge!
appears when we set qualitatively different acts side by side, and €
them in respect of certain correspondent identities, when we find
tical matter as a moment common to them all, much as in the s¢
we come upon like intensities or colours. What we only have to a5
this identical element is and how it stands to the moment of Q:&-u -
dealing with two separate albeit abstract constituents of acts, such
and shape in sensuous intuition, or are they otherwise related. as,
and differentia etc.? This question is all the more weighty since the 3
acts is that aspect of them which gives them their determinaté
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\\\ﬂ as one can in regard to the nature of such reference is

, Tobeas¢ : : R :
&n«mﬂ.ﬁ?nnz._ interest for epistemology, since all thinking takes place in acts.
>

23 The view of ‘matter’ as a founding act of
§ ﬁmmm:nﬂnmcs.
.ﬁ._QHO P

The first answer to our question is furnished by the well-known proposition,

ssed aMONS others by Brentano to n:‘oaa.mnacm his ..ﬁwwnEmm._ phenomena’,

¢ each such phenomenon — in our terminology and definition each inten-
p__ﬁ_a.._ experience — i3 cither a presentation or based upon underlying presenta-
“32. More precisely. this remarkable proposition means that in each act
the intentional object is presented in an act of presentation, and that, when-
ever we have no case of ,Euwn_ ﬂnmmoaﬁco:_ we have a case of presentation
so peculiarly and intimately inwoven with one or more further acts or rather
act-characters, that the presented objects become the object judged about,
wished for, hoped for etc. Such plurality of intentional reference is not
achieved in a linked concomitance or sequence of acts, in each of which the
object has a novel, i.e. a recurrent, intentional presence, but in a single
strictly unitary act, in which a single object is only once apparent, but is in
this single appearance the target of a complex intention. We can, in other
words, interpret our proposition as saying that an intentional experience
only gains objective reference by incorporating an experienced act of pres-
entation in itself, through which the object is presented to it. The object
_._3=E be nothing to consciousness if consciousness did not set it before
itself as an object, and if it did not further permit the object to become an
object of feeling, of desire etc.

These added intentional characters are plainly not to be regarded as
M.:ﬂme and ...:%Ez%& acts: they cannot be conceived apart from the act
o_%n.ﬁnc@_zm presentation, on which they are accordingly based. That an
with “umwwmmﬁ Oq.mewam should be desired, without being _H.mmn:mna in and
8ble, an ¢ _Mw__.a. 1s not Em._.mq not n.rn.nmmm in fact, but is entirely inconceiv-
foxe el Momwan ro_.%._s every similar case. The matter vnmo_.n us cﬁﬁ-
Tz&‘.a%an.m ._,ﬂ a priori, and the proposition asserting it is a mn_m.nsn._n_.:
8 ot (e mam. he addition ch‘n.m., desire to some underlying presentation,
5383@2 &::.E of moaag_zm.amﬂ exists Ennum.agns:w. S_E .:w own
Non.jp, depend _.nrm_o: 5. some object: we must see it as the addition of a
Objeqy, and ent factor, intentional no doubt as having real reference to an
Such referer ._.::_:rxa_n a priori without it, but only able to develop or gain
™ore than ”o through intimate liaison with a presentation. But this last is
Quite nsum&_n:ﬁ._.,n. act-quality: unlike the quality of desire based upon it, it is
Eww act of ._mn_:mﬂ,anwn:am:m existence as a concrete intentional experience,

ero e presentation.

Ming ___M_:ﬂ,.“”: Enmn explanations with an observation which must be kept
ure discussions: that among cases of ‘mere presentation’ we

n




130 On intentional experiences and their ‘contents’

must include, following Brentano, all cases of mere imagination, w
apparent object has neither being nor non-being asserted of it, anq
further acts concern it, as well as all cases where an expression, e.g_ .
ment, is well understood without prompting us either to belief or g;
It is mainly by contrast with such a ‘belief-character’, whose a
fects judgement, that the notion of mere presentation can be elu
well-known how important a part this contrast plays in the modep;
of judgement.

Returning to our proposition, we are tempted (as said at the
to apply the principle there expressed and here set forth, to exp!
tion between matter and quality. Identity of matter accompany;
of quality rests, we may say, on the ‘essential’ identity of the _.
presentation. Or otherwise put: acts having the same ‘content’, &
only in intentional essence, inasmuch as one judges, one wishes,
etc.. this same content, have ‘in essence’ the same presentation as
If this presentation underlies a judgement, it yields (in its pres
‘matter’) the content of a judgement. If it underlies a desire,
content of a desire etc. etc.

We spoke of ‘essentially the same presentation’. We are not
as saying that matter and underlying presentation are actually on
same, since ‘matter’ is merely an abstract ‘moment’ in an act.
‘essentially the same presentation’ we rather meant, following
cussion, presentations with one and the same matter, which ma
be phenomenologically differentiated by further ‘moments’ which
ing to do with matter. Since quality is also the same, all these p
have the same ‘intentional essence’.

The following is the outcome: that, while every other intenti
is a complex of quality and matter, the intentional essence ofa
is pure matter — or is pure quality, however one may choos
Otherwise put, it is only because all other acts have a complex
essence, and necessarily include a presentative factor among
constituents, that talk of the difference between quality and =
The word ‘matter’ refers to the necessary, basic presentative cons
the case of simple acts, which are also eo ipso presentative, the ¥
tinction necessarily falls away. One should then say: the differenc
quality and matter represents no basic difference among the kincs
stract moments found in acts. Matters, treated in and for themselvess
differ from qualities: they are qualities of presentation. What we
intentional essence of an act is its total qualitative being: this 15 ¥
essential to it, as opposed to what varies accidentally.

The matter could also be put in the following manner:

If an act is simple, i.e. is a pure presentation, its quality coIn¢E
what we have called its intentional essence. If it is complex —
that are not mere presentations, as well as all complex presentatiofis

The matter of the act and its underlying presentation 131

\\gnm_ essence is merely a complex of qualities brought

_its non._ﬁwnx i . ? . H
Ber® . unity. from which a unitary total quality emerges, in such a way,

rogethe’ _:._& cach primitive or complex quality in the pattern, which is not
ative quality, rests upon such a presentative quality, which in
jon yields, or is called, the corresponding matter, or the total
relation to the complex total act.

matter iD

ifficulties. The problem of the differentiation

§24 D jitative kinds

of qua
Evident s this whole interpretation seems, and based on an irrefragable
sapport, it is yet not such as to exclude other possibilities. Brentano’s prin-
ciple is undoubtedly self-evident, but things have perhaps been read into it
which are not truly part of it. We note at least the peculiar stress laid on
_u.nausmosmn as the one class of intentional experiences whose intentional
essence (or, what now is the same, whose intentional quality) could be truly
simple. In connection with this a problem arises as to the interpretation of the
last specific differences of the various types of intentional essence (or briefly of
‘intentions’). When we judge, e.g., is our full judgement-intention, the aspect
in the act of assertion which corresponds to our asserted sentence’s mean-
ing a complex whole made up, on the one hand, of a presentative intention,
which merely gives ‘presence’ to some state of affairs, and a corresponding,
strictly judgemental intention, which sees it in the further aspect of what
really is? What is the position, we may ask, in regard to last specific differ-
ences of such added intentions? The summum genus of Intention specifies
tself, mediately or immediately, in the species of Judgement-intention (the
latter 2” course conceived ‘for itself’, and in abstraction from its supposedly
Underlying presentative intention). Is this species, we may ask, an ultimate

Specific difference?

L.M:%_.omﬂ.ﬁ w_m_”.c\ let us compare our case with a plain case iwnwn
the gmwwmmon is a_Qﬁns:mﬂwa” The genus Quality .mm essentially specified in
8 wel 5. _%_oE., Ea. this in its turn has the species Wna ranged c.sanq it,
ference is determinate shade of Red. This last is a last specific dif-
limig_ .>ﬂ:::w:,am of no differentiation which remains within its generic
_x_onw e oﬁ_._o: Is still possible are alliances with determinations which
Clagg, Such ~=2 genera, EEmr. are themselves last differences in their own
._Kanam. &w_. lances mma definiteness to content, but they do not, properly
*hape. W, . ¢rentiate.” The same Red, e.g., can be extended in this or that
ley genus mcg;w. the moment of Red, not qua quality, but in respect of the
SSsence of ¢ d.nsm_o:. a moment essentially belonging to it, since it is of the
qu::: Olour that it cannot be without extension.
?nﬁ_. c_m t0 our present case, how shall we hold that the superadded
" quite E_E_m_:m.mﬂm:am to its presentational basis in a concrete judgement?
€ Same in all judgements, and is the Species Judgement-intention
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(understood in ideal isolation, uncomplicated by presentations) tryj oth distinct from the intended object and immanent in the pres-

est specific difference? We should not hesitate to say so. But if we. conten! .._u.. not clear what we could mean by it. Only two possibilities seem
and if we then try to argue similarly in the case of all kinds of ing, entatio™ _mﬁ _,.H.En: were indicated above and which we now wish to set forth
encounter serious difficulties in the case of presentations. For, if ne open '© o s possible.

differentiation of the species Presentation is possible, the differe
this or that presentation in specie, e.g. the difference between th
tion Emperor and the presentation Pope, will not affect the
intention as such. What then will differentiate these presentation
these intentional essences or presentational meanings? They m
complexes of the character or quality Presentation together
generically different character and, since all difference of objective
is absent from the former, this second character must introduce
ence into the complete meaning. In other words, the intentions
the presentation (its meaning. in our example) cannot be the
difference in the presentative intention; a wholly new determ o1
other sort must be added to the fully differentiated intention. The
of each presentation will then consist of Presentative Intention con
with Content, two generically different ideal unities woven togel
Returning to our old terms we must say: If we hold it obvio
above, that intentions of all sorts must be differentiated in li

must again opt for an essential distinction between act-qual
matter. We cannot maintain the view that what we called ‘matt
with the intentional essence of an underlying presentation, an
its turn is identical with a mere quality of presentation.

sharply as ibili at it i i

y assume. as one possibility, that it is the quality of the presenta-
n.masmﬁaa in ::m. oﬁ%mﬂ fashion, which constitutes the variable
nal essence. and with it _&u variable objective reference, in the real
c_.nm..ai content of the presentation. ,_,_.Ha presentations Pope and Emperor
(not Pope and Emperor themselves) differ from one another in the very
same Way that the colour ,Wma n__m,ﬂ.m from mro colour Blue (both thought of
as wholly definite .w.rmn_mm ). O_._.:. universal is Presentation, our particular is
presentation in the full determinateness and complete differentiation that its
semantic essence permits. :.H the compared case the universal is Colour, the
B:HEE. this or that definite colour, this shade of Red, that shade of Blue.
( That a presentation refers to a certain object in a certain manner, is not due
to its acting on some external, independent object, ‘directing’ itself to it in
some literal sense, or doing something to it or with it, as a hand writes with
a pen. It is due to nothing that stays outside of the presentation, but to its
own inner peculiarity alone. This last holds on any view but, on the present
view, a given presentation presents this object in this manner in view of its
peculiarly differentiated presentational quality.
.9. we may hold, as the second possibility open to us, that the full inten-
aﬁmm essence (in our cases the full semantic essence) that achieves Abstract
m._n_nou in talk of ‘The (ideally-single) Presentation Pope’ or of “The Mean-
g of the word “Pope™”, is essentially complex, and divides into two ab-
stract moments: Presentational Quality, on the one hand, the Act-Quality of
“ﬂ”ﬁ“o”%ﬁn&éa in :s?n;.m_ selfsameness .n:.a nc_.m@.. and ‘Content’
v_.ca_sz_o i n%ﬂ%na :m.na... which does not pertain to the inner essence of
B8] e a ,_._: u_.mzzm:sm feature, g.ﬁ accedes 6 it and vm_.?nmm it into
fore fike o ow._u e Ha_.m:oz of Presentational Quality AS Em:m_. is there-
Sample. Eoc _mﬂmﬂ?_:ﬁn Shade of Oo_o..z. to mﬁmsm_on. in our parallel
likewige s co ﬁ.u._.: a.:ﬁ. colour of a certain extension: each presentation
Bection Bonitic. presentation of a .aoﬂm_: ao.:ﬁnsr In neither case is the con-

gent, but has a priori necessity.

ton, di
intentio

§25 Closer analysis of our two possible solution:

Many will here ask in amazement why we are so prolix in rem
difficulties that we ourselves have put in our path. The wholen
simple. Each act of presentation has of course the general
of the Species Presentation, which permits no further genuine
tion. What differentiates presentation from presentation? dﬁﬁ
course. The presentation Pope presents the Pope, the presentall

the Emperor. . Our
, sl : ¥ . Ur co P : :

Such ‘obviousnesses’ will satisfy nobody who has grasped the pi€ tion, Mparison shows how we wish to conceive this kind of combina-
logical distinctions of kind which obtain here, and which derive F.BE.._,,_ how we must conceive it from our present point of view. It i

m. . A . ! i +* as Ex_ oﬁnoﬁdm:m:c: T : p point of view. It _m.m
WE:_om. m:a mm_umn_m_._w the :.E@mﬁnam_ cleft Uwﬁs_nm: ooﬂn:i - i ed thinger, ol .,:.v:__ _.mcxm a m_._._MmEn name. _wnn:::,_o and certain
content” as matter (interpretative sense or meaning). Itwill o _._w ol 10 speq) s_,, 'y it n‘rc:ﬂ_u_nm.:oz of ‘metaphysical parts”: Stumpf pre-
who, at this point where it is so ,mzw_ﬁvo:m:r.wmz :w. _Mam_ .ﬂmoﬂ . Ea._ﬁa, QQE:H”_.:N_..::& wm.:w - The connections of inner properties in
truth that the object is, properly speaking, nothing ata n . deq of this 1 alp .pscsmzn_ things yield the typical examples on which

Our prolixity was therefore quite necessary. Objects, that are #Emﬁ the Orm of combination must be conceived. We must, however,

nrm_.mﬁnwcau_m::m character which adds determining content to the
; v&. Presentative Quality (only abstractly separable from such
€ seen as truly belonging to a new genus. If we again regarded

a presentation are also unable to create differences among presen
especially not the differences so familiar to us from the propef e ) mus
each presentation in respect of what it presents. If we think of this
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it as a qualitative character, the difficulties we are now seekj
would surge up once more, and only names would have been g

If we therefore decide to exclude ‘Content’ or ‘Matter’ frg
Act-Quality, we shall have to say: The qualitative character w
as to make a presentation a presentation, and the qualitatj
consequently, which are such as to make judgements judgeme
desires etc., have in their inner essence no relation to an o
ideally necessary relation is grounded in this essence: this chara
without complementary ‘matter’, through which the relation tg
first enters the complete intentional essence and the concre
experience itself. This carries over eo ipso to the semantic
pressive experiences, what makes us speak, e.g., of the ‘same
asserted by different persons. This semantic essence, this m
ideal sense, is, in the concrete judgement-experience, the A
Judgemental Position (the abstract Judgement-quality), attri
up with the ‘content’ (the Matter of Judgement) through whis
to the ‘object’, i.e. the state of affairs, is consummated. This
Assertion may be seen a priori to be unthinkable without a
colour is unthinkable without extension.

§26 Consideration and rejection of the propo:
conception !

How shall we decide among these opposed possibilities, both
with equal care? :

If we accept the first possibility Presentation stands as an
exception in a series of intentional experiences. Within the
Intentional Quality, which includes as coordinated species
Presentation, Judgement, Wish, Will etc., the species Presenta
entiated into all the varieties classed as presentations of this or th
(or matter), while qualities of Judgement, Wishing, Willing et
differences: differences of content are in their case mere differe
presentational qualities which are combined with, or undel
quality. The matter can be seen in another way. One cannot:
formity by treating the distinguishing contents of different judgemél
willings etc., as differences of the qualitative species Judgement, ¥
etc., since different pure species cannot share the same lowest 61t
this anomaly not exchanged for another if we accept different
same level, of which some have lowest differences under them,
themselves are such lowest differences?

But if we adopt the second possibility it seems to force us t0
conception yet further. Have we good ground left for adhering’
ciple that every intentional experience is either a ‘mere’ prest®
implies presentations as its necessary basis? Such priority for prées=
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\ﬁﬂv:@:o: in all acts not themselves presentations,

y su
ts — _.Hmm, gratuitous assumption. On the view now set up as correct,
seet” . m__:... are thought of as experiences sui generis, only entering into
. aﬂnoa_ unity with the act-character of Presentation. (This combina-
c_aw_z may be very intimate and may connect intrinsic, positive proper-
_H_m:. such a manner of combination can here produce what we call an
ties-) | p-a-given-content, why should the case be different for other types

M._rﬂ or at least why must it be different? The combinatory form here in
o ion makes out o.ﬁ Presentative Quality and ‘Content’ a whole entitled
ﬁ-ﬁs:% with a given Content’. Why should not the same combinatory

he same for other acts, and in the case, e.g., of the Judgement,

dot :
ﬁooﬁ of Judgement-Quality and Content, the whole entitled ‘Judgement
with a given Content™?

The peculiar character of many sorts of acts may of necessity require
mediation: many act-qualities may only make their appearance in combina-
tion with other act-qualities, e.g. that of presentation, which underlie them
in the total act, and which relate to the same matter, so that they are medi-
ately linked with this matter. But that this must always be so, and that the
Act-species of Mere Presentation plays this all-important role, so that every
act not itself a mere presentation gets its matter only through a mediating
presentation: all this appears neither obvious nor initially likely.

§27 The testimony of direct intuition. Perceptual
Presentation and perception

We close our argument with the ‘testimony of inner perception’, which

”Sﬁowﬂﬂn first in exploring nm::.oﬁn.mwm_ ac.nm:o:m of description, though
on to prefer speaking of immediate intuitive analysis of the
g_gmazﬂcwhmpmsro:m_. experiences. Such a reversal of expository order is
1 ender 5 . In certain circumstances necessary. We wish in nv_mﬁ_do_omw
go: = ue :o:oﬁ.ﬂo Em evidence oﬂ a zm::wh understood, immanent
this i essence which is falsely credited to ‘internal perception’. But
serteq mumw. .,_a:m: appealed to, must be conceptually apprehended and
doubyg. b Will thereby lose much authority and permit of well-founded
1:&5 Boncs: people all appeal to such ‘internal perception’, and come
:mﬂ_a in the m:e results: they read different things into it or out of it. This
thig fact, mnarﬂsa dm?qm us. The analyses just done enable us to recognize
!vqa_m:ozw o_,a_m::m:_mr and appraise various illusions which arise in
"“. .g_aw in M«. _.:n. data of v:mnosﬁso_ommnm_ m:w_un.c:nsm of essence. The
it Muitio, oﬁm.aﬂ ta the evidence of mn:n_..m_ n._._zn_u_mm based on our
’aﬂﬂm:c ! _:g_s.acm_ cases, based on this evidence, i.e., and not on
We saig mﬂ::m_._uo_”:_cnw

. wsoEo““ :::. it was wrong to talk Om. ‘internal perception’ instead
Spection of essences’ in making the usual appeals to the

ifferent
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‘evidence of internal perception’. For, if one examines the ms
appeals either serve to establish facts of essence belonging
phenomenological sphere, or mere transfers of such facts to
psychological reality. Assertions of phenomenological fact
epistemologically grounded in psychological experience ( Erfah
internal perception in the ordinary sense of the word, but only
phenomenological inspection of essence. The latter has its i
in inner intuition, but such inner intuition need not be actual
ception or other inner experience ( Erfahrung), e.g. recollectio
are as well or even better served by any free fictions of in
provided they have enough intuitive clarity. Phenomenolo
however, as often stressed, fundamentally excludes all psycholc
tion and real (reale) assertion of existence, all positings of
nature with its actual things, bodies and persons, including one’
ical ego, as well as all that transcends pure consciousness. Tk
achieved eo ipso, since the phenomenological inspection of
turning of immanent ideation upon our inner intuitions, only
ing gaze on what is proper to the real (reellen) or intentio
experiences inspected, and only brings to an adequate focus
modes of experience which such individual experiences exemp
a priori ideal laws which relate to them. It is of the greatest
be quite clear on this matter. Men are misled by a mere ill
think, in conducting epistemological discussions, or in psycha
sions which base general principles of conscious data on apod
that the source of such evidence lies in inner experience (Er;
particular in internal perception, i.e. in acts which assert
cardinal error infects that style of psychologism which thinks
the requirements of pure logic, ethics and epistemology and
beyond extreme empiricism, merely because it speaks of ‘apod
and even of ‘a priori insights’, without ever leaving the grov
experience (Erfahrung) and psychology. It is in principle imp
beyond Hume in this manner, since he too acknowledges
the form of ‘relations of ideas’, and vyet is so far from distin
ciple between inner experience (Erfahrung) and Ideation, that
the latter nominalistically as a set of contingent facts. [Second
ment. Trans.] i
Going into more detail, it is, of course, evident that each 1
experience has its basis in a presentation. It is evident that we &
if the state of affairs about which we judge is not present to Our ¥
the same is true of enquiring, doubting, surmising, desiring etc- #
‘presentation’ here mean what it means in other contexts? Ma
thralls to an equivocation when we expand this evidence into
‘Each act-experience is either a mere presentation, or has its o
sentations’. We are put on our guard by the fact that, if we €€

!FM@ about in
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\\.\,.E_wﬂmn:v:é fashion, we do not by any means always

ﬁ%&%nnwm%n to analyse the acts which are not ‘mere presentations’ into
mam: %m_ acts which supposedly make them up. Let us contrast a case
the ua«:“::o?; reference is plainly compound, and in relation to the same
&.«R_:&% one or other of our dubious cases. I cannot rejoice in anything
‘what 1 rejoice in stands cﬂ,oﬂ.n me in the hues of existence, in the
%Em_. the _.az.::mmcm:r.ﬁomm_w_w m_‘mo the judgemental and assertive
manner- Here the Q,_.E_uﬂ_._:ﬂ_:mc is .Em_:v:mzm. ”h mm I see and _.w._Wmam, the
ter of my joy has its basis in a percept with its own act-character,
MM”M“M% its matter into matter for my joy. ,:._m character of my joy may
hile my percept remains unaltered. Without doubt, therefore, it

f the concretely complete experience of joy.

Perception offers an example of the dubious compounding of acts. Here
asin all acts we distinguish vﬂé«a: quality and matter. Comparison with a
corresponding mere presentation, one, e.g., of mere imagination, shows how
the same object can be present as the same (with the same ‘interpretative
sense’), and yet present in an entirely different ‘manner’. In perception the
object seemed to achieve full-bodied presence, to be there in propria persona.
In the imaginative presentation it merely ‘floats before us’, it is ‘represented’
without achieving full-bodied presence. This is not, however, the difference
that concerns us: ours is a difference of mere ‘moments’, involving neither
matter nor quality, just like, e.g.. the difference between perceiving and
recollecting one selfsame object which is present to mind with the same
interpretative sense etc. Let us therefore compare a percept with a mere
Presentation that corresponds to it, while abstracting from all such differ-
#ces. On our conception, a ‘matter’ is abstractly common to both cases,
ﬂa s__“q each case in different fashion, and with a differing act-quality. On

° conception which we were questioning, the matter which underlies
ﬂ”ﬂﬂzﬂw __me_w a mnno_”a act-quality, .::: of an underlying act of mere
ercep 5 m.. oes analysis .R«nm_. m:ﬁ?.:m of the sort? Can we look on a
tion cap be ..Hﬂuﬂuﬂhnwmﬂ in which an independent act of mere presenta-
3”39” JM_MMHMO\..RQE:._ here point to the vommzu::w. of an E.En:w. corres-
lﬁ_unwo_maa E. and will _SE E.E. once nxvmmua as ___cm,om, it can be seen
ang Beovidip, ere presentation, EE_.m.:mE without change into our percept
Wag ble g HH with its matter. Illusion, while not recognized as illusion,
_l.!.. fell mﬂmﬁmﬁ:c:. But, later, its perceptual character, the act-quality of
gua::&:mn_w_wﬂavw_ﬁ mere uﬂcmun:m_‘ vﬁmmmspm:o: remained. The same
”“”—S:m waﬁcwvﬂsi .:.,,.,cawa‘.o obtain in all percepts: everywhere the

o ion presentation — whose quality forms the matter of

= will be completed by a belief-character.

G-a&” Emnzzm the

matter more closely in the light of a concrete example.
the Panopticum Waxworks we meet on the stairs a
we do not know and who seems to know us, and who

_maw whom
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is in fact the well-known joke of the place: we have for a mq

tricked by a waxwork figure. As long as we are tricked, we g
perfectly good percept: we see a lady and not a waxwork figure_
illusion vanishes, we see exactly the opposite, a waxwork figure
represents a lady. Such talk of ‘representing’ does not of co
the waxwork figure is modelled on a lady as in the same waxworks
figure-models of Napoleon, of Bismarck etc. The percept of the ;
as a thing does not therefore underlie our awareness of the s
representing the lady. The lady, rather, makes her appearance
the wax-figure and in union with it. Two perceptual interpreta
appearances of a thing, interpenetrate, coinciding as it were in
perceptual content. And they interpenetrate in conflicting fas
our observation wanders from one to another of the apparent.
barring the other from existence.

It can now be argued that while the original perceptual p
not achieve an entirely detached existence, but appears in
the new percept of the wax-figure, it does not serve to fo
percept: only the wax-figure is perceived, it alone is believed
there. The isolation is achieved after a fashion, which suffices
purpose. But it would only really suffice if we could truly spe:
in this case, if we could, in other words, assume the presentatio
in the second case to be really contained in the original percep!
lady. But, when the fraud is exposed, presentation amounts
consciousness resolved in conflict. But a consciousness q
fashion is naturally not part of the original percept.
something in common: they are as like one another in oul
which cannot in this respect be improved upon, as percept an
ing presentation can possibly be. Certainly both share the s
which such far-reaching likeness is by no means needed. It is
who appears on both occasions, and who appears endowed ¥
set of phenomenal properties. But in the one case she stands
real, in the other case as a fiction, with a full-bodied appeara
amounts to nothing. The difference lies in the qualities of OuI
almost exactly as if she herself were present, a genuine, actual
unusual likeness in matter and other non-qualitative constituents €
certainly inclines us to slip from a representational into a perce
of consciousness. It is only the contradiction which this tende
believing perception encounters, as it directs itself upon the beci
that prevents us from really yielding to it, a contradiction due to
of the mere wax-doll, which in part coincides with our Jady an
respects rules her out, and due especially to the note of belief Wi
this latter percept. The difference is, however, plainly of a sort the
the thought that the presentation should be contained in the P
same matter is at one time matter for a percept, and at another

U
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\\\_.M.M_E.,Hmn:o:. but both can evidently not be combined. A

pe .. . . .
a mere not also fictitiously construct what it perceives, and a fiction

un.onE can ﬁmqnn?a what it constructs.

.ve analysis does not, therefore, favour the view, so obvious to

that each percept is a oo._...ﬁc._.:”_n_. in which a moment of belief, the
ic quality of perception, is imposed on a complete act of percep-

rist o : ¥
%naﬁmacn. endowed with its own independent quality.

pecial investigation of the matter in the
f m.._n_nm:._m.._n

§28 S
case ©
The situation is a:.;_m_,.wn the case of .?ammu..nu.ﬁ. a class of acts of particu-
jar interest t0 the logician. We here employ this word in its principal sense,
which connects it with assertions ( predications), and so excludes percepts,
remembrances and similar acts (despite their not unessential descriptive
affinity). In the judgement a state of affairs “appears’ before us, or, put
more plainly, becomes intentionally objective to us. A state of affairs, even
one concerning what is sensibly perceived, is not, however, an object that
could be sensibly perceived and apparent (whether to our ‘outward’ or to
our ‘inward” sensibility). In perception an object is given to us as having
E_.e.o&& existence. We call it something which now is, in so far as our
percept serves as our basis for judging that it is. In this judgement, which can
gﬁ.ommmn:m:w unaltered even when the percept falls away, what ap-
pears or intentionally is “in consciousness’, is not the existent sensible object,
_um the fact that this is. In the judgement it further seems to us that some-
thing has m:nv and such properties, and this ‘seeming’, which we must not of
“.50 mo”_on_é as a case of doubtful surmise, but as one of firm opinion,
o BE. ¥, of conviction as in the ordinary sense of ‘judgement’, may be
3 o_.swn_n.wp_._“w:w forms E__.mor vary in content. It may be an opinion that S
What Em mﬂw S _.mh oris .:cﬂ ps ﬂ.smﬁ either S'is p or .@ is r etc.
o affairs L_.xw ma..n part ..%.o_%& to .._E._maa,.oE and opinion we call the state
tsef, e i .wu : _“_,.6 a_mm_nmc_m: this in reflex r:oi_na.mn :.oﬂ the judging
Ptception e %.c ich E_m or that appears z..Em or thus, just as in the case of
_..o_r.ﬂum o _m.::mc_mr the perceived object from the perception as act.
Matge, ¥, ocw .m:m_omw. we must ask ourselves whether what constitutes the
Yaip, Ples Eamnanzr what makes it the judgement of a given state of
be e e an underlying act of presentation. The state of affairs will then
Sme th i Hﬁma through this presentation, and, thus presented, will be-
Which i vE_M_., OT & new act, or rather act-quality, of judgemental positing
No one upon ::,,W presentation.
””ann_ mmsmﬁ_ﬂ_ question that, for every Jjudgement, conceived « priori in
the iy, there is a presentation endowed with the same matter,

H.mm,cﬂﬂ ! E ;
Iﬁuﬁ: Presenting the same thing in exactly the same manner, as the

tiudges | 3 .
Judges about it. To the judgement, e.g., The earth's mass is about
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11325,000 of the sun's mass, corresponds, as ‘mere’ presentation
performed by someone who hears and understands this staten
no reason to pronounce any judgement upon it. We now ask oy
this very act of mere presentation a constituent of the Jjudgemen
the latter merely differ in respect of a superadded, deciding no .
ment which supervenes upon the mere presentation? I for my ¢
[ may, can find no confirmation of this view in descriptive ana
find no trace of the required duplicity in act-quality. One cann
base a pretended analysis on the fact that one talks of ‘mere p
The word “mere’ points to a deficiency, as it does everywhere,
deficiency is remedied by an addition. We oppose, e.g., ‘mere’ j
to perception, thereby according a preference to the former, wit]
ing it with a plus. Just so, in the verbal opposition of mere p
Judgement, a preference for the former corresponds to a def .
latter, the preferential status of having come to a decision, a jug
regard to what formerly was a merely presented state of affairs,

§29 Continuation: ‘acceptance’ or ‘assent’ giv
to the mere presentation of the state of affai

Others may think that the complications that escape our noti
tain cases extremely clear. For they recall the familiar experi
mere idea first floats before our mind, without leading to
decision in judgement, and to which an obviously novel act
acceptance (or denial or rejection) only afterwards accrues.
We shall not, of course, dispute these plain facts, but we
see them, and the whole matter before us, in a somewhat di
Undoubtedly a new act terminates our ‘mere presentation’, follow:
latter and maintains itself in consciousness. What is questionable.
is that the new act really contains the old act whole and entire
that, to be more precise, it simply grows out of the old one
association of the note of belief, the specific quality of judgen
mere presentation, thereby completing the concrete experience
— much as the act-quality of joy associates itself with a perceptt
so completes the concrete act of rejoicing. Undoubtedly ﬁrn_.u
thus emerges from the old, an identical element persists which ir
we called their ‘matter’. This identical element need not, ho
complete act of presentation, the only change being the emerge
quality based upon it. We can also interpret what happens as 1
supersession of the specific note of presentation in the original I
sentative act by the note of judgement, while the ‘identical elemen
an abstract ‘moment’ not amounting to a full act. .
We must, however, be more precise. Only part of the situation &
degree described by the above line of thought: what justifies talk 3

1
1
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ér We shall base a more careful anmozn.moa on a case where
o= “assent’ is specially apposite: we assent to a judgement that an-
nces. His words do not then immediately arouse a concordant
othef nt in us: to judge concordantly, simply to accept a noE_._.E:.mnm:o:.
_.__%nan assent to it. Assent rather involves an original understanding of a
js a0t B. which we do not ourselves judge true: what is said is ‘merely
msaamnaa. in consciousness, is pondered and considered. Plainly all these
Banmawzé_éa in the mere presentation, to which assent is added. We
-na__w_.n onderingly on the speaker’s opinion, for what is _.sn_.n:_ entertained
® Moﬂ remain thus merely entertained. We face the issue, we mean to
__Eﬂa it. Then the decision, the affirmative adoption supervenes: we our-
Maﬁm pass judgement and oosnoﬁ.n_m::w with 2._@ other person. The previous
‘mere Enmnam:oz.. the mental train n..m brooding suspension and question-
ing, are certainly not contained in this .__._amnEn:.r Assent is _.mmro._. achieved
when a judgement is pronounced that accords with the mﬁawrmn s judgement
and with the pondered question, which has Em same ‘matter’. _ assent to a
judgement means that I judge likewise, my judgement vmmwm itself on the
same matter. I answer ‘yes’ to the question means .::: I precisely hold what
the question questions: my act again has an En::om_.:._m:nh .

Regarded more narrowly, however, this analysis still betrays :..noBv_mR.
ness: what is specific to assent is really omitted. The sequence ﬁ.uw question
and concordant judgement, or of judgement and concordant judgement,
does not complete the whole, i.e. that of a judgement which assents to a
question or a judgement. Plainly a certain transitional experience _.:na_m.ﬁm
or rather connects the two distinct members. The pondering and question
intention’ is fulfilled in the assenting decision, and in this fulfilling unit of
"Sponse (which has the phenomenological character of a moment of union)
Fo. WO acts are not merely successive but mutually related in the most
"Mimate unity. The answer fits the question: the decision says ‘It is s0’, just
%, in fact, as it was previously pondered over as being.
asmn_.n our pondering thoughts swing to and fro like a balance, where
Question wgkes counter-question and the latter the former (Is this so or
ﬁ.coﬁ. intention is duplex, and the iro_w _.uo__n_o::m nn.ﬁmamnnn is ful-
fulf Y either of two possible decisions: that it is so or that it is 12 so. The
Eovoﬂw answer, of course, specially concerns :6. noﬁnmvo.:mEm half of
Rgvmwn_.na question. In simpler cases aun_mwosw Emﬂr opposing mc_m_ansp.m
Cally nmawm Negative fulfilment or (as it were) a_m‘mn_uo_:pan_.;. ._..:_m m_.:o_.:m:”

¢ over to manifold disjunctions which are not limited to a ‘Yes

g o ¥
M.M_:,. Negative fulfilment then lies in the decision: ‘Neither A nor B,
c;

onﬂaﬂ_w Such talk of an assenting judgement — assenting in relation to
o ful) Jdgement uttered by a speaker — has its source in this experience
?Eaa_m_ﬂn:__ the resolution of a kind of tension, which is related to a

qQuestion. The speaker conceives of his auditor, whose concordant

pronou
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judgement he cannot simply count upon, as pondering the m

|| this, we can no longer argue from an experience of assent sub-
quests his agreement: even when a like judgement has og &

After added to a mere presentation, to that constitution of intentional
y

pondering, agreement is felt as assent, especially since prior nn_.a.aﬂ_onv, that we have found so dubious, at least not in the field of the
enhance its worth. The auditor in his turn is pleased to pose: ot

locutor as pondering and assenting, even when he has had

to ponder: he hopes to give his interlocutor the joy of asg | Note

Straightforward agreement often is thought of as assent, while - pddition? .

consists in the complex experience where a perceived or pre pave not of course overlooked the fact that there is generally a wish-
ment leads to a phase of questioning, which in its turn finds fiy we ven into the pondering which precedes assent, an intention

. ontion WO
Jﬁ:ounpo a judgemental decision. But we should think it quite wrong to

dentify the fulfilment involved in the (so to say) theoretical question (in
M_._M_u the appearance of questionableness is constituted) with the fulfilment
of the wish or wish-question which rests upon this. It would seem that the
word ‘question’ has two senses. In one sense it stands for a definite wish, in
another for a peculiar act presupposed by each such wish. Our wish aims at
..%__ﬂanuﬁ_ decision’, i.e., it aims at a judgement which will decide a gues-
tion, or which in the case of a two-sided disjunction, will resolve a doubt.
The wish, in brief, strives for an answering of the question: this last is not
therefore itself the wish.

The doubt just mentioned is, likewise, no emotional act. It is not in fact an
act distinct from a theoretical question nor on occasion woven into it, but is
simply the special case of a disjunctive question, in our present theoretical
sense.

corresponding actual judgement (or, in the contrary case, in i
or rejection). i
These considerations lead us to look on assent as the same §
sitional experience as the fulfilment of a surmise, an expectation
similar ‘directed’ intentions. We have, e.g., in the fulfilment
mere sequence of wishful intention and wished-for consums
characteristically unitary consciousness of fulfilment. Here too
ment in ‘material’, but such agreement alone is insufficient:
two acts with the same material would yield a ‘fulfilment’,
sciousness of fulfilment which first coordinates the wish that ;
with the judgemental experience that S is P, giving to the la
character of the fulfilling act, and to the wish the character of
intending, directed act.
Our analysis shows plainly — as we observe for later Investi
any ‘theory of judgement’, or, more properly, any purely phe
characterization of the judgement, which identifies its peculi
an assent or acceptance, or a denial or rejection, of some p
affairs (or of some presented object in general), is not on

§30 The conception of the identical understanding of
dWword or a sentence as a case of ‘mere presentation’

The follow; . : :
Supervenient assent is not an act-quality supervening upon a p The llowing general argument may suggest itself as against our doubt.
Same words and verbal patterns preserve their identical sense in the most

presentation: what analysis really discovers is first mere pres Yaried
here includes the interrelated acts of mere entertainment, putt " oaka and are partial expressions for quite different acts. There

tion and consideration) passing over by way of fulfilment into 10 ther, inw.qn be some uniform experience which ,.5 all cases noz.n%o-._ﬁ_m
of like material. The judgement is not intrinsically the accep » Which can only be regarded as an act of presentation underlying
viously given mere presentation: it is accepting, assertive only .
of fulfilment. Only in this context has it this relational characte
it alone the ‘presentation’ (or pondering) has the relational ¢ch
intention directing itself to such assent. The analogy with ot
fulfilment, e.g. of wish-fulfilment, is here most illuminating. The
of the wished-for consummation, or rather our belief in its t
are concerned not with an objective turning up but with our &
conviction about it — has in itself no character of wish-fulfilmen
would here wish to describe the experience of fulfilment as the m€

One

Enoa»mnwmaﬂ M.Ja Sis w.. to express a judgement, another man hears and
F..SE« " _.m words without himself judging. The same words function in
&a.ﬂa__.on s mn_.. EQ are used and grasped with a similar understanding. The
Words ;- Eu 4= 1n the second case, there is only an understanding of the
n:_ﬁ?o nmﬂnmqﬁ something more as well. Our understanding is the same
M.oE. SEu_mmmmv,E Judgement is something additional. Widening the range
L vo:,o_“ Ifferent persons may wish., hope, surmise, doubt etc.. that §

: gy 1P set c_E_:w appropriate acts of expression. They all understand a
of a new act-quality to the original wish, or would dream of b _ Words; all share with the man who judges what he shares

- n&h gws F__.—O m _ y A £y i
fulfilling conviction, the goal of the process, as a compound whi€ in the oth erely understands. This last man experiences in isolation
> €' man appears coloured with conviction, desire, hope etc.

the wish as an underlying partial act.
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J\\\aﬁmnmﬁ as has been supposed. What is ascribed to

!&%BEM_ aking present’ in each act of its intentional object — is in fact

Mere understanding is here mere presentation which furnisheg .
basis for a series of acts having the same ‘matter’. The same g

course be transferred from verbally expressed acts to acts y \n_w% uw._EE&..%.&%%E experiences, which are necessarily found in all
expression. . 1.?:.:% they are abstract aspects a\. Emm... SEa:eaS._ essence. .
This is certainly a specious argument. Talk of a samenesg ¢ cts, S ents of this view remain silently beguiled by the following

sameness of understanding of words and sentences, certainly p
thing which does not vary in the varied acts thus brought tg
This something is not merely what leads us to attribute a ‘s
response of conviction, desire, hope, etc., to ourselves, but
we think also consists purely in an activity, an active achieve
standing. Much of this may point back to peculiarities of
genuine phenomenological interest, but we must remind o
concept of act was not defined by us in terms of activity, but
to use the word merely to abbreviate the locution ‘intentic
By this last we understood any concrete experience that ._.&.on%
to an object, in one of the familiar modes of consciousness
cidated only by examples. Such sameness of understanding
two possibilities of interpretation. Either we are dealing
element which is not a complete act, but is something in an
it definiteness of objective direction. This common element
differing act-qualities, through which the total intentional «
act is completed. Or our common element consists in a comp
essence, and there is a peculiar act of understanding underly
of a close-knit group, serving as a basis for this or that sort
act-quality. In this way, e.g., a judgement arises when mere
enriched by the quality of judging, a wish when it is enriched
of wishing etc. etc.
We cannot, however, be sure that the proposed isolation
of the mere understanding of a statement represents a true i
sense that is here relevant. Closer consideration rather p:
understanding stands to actual judgement much as a mere idea ¢
stands to a precisely similar memory. There are different 1
tional reference to one and the same object of which we are i @
sense ‘conscious’, and this means that we have two acts similar it
differing in quality. One of them is not, as a real part, enclosed in t
the sense merely that, in the latter, a new qualification has been

n : ;
The ownw_, an intentional character is to have reference to something
argume® 'this last must be ‘present’ to us. How can I believe, wish, doubt
te of affairs, if it is not at all present to me? But what gives
. rects is precisely an underlying presentation.
elo- to objects is p 1 ) derl Ing p
: ine factually wrong in all this. at is here said is quite true,
._:QBR_ e is nothing Ily Il this. What is h: id is qui
it is nO objection to our view. Every intentional experience certainly
only onent, a side, that looks after the presentation of a thing.
pouses @ comp p g
: onent is a complete act is, however, just what is in question.
That this comp J q
Anditisin question above all in the case of the judgement and its immanent
component, the presentation of the state of affairs judged, which are our
cial concern. We felt forced to the conclusion that this component, in
special €0 We felt forced to th 1 that thi po
respect of the essential feature through which the ‘presenting’ of the state of
affairs was managed, must differ essentially in kind from the characters
elsewhere called ‘act-qualities’, the familiar characters in virtue of which
the thing is judged, wished etc. ong these characters we count
the presented thi dged, wished etc. Among these charact
also that of ‘mere presentation’ mentioned above, but not the abiding, self-
identical moment of ‘content’ or ‘matter’, however much the latter, or the
‘Wwhe ying act-component, may likewise be called a presentation or a
whole underl t t lik be called a p
The .,o.:oium route of evasion still seems open. Having admitted that
i Is" are not act-qualities, one might still think it possible that the very
e contents which at one time make their appearance in acts, i.e. in
: N with complementary act-qualities, may at other times also a r
by themselves ;i o : ppea
e Ives, i.e. in concrete experiences quite free from act-qualities. Genu-
ﬂua. of mere presentation would arise in the latter manner, as concrete
. iemaneosga_i Which are yet not ‘acts’, if we hold, that s, to the notion of acts
9&5@. among other things, the presence of an act-quality.
Mspection of the essences of the experiences concerned forces us,
¢ pe
Wil oouruo treat mere presentation as a genuine act. Exemplary intuition
l&?nsnuwn mm that the involvement of matters with act-qualities is an
Ea:un_ ol o. mvm:mn" ‘moments’. But matters cannot occur in isolation:
fayy Undey Gw ,,:.:_ﬁ_m concretion if supplemented by certain moments which
Mere _._uaa:z.v:?.,mﬂn genus ‘act-quality” and are subject to its limiting laws.
vpszun ,m.a..mnn”.:.a_:m, mere entertainment as such, certainly differs totally
e, We Must .:o: o._. belief. or from our other attitudes of surmise, wish
fE ._aﬁ-acmwmoo_d_:w_u,\ acknowledge differences in the comprehensive
1y, and pin these down phenomenologically.®

§31 A last objection to our view. Mere presen
and isolated ‘matters’

If one immerses oneself without bias in descriptive _.n_ma.m....
oneself from delusive prejudices and equivocations, one will b
conviction that ‘presentations’, conceived as ‘mere _u_.mmnamzonmu _
from and in opposition to judgements as a peculiar species of act
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.\\\\u\:&.ﬂﬂa moments contained in the essence of the acts

40ts are an”%ﬁ_ condition the possibility of arranging acts serially according
vEeS, ”

ness and difference. The E.ﬁ:mmm and difference intuitively shown
a series plainly are the ‘sides’ in question, e.g. n.cm:Q and matter. In
came Way 10 01¢ nnn_.__uamw up a w._o:on.p_ﬁo direction, acceleration etc.:
istinguish these properties in it.

REJN”W_. nﬁ._....:.z:,s_:.._‘ experience is either itself a (mere) presentation, or is
ﬁ.neu sucha presentation, 1s a proposition that our previous investigations
E&mu own to have a merely pretended self-evidence. The mistake rested on
v discussed ambiguity of ‘presentation’. In its first half, the proposi-
M.«P..:Mnanzw interpreted, mvn.mwm of ‘presentation’ in the sense of a certain
sort of act in its mnnc.:n_ .:m__, in the sense w_. the mere matter of acts (com-
pleted in the manner indicated above). This second half by itself, i.e. every
intentional experience is based on a presentation, has genuine self-evidence, if
.ﬂﬁuﬁnon_ is Eﬁ%&.ﬁa as 832.22_ matter. The false proposition we
reject arises if ‘presentation’ is here given the sense of an act as well.

An objection here warns us to take care. Is there only one way in which
‘presentation’ can be interpreted as an act? The questionable proposition
perhaps admits of other interpretations which are not open to our objection.
In that case our treatment would be right as regards the concept of presen-
tation taken over from ordinary explanations of the word, but not right in
regard to other concepts of presentation, nor to the consequently arising
new interpretations of our proposition, with its ever shifting senses.

Study of founding presentatiop
with special regard to the the

ir like
of judgement S

§32 An ambiguity in the word ‘presentation’,
supposed self-evidence of the principle that
is founded on an act of presentation _

If we may take the results of our last chapter as assured, we
two concepts of Presentation. Presentation in Sense One i
peculiar act-quality) on a level with Judgement, Wish, Qu
have examples of this concept in all cases where isolated
complete sentences not functioning normally, are merely
understand indicative, interrogative and optative sentences wil
Judging, asking or wishing. The same applies to any unexpr
floating thoughts where no ‘attitude’ is taken up, or any 1
tions etc. ; 1§33 Re-establish i
o o ment of our pr

In Sense Two, ‘Presentation’ is no act, but the matter for 3 new notion of e p o_uom.mn_o: by mesns of

: . . 3 foto presentation. Naming and asserting
tuting one side of the intentional essence of each comp We
concretely, this matter united with the remaining moments .ﬁgsgwﬂos ask whether our proposition cannot be completely sustained
concreteness — what we shall later call ‘representation’. This The _.E.% o”..mso”:n_. notion of wmnmusﬂmzon.
underlies every act, and so also underlies the act of present: Unity of n.wo, 4n act corresponds in each case to the correlated objective
One). If this happens, the matter which can function as self-iden fﬂnon»:«.ogooﬂ (understood in the widest sense) to which it refers
of different sorts, is given with the peculiar act-quality of ‘presen 050 far 5 ¥ We had doubts regarding the proposition under discussion
peculiar ‘mode of consciousness’. | lnawonc.u: Ineant by ‘presentation’ a certain act underlying another act,

If we model the meaning of talk about acts of mere u_..:wa_ - Of affyirg cwm”mm__.:uo: the total objective unity of the latter act. The state

in the case of such acts undoub i Hed I the judgement, wished in the wi ised i

mwoe_n nxma_ﬁ_o.m_ we.n nmwn .E. f li d matter just '_.ES ele, i :mnr.wé_.:_ .m_.nmnzﬂ d’. and : M.._m:.. m_._n:,:wwa in the
phenomenological analysis in terms o qua Ity an T] . pr aﬂn»»:o:., By _._, y v ed’, &.H presented in a peculiar act of
in the case of other acts. In .S.m case of judgement we disting lion, , kind of ,FM M_ term “presentation” we understood ‘mere’ presenta-
the specific character of conviction, and the contents of the con gﬁ_ Words tHlustrated by the case of the mere understanding of
we n:m::mi.mr between the _uwoczm.: _.mnEm_ state of mere lga is mam.ﬁ:ﬂ_ cmm statements rm.mwd. but to Ermnf a ‘wholly neutral’
pure entertainment, and the determination which lays down Wi _ffﬁ.aggn iy but our proposition at once achieves a new and un-
stand. The same plainly holds whatever set of examples one § G one 10, uw. Il a new concept is made to underlie the term ‘presen-
date Mere Presentation or to bring out its notion. It must alwa Dra Cliong lead ,".:.,Emn. and remote, since talk of names as expressing
B:a:::oE._u_.mmmEm:m_wmmmm:aaﬁﬁmsoﬁmo_czosa woﬁ ... . v:vE:.inazm::anmaEonnmmmmpoamam:aprm-oc_.

oy ,:Oﬁ-,
only a distinction of abstract moments or ‘sides’ in them. 11 . hould Intentionally cover the whole objective unity of the act
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The concept of the name. Positing
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becomes objective to us in a certain narrower sense of the word, op, if fed above. the claim that the presentation underlying an act must
. ) : rinci : . )
from the one-term subject-acts in categorical statements, or Uﬁa& _u_:m:csm - acquires a valuable content, for which self-evidence
B . form: each act is either itself a presentation, or is founded on one
We here have in view the following most important descriptive following
rm
are one-t¢
which thus becomes ‘present’ to us, can plainly become p -
we simply judge and assert ‘S is P’, and when it occurs in On the prevailing view which cites S is P as the normal form of
true when we say, in the antecedent of some hypothetical or oresentations. Indefinitely many presentations can nest in a single judge-
object in a different sense, and is seen in the light of differ * The same seems to hold for all other acts, to the extent that they are full
represented in the stricter, narrower sense of these words. ' ‘ €.g. my rejoicing in something perceived.
point must be noted. Judgements as concrete experiences E&
. ﬁcmmﬂm—wm names
ments, as happens when we judge about judgements. When s : |
'..EH»S CepL of presentation is by no means free from difficulties. That

in question. But we can employ the term to cover acts in w, .ésmnm& notion of presentation, and also lets drop,
from the manner in which percepts and similar intuitions grasp ta«nﬂ /I the matter of the act that it underlies, it would seem that our
in a single ‘snatch’, or in a single ‘ray of meaning’, or borroy o cover & ple - that each act not itself a presentation must be founded
straightforward hypothesis, serving as antecedents in acts o gpon ?.ﬁain: be claimed. We shall have to give it more precision in the
assertion etc. very ( )
resentations. Examples illustrating the first part of this sentence
When we make a judgement, an act of noB_u_Q.o predicatio; ormore P ed (one-rayed) acts of perception, memory, anticipation, im-
seems to us either to be or not to be, e.g. that S is P. But ¢ O s etc.: these are Now our ‘mere’ presentations. Examples illustrating
808§ half arc predicative judgements, and mere presentations in the
different fashion when we speak of ‘the P-ness of 5'. The stat just stated as their correspondent images. A judgement is based on at
ko 7 Hoenidg Sonkss DG POfRC UMb (ke &Qﬂdur “oan presentation, just as each expressed statement contains at least one
of another judgement, as when we say ‘the fact that S is P, o smple judgements, we should have to accept a basis of at least two presen-
S is P — has as a consequence . . . is delightful, is doubtful’ ations (or two names). There is, however, no maximal upper limit to such
tion, ‘If (Since) S is P’, or, in the second or later member of a ment. It makes no difference if one here brings in compound judgements,
‘or S'is P, In all these cases the state of affairs — not the ‘since each compound judgement undoubtedly also is a judgement.
from what it is for the judgement whose full objective correl and complete. The wish ‘May S be P’, ‘May truth triumph’ etc., has as its
the state of affairs is ‘objective’ in much the same sense as a thi presentations 'S” and ‘P’; ‘truth’ is straightforwardly posited as subject, and
single ‘mental ray’ of perception or imagination or representati our wish arises out of its predicatively presented triumph. The same holds of
a state of affairs is of course no thing, and cannot be perceived, ‘g&, constituted acts, and of the simpler acts immediately based on
i i i it joni - Wemay finally add th ition that the ultimately underlyi i
I said above in passing that propositions functioning as. -y y ¢ proposition that the ultimately underlying acts in
presentations of judgements, but of the corresponding states 3 act-complex are necessarily presentations.
be objects of possible perception, ::mmmsmnm.: and ﬁo.-._uweu -
physical representation. They can then function as mzv._oon.o. - nd nop,.
judgements are expressed, and not merely indirectly referred : .
judgement’, ‘your judgement’ etc.) a sentence will occupy the | .!. > Underlying acts genuinely have it in common to make objects

But where a sentence occupies this position, it will not always __ .m.%:w. .vmnh.u:mﬁ pregnant sense, cannot be doubted. But whether
X K . . . 1 :._.n 1 o ) . . . .

a judgement. Judging about judgements diffrs from g €0 B ccic vy s iy Sy ot otetional rper

affairs: E.—S:m 2 ?.mmn:ﬂwco: . w_.a”.ﬂﬂ mae%a. .w&m of affai ’.-. ed from their sphere :nwmmmmn_z _un_oumvwo =ﬂ.~mﬁwwm~ different

from having a presentation of, 0 ning s ‘T o il t all thig i not establish : q HERCLY

subject. If 1 say, e.g., ‘That S is P is delightful _s.c g Tt congigy, - oushed. Ttis not at all easy to decide in what the

: . . i in this conne o O thi 1S

judgement _m..mm__mgm:_.. —w _._mmMmmhﬂmwwﬂwnwﬂnwrwav_.OﬁQMmmou ’hm_» “Olnectiop the following elaborations are necessary. Where names

we mean vw Eamnﬂmﬂ ﬂ. e indivi % ’ ¢ oets asii Onge, Pm:ﬁw usually are. to be st g .w..

qua Species. What is delightful, is rather that s PLof Presenga : expressions of presentations, our present

the objective state of affairs, the fact. This is w_...osn by ‘Eo ou
valent transformation (which however differs in meaning),
S (the victory of the righteous cause) is delightful’.

10n really is in question. All presentations expressed by
M a unity, which must now be examined. Different senses
SPeak of ‘expression’ involve that by ‘presentations’ one

oﬂ.ﬂmma_w for,

| O—.-O ﬂm:._.
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can mean both nominal meaning-intentions and also the
fulfilments of meaning. Both non-intuitive and intuitive acts g
the notion here demarcated. By ‘names’ we should not up
nouns, which by themselves do not express complete acts, If
clearly what names are and mean we should look at conte .
statements, in which names function in their normal meaning,
that words and word-groupings that are to count as nameg
complete acts when they either stand for some complete simple
statement (thereby expressing a complete subject-act), or at
form such a simple subject-function in a statement without c}
intentional essence.' (Syntactical formations are here disre
therefore a mere noun, perhaps even coupled with an attriby
clause, that makes a full name: we must also add the defin
article, which has a most important semantic function. ‘The
of flowers’, ‘a house built of sandstone’, ‘the opening of the F
expressions like ‘that the Reichstag has been opened’, are na
We now note a remarkable difference. In many, but plain
names and nominal presentations are such as to intend and
actually existent, without thereby being more than mere na
other words counting as full assertions. This last is excluded
assertions can never take the subject-position without a chai
Judgements may function as subjects of judgements in the
judged about, but never, without a certain change of me:
acts of other judgements, as ‘presentations’. This impa
must not, however, be conceded without further argument,
provide in what follows. Let us for the time being ignore |
statements apparently serve as subjects, and deal with names
Henry’, ‘the statue of Roland in the market-place’, ‘the p
by’ etc. Someone who uses these names in their normal §
discourse ‘knows’ that Prince Henry is a real, and not a m
a statue of Roland does stand in the market-place, that th
hurrying by etc. The objects named certainly confront him
imaginary objects: not only do they appear to him as exl
expression also treats them as such. Nothing of all this is, h
the act of naming: exceptionally existence may be expressed
some such form as ‘the really existent S’, as. in the ouﬁoﬁm.
say ‘the supposed S, ‘the imaginary S~ etc. But existential posit
even in the case of such a grammatically enriched name =
enquire whether its sense has been essentially modified or m¢
in that aspect of the act expressed by the definite article, and
is altered. Even now we have not said that S exists, only that 9s
an altered sense, is presented as really existent, that it wm
therefore called ‘the really existent S°, and even here naming
from saying.

the
, : u S < Al
b r..“..a_m_:m < ,zca?ﬂcoa, but such mere understanding is not part of

Yo,
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\\\ﬁ we have two different sorts of names and nominal

. ie CONCE

Ehhhm.s%. give what they name the &..M:E, of an existent, and those that

do this. An nmmE.En oA, the latter, if any is needed, is yielded by the

do o' ] material of a discussion of existence, which genuinely starts with-

gomin existential commitment.

out _._”“__ there are similar differences in other underlying acts, as a com-
of an if-protasis with a since-protasis shows: this was only to be

since these acts have an essential affinity with nominal ones. The

%&. i s
jifference between positing and non-positing acts ranges over the whole field
&.ﬁnnaaz.ma in our present sense, and far beyond that of strictly nominal

_-.883:8. Among the intuitive presentations which belong here, which,
pot themselves nominal, rmq.o the logical vocation of fulfilling nominal acts
of meaning, there are certain positing acts, sense-perception, recollection
and anticipation, which all catch their object in a single ray of positing refer-
ence. The corresponding abnormal perceptions lack existential commitment,
¢ illusions freed from attitudes towards the reality of the apparent, and all
cases of mere fancy. To each positing act there corresponds a possible non-
positing act having the same matter, and vice versa.

This characteristic difference is plainly a difference in act-quality, which
mports a certain duality into the notion of presentation. Can we still speak
of a genus of presentations in the strict sense, and dare we think that posit-

ing and non-positing presentations are species or differentiations of this

unitary genus?

!ao.m_. difficulty would be at once removed, could we treat positing acts as

. o..__m%ﬁ_ on other acts, not as mere presentations, but as acts founded

- .Fgﬂnscoum. a new positing character being then presumably added on
T€ presentation. (One would then have to consider whether this

fiew charac

ter w i i j i
B o Wwas not obviously of the same kind as Judgement-quality.)

Aslitl g, Mﬂmnmﬁmo:...._na above make such a notion most questionable.
OF an gcr - Eﬂ: mn_u.&m:w off an act of mere presentation from a percept,
lttle B e ¢, unjudging understanding from an actual assertion, so

» €&, separate off a non-positing act of nominal meaning

.
g__w”“_hﬂs% o.:o._ A v.nawonp analogy must obtain between nominal and
Tomipg E n?. SInce 1t is clear a priori that to each complete, positing
.E.UomE:m :WM,.E._UH complete assertion corresponds, and that to each
ding ow:.E_ .mﬁ a correlated act of modified assertion (mere

’dp_, even 3 5..;: assertion) corresponds. Analysis would therefore
Hﬂ.oon.:,:m et IS wider sphere, that what is common to positing and
et ypo o.,.cv om like content is no full act, but the mere matter for
_8. merely Urs in the two cases with a different act-quality. A name
of ::w name. There seems no way, therefore to span the
Yawning among presentations in our present sense of

ft now
actg,
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§35 Nominal positing and judgement. Where
judgements as such can be parts of nominal ;

Let us now go back to the question raised above as to the affipj
relationship between positing presentations and predicative judg
might try to look on the difference of the two sorts of act as un
to say: a positing may be no assertion, i.e. no independent preg
expression of self-sufficient judgement. But it still yields a j
however, that will serve as a presupposition or basis of another
be built upon it. This role, though making no difference to the
intentional content, makes a difference to the judgement’s
someone says ‘the postman hurrying by . .." he implies the j
postman is hurrying by’. The nominal form merely indicates the
function, which points towards the predicative positing which
We can scarcely approve such a total externalization of ¢
under discussion — as if new acts simply attached themselves
identical judgement, and the grammatical name-form merely
direct indication of this sort of attachment. Most logicians, an
profound Bolzano, saw the distinction between names and as:
of essence, and a maturer science will support them. Some
well be common to both cases, but views of the difference as
must be disputed. One must, more precisely, be clear that n
complete judgements never can have the same intentional
every switch from one function to the other, though pre
munities, necessarily works changes in this essence.
What most leads us astray at this point is the circun
predications, complete assertions, can in a certain sense reall
logical subjects. Though not themselves subject-acts, they are b
last in a certain fashion as judgements determining subjec
already given in them, e.g. ‘the Minister — he is now driving up-
the decision’. We can replace our parenthetic assertion withe
sense by speaking of ‘the Minister who is now driving up’ or ‘the
driving up’. It can be seen, however, that such a conception
suitable. Attribution often represents a determining predication,
it invariably did so, which it certainly does not, it would only cof
of the subject-name. After the removal of such determining &
complete name would be left over, corresponding to which it WOt
to look for some judgement functioning as logical subject. —B..
the determining predication attaches to the name ‘the Minister , ¥
no second predication can be separated. What could the underiys
ment be in this case, and how would we formulate it 5&%«:&% ;
Minister” equivalent to ‘he — he is a Minister’? In that case ‘he
complete name and would require its own judgement. But how
uttered? Is it perhaps the judgement which, expressed independ®

i_ﬁmﬁoz

104, thi ﬁm Of the form ‘the S which is P’ (the transcendent number ), and
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3 again we encounter the same subject ‘he’, and so are
in an infinite regress.

%?&:w.nmq many names, including all attributive names, have ‘arisen’
: P__u.aﬂ indirectly out of judgements, and accordingly ‘refer back’ to
direC wn_.:m. But such talk of ‘arising’ and ‘referring back’ implies that names
?n_mn.m_amnamsz are different. The difference is so sharp, that it should
Bm_.n_vn played down for the sake of theoretical prejudice or hoped-for
__.o“ jifications 1n the theory of presentation and judgement. The prior judge-
”ﬁm is not as yet the nominal meaning that grows out of it. What in the
pame remains as a deposit of judgement is not a judgement but a modification
dharply differing .?.xz it. The carrying out of the modified act does not
include the unmodified one. If we have found out or seen that the town
Halle is on the Saale, or that T is a transcendent number, we may go on to
talk of Halle-on-the-Saale or of the transcendent number r, but we shall
g0t be judging any longer, or at least we need not be doing so, and such a
judgement, should it arise on the side, makes no contribution to our act of
nominal reference. And so in every case.

We said above that judgements could function in determining fashion,
but this is not strictly or properly so. Better regarded, their function consists
solely in setting before our eyes an attribution which enriches the name.
Judging itself is not an attributive function, and cannot take over such a func-
tion: it will only provide the soil out of which an attributive meaning will
phenomenologically grow. This function once performed, the Jjudgement
an fall away, and the attribute with its significant content remain over.
Our exceptional cases are therefore cases of compounding: the attributive
.Heaaa is combined with the predicative. The latter gives rise to the former,

still wants to count independently and ‘on the side’ — hence the normal

_u_.ﬂn_@sm.o expression. Ordinary cases of attribution are free from such
a_uc_“é_o:. A man who speaks of ‘the German Emperor’ or ‘the trans-
a.f&: M:Hgn ', does not mean to say ‘the Emperor — he is the Emperor

What r“w,_u_._o_. ‘r e m.ﬂ is a transcendent number’.

._Fvo%oaw een said is oz._w fully 58.:@&5 with an mEuﬁ.ﬁmE addition.
00 thi 1. m”_.__w.w of the modified act, we said, no _os.mwn contains the ‘original’
doeg ot e st present as an unnecessary, subsidiary complication. This
ally 523%9& the mmﬁ.:um” the ‘original’ judgement is in some sense logic-
.Eo&mn“ zﬂm modified act. We must here stress that talk of ‘origin’
ro&w_.a& veg .S: are not to be understood in an empirical-psychological,
the gmac.._.; : ise, }w: as expressing a peculiar relation of essence grounded in
.J.Em_ och hc?.m:.& n.az_.ma_..@\, the experiences. It is part and parcel of the
wﬂﬂacmnw_ :m_”w of the :oBEm_..m::UEEn vqnmnﬁm.zo: that its intention
z#__.mu i ¢ corresponding judgement, and that it intrinsically presents
odification’ of this Jjudgement. If we wish to ‘realize’ the sense of

th complete clarity and authenticity, if we wish to enter the path




154 On intentional experiences and their ‘contents’

of demonstrative fulfilment of what the expression ‘means’, we my
it were to the corresponding predicative judgement, we must carry ¢
and take our nominal presentations from it as from a source, let
from it, derive them from it. The same plainly holds, mutatis
non-positing attributive presentations, their ‘proper’ carrying
phenomenologically predicative acts of qualitatively modified
counterparts of the actual judgements) out of which they may then
A certain mediacy therefore enters phenomenologically into the
the attributive presentation, which our talk of origination, de;
also of ‘referring back’ expresses. It is therefore true a priori that
validation of each nominal attribution leads back to that of the
ing judgement. Correlatively, we may likewise say that the non
whatever its categorial interpretation, derives from the corresp
of affairs, which has an intrinsic priority as regards authentici

After saying all this, we may maintain generally that there
between names and assertions which affect their ‘semantic ess
rest on the essential difference of presentations and judgements.
same, in terms of intentional essence, whether one perceives.
judges that it exists, so it is not the same if one names an exister
or says or predicates of it that it exists.

We may now note that fo every positing name a possible
evidently corresponds, or that to every attribution a possible
responds and vice versa. After we have rejected the essential sai
these acts, we can assume only that we have here a case of
connection, and of connection governed by ideal law. 1deal con
not point to the causal genesis or the empirical concomitane
they coordinate, but to a certain ideally governed, operative b
of the ideatively graspable act-essences® in question, which have:
and law-governed ontological order, in the realm of phenor
ideality, just as pure numbers and pure specifications of geome!
have theirs respectively in the realms of arithmetical and geometr!
If we enter the a priori reaches of pure Ideas, we can likewise S
(in pure, i.e. unconditional universality) could not perform the
acts without being able to perform those coordinated with them,
account of the specific semantic essence of the acts nosnn_.:&..
further, that there are coordinations, interesting from the _uoEﬂ
logical validity, law-governed equivalences, rendering it impossibl
irrational to start with the words ‘this S* without ,noﬁsawm—&
that there are S’s. In other words, that propositions contai®
names should be true, and that the existential judgements which ¢€©!
to such names should be false, involves an a priori inconsistency: .s._..
of the ideal, analytic truths which are rooted in the ‘mere for
thought, or in the categories or specific Ideas which belong to =
forms of thinking proper.
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\\.\mnmo:. Whether assertions can function
names

ve yet another important class of instances to consider and shall use
we :ﬂ_o confirm our notion of the relation of nominal acts and judgements.
g concerned with cases where declarative sentences are not merely
determining intent, and so seem, as actual assertions, to be parts

pames, but where they seem to function as full and complete names, e.g.
m_mwﬁ rain has set in at last will delight the farmers’. It seems impossible to
avoid the admission -.rE the mcw_.nnp-mnm..ﬁ:na is here a complete assertion.
For it means that rain has Rm.:w set in. The modified expression of the
judgements by way of a mcco.a_:mﬁ n_m_._.mn.wo_._.; here only serves to show
that our assertion is ?:n:os._:m as a subject, that it provides the basic act
on which a predicative assertion may be imposed.

All this sounds very nice. If the disputed conception had real support in
our class of instances, and were really allowable there, a doubt would arise
whether, despite all previous objections, it might not apply even over a
wider field.

Let us consider our example more closely. If asked what the farmers are
glad about, one replies with a ‘that so-and-so’ or ‘about the facr that rain
has at length fallen’. The fact, therefore, the state of affairs posited as exist-
ent, is the object of the gladness, is the subject about which we are making
an assertion. This fact can be variously named. We can simply say ‘this’, as
in the case of all other objects, we can also say ‘this fact’, or, more definitely,
‘the fact of the set-in rain, of the setting in of the rain’ etc. We can also say,
a above, ‘that the rain has set in’. Our coordination shows that this clause
$aname in exactly the same sense as all other nominal expressions of acts,
that it does not differ essentially in sense-giving backing from other acts. It
fames exactly as they do, and in naming presents; as other names name

n EEZFs_mw. properties etc., so it names or presents a state of affairs, which
Cular is an empirical fact.
What is

of the .5:“.:@ &ﬂ erence between such naming and the .mnn_mﬁnsn.unﬁ assertion
%t in’) of affairs, when, e.g., we make the assertion: ‘Rain has at last
EMHM_SM_&Q happens that En.m_.mp assert something absolutely, and then
the mm:s@_.wﬂ.sﬂn the state of affairs: .Wm:ﬂrmm at last set in. That will delight
in by, E.. . ere we can mEa.w an ::Qma_mz.m contrast. The state of affairs
__#u:&m::.v& the same, but it is our object in quite a different manner. In
et ip. both ‘c;ﬂma assertion we judge about the rain, and about its having
®acy , e M:. In a pregnant mnzmm.ognﬁ?n to us, presented. But we do not
. wocm:nmmrf_n:nn.& presentations, but m?&.nsﬁmﬁ. a peculiar ‘unity of
”oﬁsowv, o_,. _.::,.E U.:Q_m En.mm .ﬁomﬂrn_.n In this binding together the con-
nna,.._a.__,c:,. :.__.a state of ﬁb&ﬁ. is woumcmcﬁa“ 3. m.«ﬁ.ﬂm Jjudgement, and to
Y0 a state of affairs, in this synthetic positing of something as
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referred to something, are one and the same. A thesis is enacted, anq.
second dependent thesis is based, so that, in this basing of thesig
the synthetic unity of the state of affairs is intentionally constj
a synthetic consciousness is plainly quite different from setting
before one in a single-rayed thesis, in a possible, direct subject-act, in
tion. One may compare the ways in which the rain ‘comes to cons
the assertedness of the state of affairs, and the presentational, g
which in our example succeeds it, and which applies to the sz
affairs: “That will delight the farmers’. ‘That’, as it were, points
the state of affairs: it therefore means this same state of affai
reference is not the judgement itself, which has preceded it as a
thus qualified mental happening now passed away: it is a new
kind, which in pointing to the state of affairs previously constitut
thetic, many-rayed fashion, now simply confronts this state of af}
single-rayed thesis, and so makes it an object in a sense quite dif}
the way the judgement does so. The state of affairs comes more ‘pr
to consciousness in the judgement: the single-rayed intention
state of affairs presupposes the many-rayed judgemental int
reference to the latter is part of its intrinsic sense. But in each
conscious approach there is rooted, in a priori fashion, an e
possibility of transformation into the single-rayed approach,
state of affairs will be pregnantly ‘objective’ or ‘presented’. (Ju
an a priori possibility, resting on the ideal essence of geometrical f
‘one’ can turn them about in space, distort them into certain 0
etc.) It is now at all events quite clear that the manner in wh
conscious of something, or in which it is our intentional object,
in each case. Otherwise put, we are dealing with ‘essentially’ d
or with acts differing in intentional essence. .
If we ignore pointing proper, what is essential in the ‘That’ of «
ous example is also present in the thought of the mere sentence
a subject-position (and any other position in a context i_&nﬁ ;
presentation), and is necessarily absent from the thought of
and independent assertion. As soon as the semantic moment Wi
the definite article comes alive, a presentation in our present sense
Whether a language or dialect actually employs the article or not, ¥
one speaks of der Mensch or homo, of Karl or der Karl is irrelevant. 4
moment of meaning attaches to the sentence ‘That § is P’, functi
subject, is easily seen. For ‘That S is P’ means what we mean by 1
Sis P’, or, a little more elaborately. ‘The fact, the circumstance th :
The situation is not of a kind, after all this, to encourage us @ ;
judgements, actual predications, that could be logical subjects OF :
acts. We rather see that there is a difference of intentional nmwnnoo :
sentences serving to name states of affairs, and the corresponding
of states of affairs, a gulf bridged by ideal relations of law. An @3

b
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.tjon as @ name, nor a name as an assertion, without changing its

never .m“ﬁ..ﬂ.“a:_ﬁ.. i.e., its semantic essence, and therewith its very meaning.

a.%ﬂﬂ does not of course mean that the corresponding acts are descrip-
. ely alien. The matter of the assertion is in part the same as that of the
tive Mum_ act, in both the same state of affairs is intended in the same terms,
nonh_m: in a different form. The great affinity of expressive form is no matter
%oa:s:an. but has semantic roots. If occasionally the expression stays
_En_,m:m&. despite a .nrmnmw in semantic function, we are dealing with a
_E.:n:_mq case of equivocation, which belongs to the broad class of cases

where expressions have m:oBm._ocm meanings. These anomalies, arising from
the pure essence o_,. the semantic field, resemble the anomalies of pure gram-
mar.. Our conception accordingly admits of a consistent working-out: we
differentiate in all cases between presentations and judgements and, among
n_.anﬁmzonm. between such as are positing and existentially committed, and
such as are not. We shall accordingly not hesitate to deny judgement-status
to antecedents of the form ‘Because S is P’ which state causes: we shall put
them in the same relation to hypothetical antecedents that we have recognized
as obtaining between positing and non-positing names. The ‘because’ may
point back to a judgement that asserted S to be P, but this judgement is not
again enacted with the causal sentence itself. We no longer assert that S is P,
but we impose on a purely presentative substructure, that of an antecedent
characterized in its very sense as a modified judging synthesis, a second
consequential thesis which is grounded upon, and which ‘looks to’, the
@.ﬂon. The whole is a new form of judgemental synthesis, whose sense, a
little n_.mao_.mﬂoa. can be said to be: the conditioning of the being of one state
of affairs by that of another which grounds it. Only as so combined, more-
Oyer, E.zmooama and consequent function as a judgement, as when we assert
Sis P’, and because this is so, ‘Q is R’. Here it is not enough to establish
Such a sequence synthetically, but to have and to hold the two states of

“M,Ba 'Sis P’ and *Q is R’ judgementally together, in our relating, synthetic
NsClousness itself.

Not : . . .
i e. The extensions Just made show that nominal presentations in the

nr . ..‘ .
9. .wma_._m_ﬁos mn:mn H.._..oqn? nn_u_.mmnaméan_.._uEw:::E:nao_mmmc?ﬂrmzn,
over sw ¢-rayed positing’ acts. This must be remembered in what follows,

H.ﬁ ahmu.”n n,oﬁ,EmQ our :.a.m:-..m:: with genuinely nominal presentations.
ingly o s M::._.En_ vqnma._:m:os.., understood as a class-term, must accord-
b Our s m much E_.no:na sense. .

P H .m o_u pmﬂﬁ_:o_omx must also be :oﬂ.on_. according to which a
Canp itk eans a nn..Eu_nﬁ. independent mwmnn_@:. That such a meaning
Caugy ut intrinsic change become the meaning of a hypothetical or

dlitee . . . . . .
mao,s. ¢cedent or indeed any nominal meaning, is the thesis established



Chapter 5

Further contributions to
the theory of judgement. “
‘Presentation’ as a qualitatively
unitary genus of nominal and
propositional acts _

§37 The aim of the following investigation.
The concept of an objectifying act

The investigations just completed have not done with the ques
at the beginning of §34. Our result was that presentations and
are essentially different acts. Since the ambiguity of words aga
help of standard-setting concepts, we mean by ‘presentations’ nos
and by ‘judgements’ assertions that are normally performed an
Naming and asserting do not merely differ grammatically, but
which means that the acts which confer or fulfil meaning for ¢
intentional essence, and therefore in act-species. Have we thereby
presentation and judgement, the acts which lend meaning g
fulfilment to naming and assertion, belong to different basic clas
tional experience?
Obviously our answer must be negative: nothing points to sucl
We must recall that intentional essence is made up of the two
matter and quality, and that a distinction of ‘basic class’ obvig
only to act-qualities. We must further recall that our exposition doe
all entail that nominal and propositional acts differ in quality, muci i€
they differ generically as regards quality. _
This latter point should not arouse objection. The matter of acts’
sense no alien, external attachment, but an internal moment, an it
side of the act-intention, of the intentional essence itself. Talk
differing ‘ways of consciousness’, in which we can be aware of .
state of affairs, should not mislead us. It points to a distinction of
not one of act-qualities. Quality may remain identical - s0 much h2
us since we formed the Idea of matter — while the same cc,..mnn :
differently present to consciousness. One may think, e.g., of equivVa®
iting presentations, which point by way of differing matters 10
object. The essential change of meaning which an assertion underg
it passes over into the nominal (or other parallel) function, @ po!
proof we found so important above, may involve no more than @ €
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quality or at least qualitative genus (according to the kind of nominal

&mnm:o:_ may remain unchanged.

mo s describes the actual situation becomes plain if we carefully at-
d to the matters themselves. Completion by nominally significant articles

@M (he circumstance that’, ‘the fact that’, where a propositional meaning is

B function as subject, has been shown by the above examples to be

de to X
o ssary. The examples introduce us to contexts where transformed sense

nece p ;
g0es with a transfer of unchanged, essential, material content, and where,
therefore. interpretative functions are present which the original assertion

jacks, or for which it has substitutes. The essential moments which agree in
the two €ases, also undergo, as we can see in each case, a different ‘categorial
structuring’. One may compare, e.g., the form ‘S is P’ with its nominal
modification *S which is P’.

The following treatments will show, on the other hand, that there is a
qualitative community between nominal and propositional acts; we shall
therefore end by demarcating yet another new concept of presentation, wider
and more significant than the former, which will give us a new, most important
interpretation of the principle that each act has its basis in presentations.

To keep our present two concepts of ‘presentation’ apart, we shall —
without making final recommendations as to terminology — speak of ‘nom-
inal acts’ in the case of the narrower concept, and of ‘objectifying acts’ in
the case of the wider. We need hardly stress, after our whole introduction of
the concept of ‘nominal presentation’ in the last chapter, that the expression
does not merely cover acts attached to nominal expressions, and conferring
or fulfilling their meaning, but also all acts that function analogously, even
if not performing the same grammatical role.

§38 Qualitative and material differentiation of
objectifying acts

MHMW hoam.:m_ acts we &m:s.mcmwr vom:Em from soa-_uoa.::m acts. The
o M_.o after a _,.mm:_oz existence-meanings: they were n:do_. sensuous
- o:.ﬁ _._, .vmq,nnﬁﬂm in -:w wider sense of E.aﬁ:aoa mn_u.qa_unmm_osm mm what
bodied: o w.::m. ,E:_n_... 4:705 n_m:.::_m to seize an a_é.ﬁnﬂ ‘itself”, in “full-
the nﬁﬂus%e_m:é .@.m:_mn. vyet refer to it as existent. H.rn.oﬁna acts _8.5
€red, exios m w,:._w: object unsettled: En oE.nQ Bmw..oc_nnzﬁq consid-
actua) _.E_. _..P_:_,ﬁ _v,do” referred to as .nEmSE in them, .: does not count as
that ¢,, mmer& er as Em_.n_.w presented’. In all ﬂ.r_m there is a law to the effect
of like s ?wm:_sm nominal act a non-positing act, a ‘mere presentation’
Sood ip s _.,. roﬂamﬁonm_.m. and vice versa, this correspondence being under-
A Certain %zww ,o_ n.:m ideally possible.

vamEzm e modification, as we may also express the matter, makes each
We fing @:m_ act pass over into a mere presentation with like matter.

exactly the same modification in the case of judgements. Each
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Judgement has its modified form, an act which merely presents w :
Judgement takes to be true, which has an object without a decision .
truth and falsity.” Phenomenologically regarded, this modification of j
ments is quite of the same sort as that of positing nominal acts. Judee
as positing propositional acts have therefore their merely presentat;
lates in non-positing propositional acts. The corresponding acts have
cases the same matter and a differing quality. But just as we count poes
and non-positing nominal acts as one genus of quality, we do the g
propositional acts in regard to judgements and their modified coun
The qualitative differences are in both cases the same, and
regarded as differentiations of any higher genera of quality. To ¢
the positing to the modified act is not to pass to a heterogeneous ¢
the case of passing from any nominal act to a desire or act of will. Bu;
passage from a positing nominal act to an act of affirmative as :
are not tempted to see a qualitative difference; the same holds if we
the corresponding ‘mere presentations’. Matter alone, in the sense
the present investigation, constitutes both differences: it alone detern
unity of the nominal, and the unity of the propositional acts.

This suffices to mark off a comprehensive class of intentional e.
which includes all the acts hitherto dealt with in their qualitative
determines the widest concept that the term ‘presentation’ can stand
the total class of intentional experiences. We ourselves would like
qualitatively unitary class, taken in its natural width, the class of o0b;
acts. It yields (to put the matter clearly in front of us):

1. through qualitative differentiation, the division into positing 2
of belief or judgement in the sense of Mill and Brentano respecti
non-positing acts, acts ‘modified’ as regards positing, the corre
‘mere presentations’. How far the concept of positing belief e
how it is specified, remains undetermined: .

2. through differentiation of matter, it yields the difference of
and propositional acts, though we still must consider whether this diffe
is not merely one of many equally valid material differences. !

A glance over the analyses of the last chapter,’ makes us aware of th
pervasive opposition between synthetic, many-rayed act-unifies and 58
rayed acts, acts which posit or entertain something in a single thesis. V
note, however, that predicative synthesis is only an especially favour
(or complete system of forms) of synthesis, to which other frequently 1
forms stand opposed, e.g. the form of conjunctive or disjunctive Syn
We have, for example, in the plural predication ‘4 and B and C @
unitary predication terminating in three predicative layers on the samé
cate P. ‘Upon’ the basic positing of A, the secondary positing of B, 2
tertiary positing of C, the predicate P, kept identical throughout, 15 P*
in a single, three-layered act. Our act of judgement is as it were art!
by a ‘caesura’ into a subject- and a predicate-positing, but so that
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. _.member is in its turn a unitary conjunction of three nominal mem-
Ez?ﬁﬁw&n are united in the conjunction, but they do not come together
bers- pominal presentation. But it is true of the ‘conjunctive’ (or better
o ') synthesis, as it is true of the predicative synthesis, that it permits
.ﬁo__nn:wsm_ﬁ.m:c:. in which case the collective object constituted by the
of :oamm pecomes the simply presented object of a new ‘single-rayed’ act,
%::Mma. made “objective’ in the pregnant sense of the word. The nominal
o m_zm:oa of the collection now again refers back in its own sense (in
HWME:Q from the original act :::.:. takes over and Go&mn& to the
matter (or the consciousness) which oﬁm.sm:w. constituted it. Closer exam-
ination reveals in all synthesis what we noted in the case .cm the predicative
synthesis - when we kept, moreover, to the basic predicative form of categ-
orical synthesis — that we can always perform the fundamental operation of
nominalization, the transformation of many-rayed synthesis into single-rayed
naming with an appropriate backward reference in our material.

Our general treatment of ideally possible objectifying acts therefore
brings us back to the basic distinction of ‘thetic’ and ‘synthetic’ acts, of
‘single-rayed’ and ‘many-rayed’ acts. The single-rayed acts are not articulate,
the many-rayed acts are articulate. Each member has its objectifying quality
(its peculiar stance towards being, or the corresponding qualitative modifica-
tion of this stance) and its matter. The whole synthesis as a single objectifying
act has likewise a quality and a matter, the latter articulate. To analyse such
awhole is, on the one hand, to come upon members and, on the other, upon
syntactical forms of synthesis. The members in their turn may be simple or
complete. They may themselves be articulate and synthetically unified, as in
our above example of the conjunctive subjects of plural predications, or as
In the case of conjoined antecedents in hypothetical predications, or as in
the corresponding disjunctions in either case etc.

..2« at length come down to simple members, single-rayed in their
@3%8:.3. but not necessarily primitive in some ultimate sense. For such
Mw_wn_mm._.mwna members may still be nominalized syntheses, nominal presenta-

S of states of affairs or collectiva or disjunctiva, whose members may
Mm”%.o ,mx:aw of affairs etc. Our matter will therefore no_..:mma wnnk_.éi

¢es of a more or less complex sort, and therefore, in a peculiarly

“M_“_“MMW_ indirect sense, implicit E.:nz_m:osm. and w.w_.:_...nnn forms. =” :.Jm
eg. u_am “_5 longer refer back, they are also m._z:u_m in this respect. This is,
Percepys nly .5.5 o.a all proper name-presentations, and of single-membered
Such s& :_.Mzw_:ﬁ_o:u.. etc., E:_Q.. are not split up by explanatory mw:”:nmw@
_.o:._._m_. m_uw z:,m_mr%o_ém_d objectifications are free _..,..uz._ all ,omﬁm.on.&
ogon:mcm”___:_w the analysis of each act that is not straightforward in its
i its 1, 'Ons, must pursue the series of backward references contained

Mempr _::,Est:o:m. until it comes down upon such straightforward act-
¢ m_ S Simple both in form and in matter. We may finally note that the
treatment of possible articulations and synthetic formations leads to
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the pure logico-grammatical laws discussed in our Fourth Invest;
this respect only matters (objectifying act-senses) are relevant, and j
all forms of structured objectifying synthesis express themselves,
principle obtains that our self-contained objectifying matter (and
any possible non-dependent meaning) can function as a member
synthesis of every possible form. This entails the particular pring;
each such matter is either a complete propositional (predicative)
a possible member of such a matter. If we now bring in qualitie
affirm the principle that, ideally regarded, any objectifying ma:
combined with any quality.

If we now look at the special difference between nominal and pro
acts, which is of such particular interest in our present Investig
just-mentioned possibility of combining any quality with any m
be readily confirmed. In the analyses of previous sections, it has
made universally plain, since we confined ourselves to modificatic
judgement, i.e. a positing propositional act, into a nominal act. Unde:
however, each judgement modified into a ‘mere’ presentation can
formed into a corresponding nominal act. Thus 2 x 2 = §',
express understanding and not to take up an assertive stance, can b
into the name ‘that 2 x 2 = 5°. Since ‘modifications’ are spoken o
case of such transformations of propositions into names as leav
unaffected, i.e. in the case of mere transformations of propos
other synthetic matters, it will be well to reserve the name ‘qualitz
ification’ for the quite different type of modification which affec
(transforming of positing names and statements into non-posi
Where the matter, which alone gives form or underlies formal di
either remains, or is meant to remain constant, where a name sta;
a proposition a proposition, in all their internal articulations and
shall also have to speak of conformative modifications of positing 2
the notion of conformative modification is widened, by a natural €
so as to cover every modification not affecting act-material, then (2
presently see) it will be a wider notion than our present concept of ¢
tive modification. _

§39 Presentation in the sense of an objectifying 1C
and its qualitative modification 4

When we grouped objectifying acts into a single class, we were ded!
moved by the fact that this whole class is characterized by one qu
opposition: just as there is a ‘merely presentative’ counterpart to €
inal belief, so there is one in the case of each E.owoa:o:m_. o
complete judgement. We may now doubt, however, whether this QU<
modification really characterizes a class, whether it does not n.mﬂ.wmn.
the whole sphere of such experiences, and provide a basis for divid
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obvious Emz_.:m:.ﬂ mm,_.o.E.m this last: there is a mere presentation cor-
An ading to every intentional experience, to a wish the mere idea of a
%ﬂo to a hate the mere idea of a hate, to a volition the mere idea of willing
wis U.cm, as there are mere presentations corresponding to actual cases of
gtc. ing and assertion.
ummmu e should not, :oinﬁmr mix up quite a:.._,n_.n_.: things. To each possible
oct, 10 each nomm,&_o experience, to each Emm_En object in general, there is a
resentation which .ﬂm_m”nm to it, and which can as readily be qualified as
“ouzum as non-positing (as ‘mere’ presentation). Fundamentally, however,
we have not here one, ._u_.: a s&a_o multitude of presentations of different
sorts: this is true even ._m we restrict ourselves (as we would seem tacitly to
pave done) to presentations of nominal type. Such a presentation can present
its object intuitively or notionally, directly or by way of attributes, and can
do so very differently. But it suffices for our purposes to speak of one pres-
entation, or to high-light any one variety of presentation, e.g. the imagin-
ative, since all varieties of presentation are in each case and in the same
way possible.
To each object, therefore, corresponds the presentation of that object, to
a house the presentation of a house, to a presentation the presentation of
the presentation, to a judgement the presentation of a judgement etc. Here
we must note, however, as indicated above, that the presentation of the
judgement is not the presentation of the state of affairs judged. Just so,
more generally, the presentation of a positing is not the presentation of the
_xﬁzb.m_w presented object. Different objects are presented in each case.
The will, e.g., to realize a state of affairs, differs from the will to realize a
.__&m.oan.ﬁ or the nominal positing of this state of affairs. A positing act’s
mﬁﬂ“ﬂﬂa ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂvmn oo:.mm_uo:am to it in n.::m &n.o_.n.E fashion from the
| a..n x:m t_.mmnuwm:o? o._. mbx mnﬂ.m _u_,nwo.nqm:os.. noﬂnw._uomam to
- .?.,E 0 h& i ﬁ..a.m an act qzab.azwmc_\ is quite a &&.mwmau. operation’, as it
b ovn_.mmwc ucing a presentation of " this act. ,_,:m. true difference between
fation, Kon Mﬂw ooB%m out in .En fact that the operation of presentative objecti-
wwnw object m:amﬂonA__nm:w in z:.w sequence 0, .39.. P(P(O))... iww_.n (0]
Modification o ) .:m presentation, admits of iteration, E.‘_KSE. a:&:a:.é
Dplies 1 1y :&a. HH.«:, wsa in the further fact .Sm‘ﬂ presentative objectification
e i o ..1.:;&2.: .:,SAS.Q. whereas Q:Q:.E:_m Ea&%@.:aa only makes
of mogis, .z:s:_ e& ac : It m._mo comes out in the fact that, in the one order
Order i o m”w. presentations’ are exclusively nominal, 1&95% the other
Waliti, o ,an_ww_“_mﬁma,.mza in Pn ?_.52 fact that, in the first order,
o M,ﬂﬂ ¢ -MM &E E.o&mnm:..u: only mﬂnna maters, ﬁ.,&aanmm_ in
belief e .:5 ification, itis m._.nﬁ_mn_w quality that _m‘:,_o&mna. Each
Same object |45 @ ‘mere presentation’ as its counterpart, which presents the
am:n_.. Ao n uam_mn_w the same manner, i.e. on the ground of the same
* 40d only differs from the former act in that it leaves the presented

Objec
L R :
Suspense, and does not refer to it positingly as existent. Such a
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modification can of course not be repeated, as little as it makeg g
case of acts not ranged under the notion of belief. It therefore creg
peculiar connection between acts of this quality and their coun
positing percept or recollection, e.g., has its counterpart in a ¢o
act of ‘mere’ imagination having the same matter, as in, e.g., the
percept of an image, the consideration of a painting that we allg
ence us purely artistically, without in any way responding to the e
non-existence of what is represented, or the intuition of some mer
where we drop all stances towards existence and lose ourselves
‘Mere’ presentation has here no further counterpart: it is unintel
such a presentation could mean or achieve. If belief has been
into mere presentation, we can at best return to belief: There is no ;
tion that can be repeated in the same sense, and carried on
The case is different if we pass from the operation of qualitati
tion to that of nominalizing, presentative objectification. Here
evident possibility of iteration. This is most simply shown in t
of acts to the ego, and their division among different persons an
of time. At one time I perceive something, at another I prese
that I am perceiving it, at yet another I present to myself that I a
to myself that I am perceiving it etc.* Or another example: 4 i
second painting represents the first painting, a third the secon
differences are obvious in these cases, and they are of course
differences in sense-contents, but in the interpretative act-ch
their intentional ‘matters’) without which it would be quite sel
of mental images, paintings etc. These differences are immanel
hended, are phenomenologically certain, as soon as the correspon d
ences have been had, and their intentional differences reflected upe
happens, e.g., when a man draws distinctions and says: I am now g
A, picturing B, while C is represented in this painting etc. A 1
become clear regarding these relations, will not fall into the ei
who think presentations of presentations phenomenologically ur
in fact mere fictions. Such judgements confuse the two opera
guished here: they substitute the presentation of a mere presentd
utterly impossible qualitative modification of this presentation.
We may now, it seems, assume a community of kind* among
coordinated by conformative modification, and may think it trué!
or other of these qualities pertains to all acts, entering essentially
unitary structure of each qualitatively unmodified or modified
whether we consider acts of mere significant intention or acts W
meaning. It is obvious, further, that the mere presentations of any
ever, which we distinguished above from the qualitative counterp
ible only in the case of positing acts, are, as mere presentations,
qualitative counterparts, but not to their acts of origin, which
their presented objects. The mere presentation of a wish is no ¢0

]

. ly pivec
fﬂ.&mﬁr es the
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. but of any positing act, e.g. a percept, directed upon this wish. This
3 WIS " rcept and mere presentation of a wish, are of one kind, whereas the
pai: mnm its percept or imagination or any other presentation which relates
Hﬁ differ in kind.

40 continuation. Qualitative and imaginative
nman&nmoz

One is readily led ,5 .“.“m: positing mna.a,\?zﬂz% ( fiirwahrhaltende), their
counterparts imaginative. Both expressions have at first blush their objec-
tions, which n%nn&:m ::.nnan the terminological fixation of the latter. The
discussion of these objections will prompt us to make certain not unimport-
ant additions.

The whole tradition of logic only speaks of affirmation in the case of
judgements, Le. Em Samsim.m of statements, but now we wish to call all
percepts, recollections, anticipations, and all acts of normally expressed
positing, ‘affirmations’. The word ‘imagination’, likewise, normally means a
non-positing act. but we m:o.z_a .wmsu to extend its original meaning beyond
the sphere n.:. sensuous imagination, so as to cover all possible counterparts
of affirmations. Its meaning will also require restriction, since we must
exclude m.: thought of imaginations as conscious fictions, as objectless
presentations or false ov.m:mosm. Often enough we understand narrations
Without decision as to their truth or falsity. Even when we read novels, this
ufﬂﬁ”ﬂ% MH Mw_.wmﬂm MM w:o,.a_ we are dealing with mamﬂ:nnn fictions, but this
g e _WHE:& in the nﬁnw\ mmm.ﬁr.ﬁ_n ,nﬁmnﬂ.o In such cases

iy con”..uom.:_:m monm.. imaginings’ in the sense of our
__.368&3. Tl m_mmw. - in respect of mhm:mmom_: intentions and of fancied
mE_EaR:mEa ke cc w _M.Qm complete assertions. Eamn_.,:mam are passed in
St bicve, deny o doubl What s 1013 us - move mriae e me

& ) s - imaginings’ replace

. Ewh“amnmhgm”wm m:g talk must not be taken to mean that h.zamm:ma
dgemen: e ﬁ. the place of _.E.:‘_E. ones. We rather enact, instead of a
?.:E.m in :,_m a state of affairs, the qualitative modification, the neutral
SM.MQ u_nﬁcﬂw”maoﬁ_ﬁ”:a same state of affairs, which cannot be identified
R.m E””wﬁ q:#_m_:m:o:w has an inconvenience which seriously blocks its use
Wricte, mmsvny“”m:m_mﬁz an imaginative or fanciful conception, pictorial in the
Hmw:.a.m. m_wa E_uﬂ «HM H_Jhwﬂ no M_.mmzm say &.:: :..h non-positing acts in 3}«.
-.oa.aamh A Siebr e ﬁnzwco% SU”, E.a..:aw-z_:ﬁﬁ.ﬁam. This last is _BEH_-
the Stent, 46 merely ":E . .wc Ject can as _‘mmn.:“w come before us posited
Rot o—.:mmniﬁ?a o gined in modified fashion. This can be so. while
Mere _.:a_: _”u_ Its intuition remains identical. the content which
_._:Ero:‘:m determinate relation to this object, but also
aginative, L.e. of fanciful or pictorial representation. of it.

§

mo

sus

€rof im
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The phenomenal content of a painting, with its painted figures etc,, ¢
e.g., the same, whether we _”nmm:.ﬁ_ Emma as representing real objects,
them to influence us aesthetically without positing anything. It is
ful whether anything similar occurs in its purity in normal percepti
perception can preserve the rest of its phenomenological featy
qualitatively modified, so as to lose its normal positing character.
doubted whether the characteristic perceptual view of the object
present in full-bodied reality, would not at once pass over into ; .
view. where the object, much as in the case of normal perceptuz
consciousness (paintings and the like) appears portrayed rath
itself given. Yet one might here point to many sensible appear
stereoscopic phenomena, which one can treat, like aesthetic
‘mere phenomena’, without adopting an existential stance, and
‘themselves’, and not as portraits of something else. It suffices
tion can pass over into a corresponding picturing (an act with
differently interpreted) yet without change in its positing cha
We see that two conformative modifications may here be ¢
one qualitative and one imaginative. In both the ‘matter’ remains umn
But with matter unchanged, more than quality can alter in an
and matter we took to be absolutely essential to acts, since insep
them, and relevant to their meaning, but we originally pointed out
aspects could be distinguished in them. Our next investigation w
precisely the relevance of these last two distinctions between
objectification and intuition, and between perception and im
When the descriptive relations are clarified, it is plainly a pui
logical issue whether one limits the word ‘judgement’, in the s
tion, to the unmodified meaning of statements, or applies it thro
sphere of acts of belief. In the former case no ‘ground-class’ 0
even a lowest qualitative difference, is completely covered, since
_ which for us covers the ‘is not’ as well as the ‘is’ — assists in th
tion. All this is, however, irrelevant. Since ‘judgement’ is a logic:
for logical interests and logical tradition alone to decide i_unn. C!
be its meaning. It has to be said, in this connection, that a notion
mental as that of an (ideal) propositional meaning, being the uis
of unity to which all things logical must relate, must retaim ¥
traditional expression. The term ‘act of judging’ must ﬁnnomc_.m DE
to corresponding types of act, to the significant intentions behind
statements, and to the fulfilments which fit in with these and shat
semantic essence. To call all positing acts ‘judgements’ tends to OB
essential distinction, despite all qualitative community, between &
and propositional acts, and so to confuse an array of E.ﬁcnbaw 1
ships. The case of the term ‘presentation’ resembles that of the t€
ment’. Logical requirements must decide what logic is to mean B3
must be paid to the (mutually) exclusive separation of presentes
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ment, and t0 the fact that a ‘presentation’ claims to be something from
?m.mw a complete judgement may possibly be built up. Shall one then accept the
whic nof n?.q.m::_:o:. as comprehending all possible part-meanings of logical
H._ocwa_s._.r which Bolzano made basic for his treatment of Wissenschaftslehre?
a&msm__ one limit one’s notion to what are, phenomenologically speaking,
elatively independent meanings of this type, complete members of judge-
ments and, in particular, nominal n.na...w Or shall one not follow another
coute Of division, and treat as presentations the mere representations, i.e. the
total content of all m“ﬁm that survives the abstraction of quality, and only
preserves the ‘matter’ out of their intentional essence? These are difficult
questions which can certainly not be decided here.

g4l New interpretation of the principle that makes
_u..omo__nm:o:m the bases of all acts. The objectifying
act as the primary bearer of ‘matter’

Several thinkers in olden and more modern times have interpreted the term
‘presentation’ so widely as to include ‘affirmative’ acts, particularly judge-
ments, as well as ‘merely presentative’ acts, in its purview, and so to include
in this the whole sphere of objectifying acts. If we now base ourselves on
E» important concept which sums up a closed class of quality, our proposi-
tion regarding basic presentations gains a highly significant, novel sense — as
E_WSM out above — of which the former sense based on the nominal con-
cept of presentation, is merely a secondary offshoot. For we may say: Each
2.3.%&.:. experience is either an objectifying act or has its basis in Wxn& an
H”wh_ﬂ_ n__ﬂzacmw. in the latter case, o@:.-mm_._ an oE.nnn@im. act among its
What we _m.a uc Om_n SE qﬂm:ﬂ is Ea._Sacm__w the same as is total matter.
Eovo&ncﬂ n“ocm y said, =.~ mmﬂocs%zm the sense of this as yet .:no_mnmma
B .o.v. M”.wws be u.Eo:om:z used word won.io_d in uc.m:m.omﬂ._o: of
Rature, nm:m_ .,_.\:_ wws.nu mﬂ,. If no act, or mnﬂ-ﬁzm_.:w.. not oc_oo.:@_sm by
With if i ::Mm Hc.s,ﬁﬁﬂ.. except through an o.EwQ_@Em. act that is inwoven
ing other v ﬁ.%: ._nn:,_.v._:m acts have the unique function of first ﬁ_.oS@.
. _.uwwanunnﬂwa.oc_nﬂm. to ,_.,&_nr they may then _..n.hmn_. in ‘Eoz.
act’s By, = m___.w:mw to n.: OEQ.: is, in mm:n_.m_ n.n:.:m,. constituted in an

.WQRE,xx a.ﬁ L q“m ﬁwﬁ according to our ﬁ.n:n.ﬁ_n. is the matter of an
pofEm:G no_.:.a - only t q_ocmr the latter can it GwnoEm :.E:m”n for a new
Conday, e ed upon mr_m.. We must after a @umr_os distinguish between
their ﬁo_._,za,:_ primary intentions, the _mzn.a owing their intentionality to
uoagzm. mmm_.”” on :ﬁ. Ho.:_._na. Whether primary objectifying acts are of a
§=zm_ neut ._Sm. believing character, or of a non-positing, merely pre-
mnf:,_m:mzqw n:m.“.mﬁﬁ.. ao.n.m not affect this function. Many secondary
”oﬁmnmzo:mwm“%ﬂw:n .._3_.32:.5? as, e.g. ,_ow‘mza SOTTowW: Rq others mere

aaoSv_nx o ice, e.g. :.: @&..mm or mmmﬂro:m feelings. Quite often there

erlying objectifying act, including acts of both sorts.
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§42 Further developments. Basic principles of
complex acts

To cast more light on this remarkable situation, we add the following
Each complex act is eo ipso qualitatively complex: it has as
ties, whether of differing or identical sort, as it has distingui
vidual acts in itself. Each complex act is further a founded ag
quality is no mere sum of the qualities of part-acts, but a single g
a unity resting on those constitutive qualities, just as the unity o
‘matter’ is no mere sum of the matters of the part-acts, but is
the extent that this ‘matter’ is really divided among these part-z
partial ‘matters’. The manner, however, in which an act can be q
complex and founded upon other acts, differs profoundly, and this
the varied ways in which differing qualities stand to one another, an
to the unitary total matter and to possible part-matters, ways in
achieve unity through varied sorts of elementary foundedness. ot
An act can be complex in such fashion that its complex total g
into several qualities, each having individually the same common
in joy over some fact, the specific quality of the joy is compoun
of the affirmation in which the fact becomes ‘present’ to us. This
one to think that each of these qualities, bar one chosen at
fall away, while a concrete complete act was left standing. On
think that qualities of any kind could be bound up with a single
the manner in question. Our law asserts that all this is not p
each act there must necessarily be an act-quality of the ob
since there can be no matter that is not the matter of an objee
Qualities of other kinds are accordingly always founded on
qualities; they can never be immediately associated with matter
right. Where the former are present, the total act must be
multiform, i.e. must involve qualities differing in kind, in such a
complete objectifying act can be (one-sidedly) separated from
having the whole matter of the total act as its total matter. Acts U
a corresponding sense need not be simple. All uniform acts are 09
acts and, conversely, all objectifying acts may be held to be
objectifying acts may nonetheless be complex. The matters of the
are then mere parts of the matter of the total act: in this total act HE
matter is constituted inasmuch as its parts belong to the part-acts, W&
unifying element of the total matter belongs to the unifying m_. !
total quality. The division into parts can, further, be an explicit 2
but matters nominalized in the previously described fashion, may 4
as implicit articulations all the forms otherwise possible mu.m_dn >
To their members correspond underlying part-acts with their pé
while founded act-characters (and together with them founded m
the total matter) correspond to the connective forms, to the is or &
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cand the then. the and, the or etc. In all this compounding the act remains
the if om: there can he no more than a single objectifying quality related to a
._.Emw ...‘r:_ﬁ.. considered as a whole.
%.m M. = such uniformity multiformity arises if the objectifying total act
conh_.,anm associated with new kinds of quality referred to its total matter,

- if such qualities Enqn_w.monw_”:ﬁmsw single part-acts, as when, on the basis
ow one unified. articulate intuition, liking becomes directed to one member
Mu_n_ dislike to another. It is plain, conversely, that in each complex act
involving non-objectifying nﬁﬁ-axnrwmmh which rest either on the total matter
or its parts, %m.mn._m:n_. m..n?p:m__:nm can m:. as it were be eliminated. A
complete objectifying act is then left, containing the total matter of the
onm?& act.

A further consequence of the law which prevails here is that the w/timate
underlying acts in every complex act (or the wltimately implied acts in its
pominal members) must be objectifying acts. These must all be nominal
acts, and the ultimate implied acts are in every respect simple nominal acts,
straightforward combinations of a simple quality with a simple matter. We
may also assert the proposition that all simple acts are nominal. The converse,
of course, does not hold:; not all nominal acts are simple. When articulate
material is present in an objectifying act, a categorial form must also be
present in it, and it is of the essence of all categorial forms to be constituted
in founded acts, as we shall discuss more fully later on.

Note. In this treatment and the immediately following, ‘matter’ need not
be taken to mean the mere abstract moment of intentional essence: we could
ﬁ_u_wnn this by the whole act, in abstraction from its quality, i.e. by some-
thing we shall call ‘representation’ in our next investigation. Everything
essential will then be unaffected.

§43 Backw

of ard glance to our previous interpretation

the Principle under discussion

W“H%MMLUW understood E._é we said mvoé@ __raw Brentano 's principle
@) consoquen ..”an. c_“ the nominal ﬁewm._@n.ﬁ presentation is imwwm v a second-
e mz of the same proposition in our new interpretation. If every
acts, it i v_.nm_._:.m_.H or not _ucﬂm_.m objectifying act, is founded on objectifying
every obieetite: m.~ mﬁ must E:Eﬁm_x also _um founded on nominal acts. For
Ompley. mna.hm_,aﬂ 1s, as we mm_.a, m::m,“q m_Eﬁ_‘n. and so eo ipso nominal, or
55835:0: fo J.cwaoa upon m_B_u_a.. i.e. again on :omd:..,m_ acts. The new
szonw oo IS p ..::E E,\.F,r more m_mz_mmm:r since in it alone essential
a.ozm..h e rw,w::a.wm receive pure expression. On the other interpretation,
Onfuseq “.ﬁmﬁ_ﬂ,‘, nothing false, two utterly different modes of foundation are at
L The go L uPOSES:
agon:@,%_:_a_:m of non-objectifying acts such as joys, wishes, volitions on
& acts (presentations, affirmations): here one act-quality has its
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primary foundation in another act-quality, and is only mediately |
on ‘matter’. )
2. The founding of objectifying acts on other objectifying ac
an act-material is primarily founded on other act-materials, e,
material of a predicative statement on those of the underlying p,
acts. For we can see the matter in this way also. The fact that no
possible without objectifying quality, has as an automatic conseq
where one matter is founded on others, an objectifying act having the
matter is founded on just such acts as have the latter ‘matters’,
therefore, that each act is always founded on nominal acts, has a
sources. The original source is always that each simple ‘matter’, iny
further material foundations, is nominal, and that therefore each ul
underlying objectifying act is nominal. But since all other act-g
founded on objectifying acts, this last foundation upon nominal
over from objectifying acts to all acts whatever.

crapter ©
m=335m.:v of the most

‘mportant ambiguities in the
po_.:‘_m ‘presentation’ and ‘content’

lllll]].|.||||||lll|

§44 ‘Presentation’

In the last chapter we have encountered a fourfold or fivefold ambiguity
attaching to the word ‘presentation’.

1. Presentation as act-material or matter, which can be readily completed
into: Presentation as the representation underlying the act, i.e. the full
content of the act exclusive of quality. This concept also played a part in
our treatment, though our special interest in the relation between quality
and matter made it important for us to lay special stress on the latter. The
matter tells us, as it were, what object is meant in the act, and in what sense
it is there meant. ‘Representation’ brings in the additional moments lying
outside of the intentional essence which determine whether the object is
.amou..& to in, e.g., a perceptually intuitive or imaginatively intuitive fash-
1on, or in a merely non-intuitive mode of reference. Comprehensive analyses
will be devoted to all this in the first section of the next Investigation.

2. Presentation as ‘mere presentation’, as qualitative modification of any
mo_._.u.o». belief, e.g. as mere understanding of propositions, without an inner
decision leading to assent or dissent, surmise or doubt etc.
phn m_.nwnamzc: as nominal act, e.g. as the subject-presentation of an act of

on.
Eahdv.._.nwnu”m:ou as objectifying act, i.e. .mz the sense of an act-class necessar-
non;v:”anw@a in every noq.u_nﬂo act since every ‘matter’ Ao... ,nnvnn.mnumm-
ﬁo:um.n_mﬁ .m. given primarily as .En matter of mzn@ an act. This mmmrﬂmzco
well g :M.mv .En_:amm acts of belief, whether :.oE:..E_ or vaovom:_o:m_..mm
of oy mwo_h. r.,.,:.sﬂn_ﬁm:.m. so that all presentations in the second and third

o ¢ senses are Em_:ana here. . .
Snceg they ¢ precise analysis of these concepts .Q. U_.nmm:nw:c: or the experi-
Will e ., comprise, and the final determination of their mutual relations,

4 lask for further phenomenological investigations. Here we shall

On|

¥t 3 . : ;
&SEM 10 add some further equivocations to those affecting the term under
Our |, O0. To keep them sharply apart is of fundamental importance in

Bical ang epistemological endeavours. The phenomenological analyses
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indispensably needed to resolve these equivocations, have only beg
ally encountered in our previous expositions. What is missing hag, b
often been touched upon, and indicated to an extent that makes g
of headings possible. We therefore continue our enumeration as fg

5. Presentation is often opposed to mere thinking. The same diffe
then operative that we also call the difference between intuition and
Of an ellipsoid I have a presentation, though not of a surface of K
through suitable drawings, models or theoretically guided flights
I can also achieve a presentation of the latter. A round square,
icosahedron' and similar a priori impossibilia are in this sense ‘unp
The same holds of a completely demarcated piece of a Euclidean:
of more than three dimensions, of the number T, and of other
quite free from contradiction. In all these cases of non-presental
concepts’ are given to us: more precisely, we have nominal
inspired by significant intentions in which the objects of our
‘thought’ more or less indefinitely, and particularly in the indefin
tive form of an A as the mere bearer of definitely named attributes
thinking ‘presentation’ is opposed: plainly this means the intuitic
gives fulfilment, and adequate fulfilment, to the mere meaning-inf
The new class of cases is favoured because in it ‘corresponding in
are added member by member and from all sides to thought-p
— whether these are purely symbolic meaning-intentions or fi
and inadequately mixed with intuitions — presentations which leave
est cognitive cravings unsatisfied. What we intuit stands before
perception or imagination just as we intended it in our thought. °
something to oneself means therefore to achieve a corresponding
what one merely thought of or what one meant but only at best
equately intuited.

6. A very common concept of presentation concerns the op
imagination to perception. This notion of presentation dominates
discourse. If I see St Peter’s Church, I do not have an ‘idea’, a pre
of it. But I do have the latter, when I picture it in my memory, 08 =
stands before me in a painting or drawing etc.

7. A presentation has just been identified with the concrete act of
tion. But, looked at more narrowly, a physical thing-image is also ¢@
presentation or representation of what it depicts, as, e.g., in the We
photograph represents St Peter’s Church’. The word ‘presentation
applied to the apparent image-object, in distinction from the 1mag
or thing represented. This is here the thing appearing in photo&®
colours, not the photographed church (image-subject), and it o....__m .
(represents) the latter. These ambiguities carry over into the straight 2
pictured presence of memory or mere imagination. The m_uﬁom_.mnon 3
fancied object as such in experience is naively interpreted as n.ru
tainment of an image in consciousness. What appears, in 1ts ¥
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aring, counts as an inner picture, like a painted picture presenting the
%ﬁa.:& object. In all this it is not realized that the inner ‘picture’ is inten-
_H“”ME. constituted, and that so is Em way in Er.mn: it and other possible
i cures present one and the same thing, and that it cannot be counted as a
MM_ moment in the imaginative experience.’

g. In all cases of this mEEm:.ocm talk of presentation, where a picturing
elation is supposed, the ﬂo__oﬁsm thought also seems active. A very inad-
equate picture .qnﬁqnmmzmw, a thing and also recalls it, is a sign of it, and this
jast in the sense that it is able to introduce a &ﬂo” presentation of it that
is richer in content. A mroﬂomnmﬂ: nnnm_mm.m_._ original, and also is its repre-
sentative, in @ manner its surrogate. Its .?Qoam_ presentation makes many
judgements possible, Emm would otherwise need a basis in a percept of the
original. A sign remote in content from a thing often fulfils similar func-
tions, e.g. an algebraic symbol. It arouses the presentation of what it stands
for, even if this is something non-intuitive, an integral etc.; it turns our
thought towards this, as when we represent to ourselves the complete
definitory sense of the integral. At the same time, the sign functions ‘rep-
resentatively’, surrogatively, in a context of mathematical operations: one
operates with it in additions, multiplications etc., as if the symbolized were
directly given in it. Previous discussions have shown this mode of expression
to be rather crude,’ but it expresses the governing notion in our use of
‘presentation’, which here means representation in the double sense of
ﬁ..a_s.»?w presentations and doing duty for them. Thus the mathematician
drawing on the blackboard says: ‘Let OX represent (present) the asymptote
of the _uw.vm_._uo_m,. or, calculating, ‘Let x represent (present) the root of
m__n equation flx) = O’. A sign, whether it depicts or names, is called the
Tepresentation’ (‘presentation’) of what it stands for.

?MEHM.HMME_ talk of qm?.nwn:nmswu (which :6. do not EE- to erect into a
Bt WM Mnmwﬂu ._.m_mﬁmm to a&.maﬂ. These representative objects’ are
vyl ain acts, and acquire a representative character for new
iy = ain new .mnﬂm of ﬁqm:mmm:an:ﬂ SE&E%E«:%E m_.omosﬂm:o:.
(I): this _..amaoﬂ.m U:H::Ea.maﬂuwm of . representation’ im.m.Ea::o:ma ﬁ.:ao_.
Bvicic.. M Tepresentatives oxmannao&.no:nm.:ﬁ receiving an objectifying
Objects. E::o:” m_uwn: «mu_.nmm:.nm:.o:. and in this manner helping to present

This Sl mc « coming .oc._.nn:é themselves.

9. The &ﬁ.o.n_. new ambiguity.
shows g _.”F:o: Uﬂ.iwaz perception Eﬁ imagination (which latter itself

o sm_énwsn Anwo:.v:é a_qwnm:nna is always moz?.mma with the dis-
the latter of n sensations and images. The former is a distinction of acts,
M: 5mww=m:cso=-mna. i.:c: receive interpretation in acts of perception
" 332&?%‘ A.:, o:n‘i_mmﬁm to call all contents which are in this sense
im, _, . ‘sensations , we shall have to have the distinct terms

and ‘reproductive sensations’.) If there are essential descrip-

z«.d ﬂnmmmczm
diffe
renc . . 7 B
Nces between sensations and images, if the usually mentioned
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differences of liveliness, constancy, elusiveness etc., are sufficient, ¢
varying mode of consciousness must be brought in, cannot be
here. Anyhow we are sure that possible distinctions of content do pg
up the difference between perception and imagination, which analysig g
with indubitable clarity, to be a difference of acts qua acts. W,
regard what is descriptively given in perception or imagination ag 4
complex of experienced sensations or images. The all too commey
fusion between them is, however, grounded in the fact that at
‘presentation’ is understood as an imaginative idea (in the sense g
(7)), at another time as a corresponding image (the complex of
tative contents or imagery), so that a new ambiguity arises.
10. The confusion between an appearance (e.g., a concrete imag;
experience or a ‘mental picture’), and what appears in it, leads us
presented object a presentation (idea). This applies to perceptions
erally to presentations in the sense of mere intuitions or logically ir
intuitions, e.g. “The world is my idea’. )
11. The notion that all conscious experiences (contents in t
(reellen)* phenomenological sense) are ‘in consciousness’, in the sens
perception or some other inner orientation (consciousness, ori
ception), and that with this orientation a presentation is eo ipso
sciousness or the ego represents the content to itself), led to all
consciousness being called ‘presentations’. These are the ‘ideas’ of th
empiricist philosophy since Locke. (Hume calls them ‘perceptions’.
an experience and to experience a content: these expressions are of
equivalent. ;
In logic it is very important to separate the specifically logi
of presentation (idea) from other concepts of it. That there
such concepts has already been indicated in passing. We may
one not included in our list so far, Bolzano’s notion of the ‘preser
itself”, which we interpreted as equal to every independent or @
part-meaning within a complete assertion.
In connection with all purely logical concepts of presentation,
on the one hand, distinguish the ideal presentation from the real
one, e.g. the nominal presentation in the purely logical sense EE
which it is realized. And, on the other hand, we must distinguish b€
the mere meaning-intentions and the experiences which fulfil them ¥
less adequately, i.e. presentations in the sense of intuitions. {
13. Beside the aforementioned ambiguities, whose danger 1s 09
all who seriously absorb themselves in the phenomenology of the th
experiences, there are others which are in part less mn._nonmu”..qmn
instance mention talk of presentation (idea) in the sense of OmE_ou.,
This is an ambiguity which arose through gradual transformations €
in all similar terms. I recall the verbally manifold, but always €4
phrases: It is a widely held opinion, idea, view, conception €tc.

I
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mum The ‘presentational content’

m%_dwu.moﬁ na_.nm_m:ca.ﬂo .E.nmmim:o:..:mﬂﬁm__w have a correspondent
wacmmaa__. This is _umn._nc_.m_”_w the case in regard to talk about ‘what is

resented in a presentation’, i.e. about the “content’ of a presentation. That
Mua?. distinction between 8:.82 msa‘ oEnn.ﬂ of presentations, like the one
Bnoaéa:%a by %Emiwimw_. following Zimmerman, will not remotely
uffice -~ however meritorious it may have been to dig down to any form-
differences in this mm_ﬂ.“_ — is clear from our analyses up to this point. In the
Jogical sphere — to which Emwm authors limit themselves without being aware
of their limitation — there is not one thing which can be distinguished as
«content’ from the object named; there are several things which can and must
be so distinguished. Above all, we can mean by ‘content’, in the case, e.g.,
of a nominal presentation, its meaning as an ideal unity: the presentation in
the sense of pure logic. To this corresponds, as a real (reelles) moment in
the real (reellen) content of the presentative act, the intentional essence with
its presentative quality and matter. We can further distinguish, in this real
(reellen) content, the separable contents not belonging to the intentional
essence: the ‘contents’ which receive their interpretation in the act-conscious-
ness (in the intentional essence), i.e. the sensations and images. To these are
again added, in the case of many presentations, variously meant differences
of form and content: particularly important is here the difference of matter
(in a totally new sense) and categorial form, with which we shall have to
concern ourselves a great deal. With this is connected the by no means
umvocal talk concerning the content of concepts: content = sum total of
”u_.o_un_.:nm., in distinction from their mode of combination. How dubious
zubwﬂ. ”m._w about ‘content’ can be, when we merely oppose act, content
Nuaa M”ﬁ_onr:_.m shown 3 the difficulties and confusions into E__mm: ,_.im_”aoémﬁ
» mmm 5_..“ _M: have in part vna: nnwom& m_u.ocn. im‘Bmx uo_,E _.vmn_oc_m_._w
ignorin 2 % v.nn.wm:ﬂm:g mﬁ.EQ moving ._z two Q__.nofo.:m s r_m noa.su_npm
blain &mma meaning in Ga ideal sense, his nmwnwc_n..m_m:o.n_‘_E:._m:o: of
_&:F rences of meaning by recourse to etymological distinctions and,

his mamﬁanp of the doctrine of ‘intentional inexistence’ and the doc-
f universal objects.

trine o
No ;
&mﬁn_ﬁeﬂmmwa times a view has often been expressed which denies the
urnscaa::_oén.ﬂ_ﬁ presentation and presented content, or at least denies its
depen P umz.:,*. Omﬁsm__u__.:w. One’s attitude to ::m. rejection naturally
these 4 re ::A ne's interpretation of the words ‘presentation m:a ‘content’. If
u._ﬁ:os.a:o_mﬂw_‘.wﬁa as the mere having ,.“;. sensations and images, and the
fight ¢, den H.dw.._r%_.ﬂon.__mﬁ of interpretation is ignored or discounted, it is
One g ::W..z 1stinct act of presentation: presentation and presented are
of ap Spers same. ._.:m, mere having of ‘:_m content, as a mere experiencing
Iénce, 1s no intentional experience, directing itself upon an object
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by way of an interpretative sense: it is, in particular, not an intpe
percept. For this reason we identified a sensation with a sensationg]
But can anyone doubt, once he has distinguished the various coy
presentation, that a concept so delimited is impossible to sustain,
arisen merely through a misinterpretation of original, intentional notia
presentation? However the notion of presentation is defined, it is yg
seen as a pivotal concept, not only for psychology, but also for
ology and logic, and particularly for pure logic. A man who ag
and yet bases himself on the above rejection, has eo ipso involved
confusion. For this concept has no part to play in epistemology
logic.

Only through this confusion can I explain how a thinker as pe
v. Ehrenfels, on occasion maintained (Zeitschr. f. Psychologie u.
der Sinnesorgane, XVI, 1898) that we cannot dispense with a d
between act and content of presentation since without it we shg
able to state the psychological difference between the presentati
object 4, and the presentation of a presentation of this object. For
he informs us, he has no direct assurance of the existence of such a
enon. I myself should say that an act of presentation is as s
intuited, precisely where this distinction between a presentation
entation of this presentation is phenomenologically drawn. We
such cases, no earthly argument could possibly provide an ind
fication of the distinction in question. Just so, I believe, we hav
established the existence of an act of presentation in becoming
the difference between a mere sound-pattern and the same pattern
as a name eftc.

yme I, Part 2 of the Second German Edition

=
_“o_.mio.d to the second edition

P

The present new edition of the final part of my Logical Investigations does
not correspond, unfortunately, with the notice in the Preface added in 1913
to the first volume of the Second Edition. I was forced to a decision to
publish the old text, only essentially improved in a few sections, instead of
the radical revision of which a considerable portion was already in print at
the time. Once again the old proverb came true: that books have their
destinies. The exhaustion naturally consequent on a period of overwork first
forced me to interrupt the printing. Theoretical difficulties that had made
themselves felt as the printing progressed, called for revolutionary trans-
formations of the newly planned text, for which fresher mental powers were
mecessary. In the war years which followed, I was unable to muster, on
Eom the phenomenology of logic, that passionate engagement without
#.a.w fruitful work is impossible for me. I could only bear the war and the
ensuing ‘peace’ by absorption in the most general philosophical reflections,
and by again taking up my works devoted to the methodological and ma-
terial elaboration of the Idea of a phenomenological philosophy, to the sys-
”Manﬁo mwnno,: of :m foundations, to the arrangement of its work-problems
_.Bno% continuation of such concrete investigations as were in these con-
R 8 E&mﬁnummzﬂ My new teaching activity at Freiburg favoured a
100 of my interest to dominant generalities and to system. Only very
ese systematic studies led me back into the territories where
logical researches originated, and have recalled me to my
Pletio, ol e ﬂoc_.am:oam .cm pure logic which has so long awaited com-
esear it vca__nmjou. Divided as H.ma _vmﬂ.s__an: intensive teaching and
{0 the m.aa.mm _.:._wn,ﬂm_z when I shall be in a v.um::.u: to adapt my old writings
Wcergai Eﬂmmv since made, and to recast their literary form. It is also
Plrpoge o _N.:ﬁn._ shall use the text of the Sixth Investigation for this
tex. Eo, e shall give my plans, whose content already goes far beyond the
Ay thin 'm of an entirely new book.
389: Smw stand, I have yielded to the pressures of the friends of the
Ork, and have decided to make its last part once more accessible,

o, |
Cast in jyg old form.

Tecently have th
Ty wrmboanzo
Old work on th
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The First Section, that I could not revise in detail without ¢
the style of the whole, I have allowed to be reprinted practically
But in the Second Section on Sensibility and Understanding by w
particular store, I have, on the other hand, continually interve;
prove the form of the text. I remain of the opinion that the
‘Sensuous and Categorial Intuition’, together with the prepara
ments of the preceding chapters, has opened the way for a phenc
clarification of logical self-evidence (and eo ipso of its para
axiological and practical sphere). Many misunderstandings of my
wards a Pure Phenomenology would not have been possible had
been attended to. Quite obviously, the immediacy of the vision of
essences spoken of in the Ideas, implies, like the immediacy of
categorial intuition, an opposition to the mediacy of a non-in
emptily symbolic thought. But people have substituted for this
the immediacy of intuition in the ordinary sense of the word, |
they were unacquainted with the distinction, fundamental to an
reason, of sensible and categorial intuition. I think it shows some
the contemporary state of philosophical science that straightfe
ments of such incisive meaning, presented in a work that fo
decades has been much attacked, but also much used, should h
without noticeable literary effect.

The position is similar in the case of the textually improved ¢
“The A Priori Laws of Authentic and Inauthentic Thinking’. It at
a blueprint for the first radical worsting of psychologism in
Reason. This blueprint makes its ‘breakthrough’ within the
of an Investigation exclusively concerned with formal logic, and
restricted to the Reason of formal logic. With how little deep
chapter is read, is shown by the often heard, but to my mind
reproach, that I may have rejected psychologism sharply in the
of my work, but that I fell back into psychologism in the second.
affect what I have said to add that, after twenty years of i
should not write at many points as I then wrote, and that I do n¢
of much that I then wrote, e.g. the doctrine of categorial re pre
Nonetheless, I think I can say that even the immature and .
ments in my work deserve a close pondering. For everything and al :
there said, derives from a research which actually reaches Eu._..o .
themselves, which orients itself towards their intuitive self-gt
which also has that eidetic-phenomenological attitude to pure co

through which alone a fruitful theory of reason becomes possible:
who here, as also in the Ideas, wishes to grasp the sense of my 2
must not be afraid of considerable efforts, including the efforts o.m 3

ing’ his own notions and convictions upon the same, or the putativel®
themes. These efforts are demanded by the nature of the things
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o is not afraid, will find sufficient opportunity for improving on
uoa:o:v. and. if he cares to, for censuring their imperfections. Only if
my entrenches himself in a superficial reading drawn from an extra-
uﬂ nu%._n:s_:w_nu_ sphere of thought, will he refuse to attempt this, if he is
P pe disavowed by all who truly understand the matter. How readily
many authors employ critical rejections, with what conscientiousness they
my writings. what nonsense they have the audacity to attribute to

me and 10 _u:n:c_sa_._o_omw. are shown in the Allgemeine Erkenntnislehre of
Moritz Schlick. On page _.u_ E.. this work it is said that my Ideas ‘asserts
he existence of a peculiar intuition, that is not a real psychical act, and that
if someone fails to find such an “experience”, which does not fall within the
domain of psychology, this indicates that he has not understood the doctrine,
that he has not yet penetrated to the correct attitude of experience and
thought, for this requires “peculiar, strenuous studies”’. The total impossi-
pility that I should have been able to utter so insane an assertion as that
attributed to me by Schlick in the above italicized sentences, and the falsity
of the rest of his exposition of the meaning of phenomenology, must be
plain to anyone familiar with this meaning. Of course I have always re-
peated my demand for ‘strenuous studies’. But not otherwise than, e.g., the
mathematician demands them of anyone who wishes to share in talk of
amﬁ.nam:nm_ matters, or who even presumes to criticize the value of math-
ematical science. In any case, to devote less study to a doctrine than is
necessary to master its meaning, and yet to criticize it, surely violates the
eternal laws of the literary conscience. No amount of learning in natural
Stience or psychology or historical philosophies, will make it unnecessary to
ﬁu these efforts in penetrating into phenomenology, or can do more than
gﬁﬂoﬁwnﬂ_.. md..n__Wo:n. woingaﬁ who has ..dm% these and.zy and who has
able omzmwsGw wM ‘o.w..._ mxm:ummn lack of E.ﬂ:a_nw. rmm achieved an indubit-
E_e.ns:cm:mnﬁm&‘ :mm the givenness of its mn_.n.szmo .\q::&n:.m: and the
8 other o ion of the Em:..:i demanded by it, a method which here, as
vy es, renders possible a common set of conceptually definite

Problems, as well as definite decisions

Spressly obo. elle cisions as to truth or falsehood. I must
serve that, in the case of M. Schlick, one is not dealing with

Ireley, s : :
Ciam mmmw”_w__ﬂ_vu. but with sense-distorting substitutions on which all his criti-
up

After these
that | change
mﬁmzou of i

on of the We

one WP

words of .a&.a:nn. I must also observe, in regard to Section 111,
d my Uomio: on the problem of the phenomenological inter-
nterrogative and optative sentences shortly after the first edi-
Were ) o vwr. and that there would be no place for small revisions, which
Naltere,q ._ .Q:_E be undertaken at the time. The text therefore remained
on .mﬁmw,:. Mr‘::E be less conservative as regards the much used Appendix
cpavma: Jn,.._:a __._.Hq:m_ Perception’. Though the text’s essential content
Preserved, it now appears in a considerably improved form.




