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Is Everything Nameable?

C. Anthony Anderson, Santa Barbara, California

The question of the title bears on a philosophical project
involving the foundations of intensional logic — the logic
which would govern reasoning concerning propositions,
attributes, and individual concepts. One question which
arises for such a theory is whether necessarily everything
falls under a concept.

Say that something is (descriptively) nameable if there
could be a definite description, understandable by an
idealized human being, which denotes that thing. The
idealization involved is to be of just the same sort as that
which is in the background of the theory of recursive
functions. That theory purports to capture the epistemolo-
gical notion of a function computable in principle by a
human being. Considerations of longevity, sufficient calcu-
lation material, and storage space are ignored on principle.
But it is always supposed that the time and memory space
required are finite.

Similarly, | construe the question of whether everything
falls under a concept as equivalent to the question of
whether everything is nameable by a finite but idealized
human being. In this sense the natural numbers are all
nameable. The question is vague if the limitations are not
spelled out, but the hope is that both it and the corre-
sponding question about nameability can be clarified by
studying their interaction.

One fallacious argument for the negative is this: Any
usable language has only countably many expressions
and hence only countably many names or descriptions.
Cantor showed that there are uncountably many real
numbers. Hence, not every real number can have a name.
The argument is fallacious. For any countable language,
there are real numbers not named by any expression of
that language. It doesn't follow that there is a real number
that is not named by any expression in any language.

Again, we might consider Gottlob Frege’s view about
functions, of which his concepts are a special case. Frege
thought that functions and concepts can't be named by
“complete” expressions like proper names or definite
descriptions without free variables. They are supposed to
be “unsaturated” and the only expressions that can “stand
for” them are incomplete expressions — expressions with
free variables or with gaps. They are thus not nameable by
closed expressions.

The only argument that Frege gives for his claim occurs
in (Frege 1984). There he argues that if some part of a
thought were not unsaturated then the thought would not
hold together into a unity. The unsaturated part of the
thought is the sort of thing that can be the sense of a
predicate, an incomplete expression. Oddly, he is arguing
that the sense of a predicate, not what it stands for, a
concept, is unsaturated. But the sense too would be a
function. However, even if he had succeeded in showing
that some functions are unsaturated, it doesn't obviously
follow that they can’t be named. The difficulties that the
idea caused for Frege are well-known: he was driven to
say things like “The concept horse is not a concept” and
then to apologize for the appearance of incoherence.

There was some speculation by Alonzo Church that
perhaps not everything is nameable. In lectures on the
logic of sense and denotation at Princeton in 1946, he

wondered whether there might not be “ineffable real
numbers”. In a similar vein, Kurt Godel, in his Princeton
Bicentennial lecture (Godel 1986), conjectures that per-
haps “all things conceivable by us are denumerable”. G6-
del plainly is contemplating the hypothesis that the set of
all things which could be named or conceived by human
beings is itself countably infinite — no larger than the set of
natural numbers. One can and should be impressed if the
intuitions of these two logician-philosophers coincide. But
neither Church nor Gddel gives any reason for accepting
the hypothesis.

For the affirmative answer, that everything is nameable,
we might offer an argument whose central idea comes
from Leibniz. Consider any thing X whatever. Consider all
of X's attributes and take their conjunction, call it F. By the
principle that no two distinct things have all their attributes
in common, it follows that F uniquely picks out X. Then the
description “The y such that y is F” would denote X. So X
is nameable.

But, firstly, it's not in evidence that for just any collection
of attributes whatever there is such a thing as the con-
junction of all them — if the collection is infinite, as it cer-
tainly is in the case before us — and more pointedly we are
requiring that the conjunction of attributes be expressible
by a predicate understandable by a finite human being.
Secondly, for somewhat subtle reasons about cardinality, it
is even doubtful that there can be a collection consisting of
all the attributes of a thing. And finally, it isn’t clear that the
principle used, the Identity of Indiscernibles, is true if taken
to be about graspable attributes.

Browerian Intuitionists might argue that everything is
nameable as follows. If there exists something of a certain
sort, then one must be able to construct or exhibit an
example. If then there were something that is unnameable
or inconceivable, then it would have to be possible to, well,
conceive of it. Contradiction. It follows that it is false that
something is inconceivable. As Lloyd Humberstone point-
ed out to me, this is as far as the Intuitionist will go with
this line of reasoning. The rest of us might be tempted to
conclude that everything is conceivable. Even if one
accepts the Intuitionist strictures in mathematics (as | do
not), to have something convincing for the present pur-
pose, one would have to extend the verificationism beyond
mathematics along the lines sketched by Dummett. But so
far there has been no clear indication of the details of such
an account.

Graham Priest has given an interesting reconstruction of
a version of Berkeley's argument that esse is percipi
(Priest 1995). Here the variant is supposed to show that to
be is to be conceiv-able. The argument turns crucially on
an application of a principle governing Hilbert's epsilon
operator. Where A[X] is any formula, let us take as logical
axiom:

(H) IxAX] o A{(ex)AlX]}
The perhaps unfamiliar expressions of the form
(eX)AIX]

are given various informal readings by logicians. One
example is “an x such that x has the property A.” The
epsilon operator might be thought of as forming an
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indefinite description. Now given an arbitrary domain, we
can assign to epsilon a choice function on the non-empty
sets in the power set of the domain — a function that picks
out some element from each such set. Such choice
functions always exist by the Axiom of Choice. Logically
such interpretations are impeccable — unless one thinks,
as | do not, that the Axiom of Choice is itself peccable.
Thus the Hilbert principle (H) is logically valid.

Consider “x is inconceivable”. Suppose that there is
some x that has this property. By H, “epsilon x, x is
inconceivable” — is inconceivable. But the very epsilon
expression we have formed itself conveys a conception of
that entity. Contradiction. Hence everything is conceivable.

This argument cannot be used to settle our question.
The terms “epsilon x A [x]" have been assigned exten-
sions or denotations, given a domain of quantification. But
they have not been given understandable intensional
meanings of the sort we require. The paraphrase into
English “an x which is an A” conveys why the thing fails to
do the trick — this is not a denoting expression. If we could
actually conceptually specify the choice function to be
assigned to epsilon, the argument would work. But if there
is one choice function, there are many and we do not know
which to pick out and assign. This is just our original prob-
lem over again.

Further, the semantics described supposes that we are
given as the domain of discourse a certain set and the
choice function is defined on its power set. But if we are
considering everything whatever, there is no such set and
in that context the Axiom of Choice is doubtful.

Timothy Williamson observes in his review of Priest’s
book (Williamson 1995) that the reconstruction of Berkeley
is similar to the reasoning of Konig's Paradox, named after
the logician Jules Kdnig. Konig tried to prove that not every
set can be well-ordered, and hence that the Axiom of
Choice is false. Koénig's original reasoning is flawed in
various ways, but when it is repaired, it appears at first
sight that one can be use it to prove something significant
about nameabilty, viz. that every ordinal number is
nameable. If this were correct, then we would not have
answered our original question, but we would know that
vast numbers of things are nameable — all the ordinal
numbers, themselves too numerous to be collectible into a
unified set.

The argument, in spite of its surprising conclusion, is
tempting; | confess to having once been persuaded by it.
But it is fallacious. | turn to a semi-formal reconstruction of
that argument, using the occasion to fill in some of the
background for being interested in the very odd question
we are currently considering.

It is my interest in establishing a foundation for inten-
sional logic which | take to require a theory of attributes,
propositions, and individual concepts. It has turned out to
be heuristically very useful to do so in conjunction with the
construction of a theory of “possible languages”.

The theory builds on Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory, for-
mulated so as to allow individuals (non-sets). | assume a
fixed interpretation and that the variables range over
everything whatever. To that theory | add these primitive
predicates (and others):

Den(X,Y,Z): X denotes Y in Z
Expr(X,Y,Z): X expresses Y in Z

To give the general flavor of the theory, | state four basic
axioms governing the first two notions, Denotation and
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Expression. Let us call something a possible language if
something expresses something in it.

Al. Nothing expresses more than one thing in a possible
language.

A2. Nothing denotes more than one thing in a possible
language.

A3. If two things express the same things in the same or
different possible languages, then they denote the same
thing in the languages (if anything).

A4. If something denotes in a possible language, then it
expresses something in that language.

There are of course some idealizations here. We have
assumed that possible languages do not contain ambigui-
ties and that denotation is fixed once and for all. | suppose
the most daring assumptions are that the general ideas of
denoting and expressing make sense. Contra-Quine, it is
assumed that synonymy across languages makes sense.

The crucial principle for the Koénig argument in this
context involves the existence of possible languages:

(N) If there exists exactly one X, such that A[X], then
that X has a name in some possible language.

Formally: 3!X A[X] > 3Y3Z(Den(Y,X,Z2) = A[X]),
“If there is an expression that is satisfied by exactly one

thing, then one could name that thing, presumably as
‘the thing that uniquely satisfies the expression™.

Now it is a theorem of set theory that every non-empty set
of ordinals contains a least - a least ordinal in the natural
ordering of ordinals. It is a theorem schema that:

3X (Ord(X) A AIX]) > 3Y{Ord(Y) A A[Y] A VZ [(Ord(2)
AA[Z]) o (Y<2)}

Now suppose that some ordinal is unnameable. Then
there is a least unnameable ordinal. So in some possible
language, there is a name of the least unnameable ordinal.
Contradiction. Therefore, every ordinal is nameable.

Have we succeeded in showing that the vast array of
ordinal numbers are capable of being named one at a
time? Some of the numbers are unimaginably huge.

Agreement about what defect, if any, is present here
may be difficult to secure, since the argument involves the
semantical notion of “denoting”. Of course there are other
notorious arguments, even paradoxical arguments, involv-
ing the semantical notions of truth, definition, definability,
and the like. Nevertheless | think that it is clear that this ar-
gument does not succeed in the present instance, and
why.

We are supposing that we can discuss in full generality
the notion of “denoting”, not denoting in this or that lan-
guage, notions perhaps definable in each case using the
method of Tarski, but just plain “denoting.” One may doubt
that this makes good sense, perhaps holding that denota-
tion for any particular language must be discussed in a
meta-language, and denoting for this latter in a meta-meta-
language, and so on, up. But this is not really firmly estab-
lished. We seem to be able to discuss denoting and na-
ming quite generally in English and the theory | have
begun to sketch above takes it for granted that the general
notion does make sense. | think that we should hold on to
this idea as relatively secure.

What we cannot do in such a language is just to stipu-
late freely what is to denote what. In particular we cannot
accept as generally valid in such a language the following
principle about definite descriptions:
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(D) IX A[X] o A{ (X) A[X]},
“If there is a unique A, then the A-thing is an A”.

One might claim: “I just stipulate that the definite descrip-
tion shall denote the unique object given by the antece-
dent.” No, you can't — not if the formula A[X] itself contains
the predicate ‘Den’. For then you could not be certain that
there would be no conflict between the proposed stipula-
tion and the general notion of denotation as already given.
The principle (D) is not to be trusted in full generality.

The principle (N) does not exactly involve this principle,
but it turns on the idea that one can introduce a name or
definite description in an extension of the original lan-
guage, and fix its denotation in the manner stipulated. This
is just as doubtful.

| conclude that none of these arguments, yea or nay,
concerning the question of whether everything is name-
able succeeds in showing anything one way or the other.
Graham Priest's Berkelian Argument does not succeed in
settling our question. An argument that seems to show that
anyway all the ordinal numbers are nameable itself fails.
One important negative conclusion bearing on my project
is that the tempting principle (N) should be rejected.

Considerations that might help decide the matter are
welcome.
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Wittgenstein’s Contribution to the Understanding

of Predelusional States

José Maria Ariso, Madrid, Spain

Towards the end of his life, Ludwig Wittgenstein wondered
(OC 421) whether he might be shaken if things such as he
does not dream of at present were to happen; in other
words, Wittgenstein wondered (OC 517) whether it might
be possible for something to happen that threw him
entirely off the rails. Wittgenstein (Z 393) answered his
own questions pointing out that “it is easy to imagine and
work out in full detail events which, if they actually came
about, would throw us out in all our judgments”. In his
opinion, if he were sometime to see quite new surround-
ings from his window instead of the long familiar ones, i.e.,
if things, humans and animals were to behave as they
never did before, then he should say something like "I
have gone mad’. However, Wittgenstein added a crucial
remark: “aber das ware nur ein Ausdruck dafiir, daf? ich es
aufgebe, mich auszukennen” (“but that would merely be an
expression of giving up the attempt to know my way
about”).

Trying to distinguish what judgments cannot be revised on
any evidence, Rush Rhees (Rhees 2003, 118-119)
comments that Wittgenstein himself once put it in this way:
assuming that door overlooks the street, if | walked through
the door and found not street but green pastures, | should
say ‘| must be mad’. Although it is not at all clear where
Wittgenstein’s remarks end and where Rhees’s begin, we
can read that in this case | should not say “After all | was
mistaken”: in fact, | should not try to think what the
explanation could be because in such a case | should not
know what was meant by an explanation. Up to this point, |
agree with Rhees (or with Wittgenstein). But in a sense | do
not agree with Rhees when he adds: “There is no move |
could make” (I should not ever know what to ask). Which is
the sense of: "I could not continue the language-game™. |
accept it does not mean anything to speak of doubting here,
but only inasmuch as we are referring to the event in
guestion; in every sense of the word, | cannot walk around
those green pastures searching for an explanation which
accounts for that transformation: if | did so, | would be
cutting off the branch where that explanation lies. But it is
just because | cannot doubt whether street may suddenly
turn into green pastures that | may wonder, e.g., why | have
encountered or perceived such a thing: so | may bring up
explanations making reference to drugs, neurological
disorders, sophisticated jokes or experiments, etc. If |
convince myself, only to put an example, that | am suffering
from the effects of a drug which someone put in my glass of
water, | shall not think | have gone mad (and of course, it
does not matter if in this case | fall prey to a paranoid way of
thinking).

The point is that | was disorientated, but now | know my
way about: and as | quoted above (cf. Z 393), Wittgenstein
considered "I have gone mad” as the expression of giving up
the attempt to know my way about. In order to clarify how
Wittgenstein uses the expression '| have gone mad’, we
may go on reading that paragraph: “And the same thing
might befall me in mathematics. It might e.g. seem as if |
kept on making mistakes in calculating, so that no answer
seemed reliable to me”. As | see it, this means the individual
in question has several options to orient herself, and it is up
to her whether and when she gives up the attempt to know
her way about; nevertheless, if she gives up such attempt,
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she will face with a move logically ruled out in the game.
“Logically ruled out” and not “logically impossible” because,
as Rhees (ib, 49-50) remarked, that would change
Wittgenstein’s emphasis from noting what is and is not said,
to talk of what can and cannot be said.

Regarding those things or events which might throw us
entirely off the rails, Brendan A. Maher presented (Maher
1974) an hypothesis on the development of delusional
systems: an hypothesis which, in my opinion, might help to
explain how Wittgenstein’s remarks can be applied in the
research on delusions. According to Maher, many paranoid
patients may suffer not from a thinking disorder but from a
perceptual disorder: he refers to primary perceptual
anomalies, fundamentally biological in nature, although
probably fluctuating with current stresses. Some
experiences are very important to the patient because they
appear invested with unusual significance: this importance
may be due, on the one hand, to the inevitable significance
of any striking change in patterns of perceptual experience,
and on the other hand, to the rather elementary
psychological principle that the intensity of a stimulus will
influence the perception of its significance. So the patient
describes an experience which may be one that a normal
observer has never had and hence may appear to be
deviant or bizarre, but such experience will drive the patient
to provide an explanation. Maher thinks the delusion is the
hypothesis designed to explain those unusual perceptual
phenomena, but far from being developed through the
operation of strange cognitive processes, these explanations
(or delusions) are derived by cognitive activity that is
essentially indistinguishable from that employed by non-
patients, by scientists, and by people generally. | think
Maher is right when he adds that strange but pleasurable
experiences may lead to the development of religious
explanations; however, if these experiences are strange but
distressing, they may lead the patient to identify a causative
agent: and since no external causative agent is visible to the
patient, he is left with the possibility of invisible agencies,
i.e., with paranoid thoughts. Even if the explanation is
threatening to the patient, a convincing explanation should
be accompanied by a strong feeling of personal relief
together with the excitement produced by an intellectual
insight such as those made in the laboratory or in the study:
this feeling of relief increases the probability that delusions
will persist, but as in science, it will be very difficult for the
clinician to overthrow the delusion when the patient has
found a generally satisfactory theory of his own. That is why
early detection of developing delusions, and the
presentation of counter-evidence, before the “solution-relief”
experience has been reached, would seem to be more likely
to succeed than later interventions.

As | pointed out above, | accept that absence of doubt
belongs to the essence of the language-game (cf. OC 370):
in other words, | cannot make the question "How do | know |
shall find street and not green pastures behind that door?’.
The absurdity of making this question relates to a certain
way of acting, but | think such way of acting may be
hindered if | carry on finding green pastures behind the door,
i.e., if the (anomalous) perceptual experience or the
(unlikely) event remains. Someone may explain herself a
brief irregularity which is not compatible with her un-
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grounded ways of acting (drugs, neurological disorders,
sophisticated jokes or experiments, etc, can be brought up):
she may look for an explanation because she still has not
cut off the branch where her explanation lies, that is, she
may think about an unusual anomaly through language-
games which account for anomalies. While these language-
games which account for anomalies are played, the
individual in question is implying she cannot accept that
street may suddenly turn into green pastures: so this
individual is not justifying why she refuses to admit her
discovery because our language-games rule out that
possibility. Up to this point, we still share a language-game
with her: since all of us are playing the same language-
game, there is room for doubting or reasoning. However, as
soon as she explains the unlikely event admitting its
veracity, she is reacting in a different way: in such case it is
our frame of reference itself what has been questioned, so
we cannot talk in terms of doubts or reasons with that
individual. If we follow Wittgenstein (OC 76), our task would
be to give the statements that she would like to make here,
but cannot make significantly.

Of course, someone may make surprising scientific
discoveries, but inasmuch as we rate these discoveries
“scientific”, they cannot question science itself; nevertheless,
those explanations Maher mentions in his paper question
our frame of reference, so they are far from being ordinary
explanations. In other words, | do not mean this author is
wrong: | mean Wittgenstein places emphasis on a deeper
level. In Maher’s opinion, and bearing in mind the intensity
of the experiences that they are developed to explain,
delusions are rational hypotheses: from this standpoint,
delusions should be seen for many paranoid patients as the
reactions of normal and sane individuals to abnormal but
genuine perceptual experiences, while Wittgenstein (Z 545)
sees language-games as an extension of primitive behav-
iour. Wittgenstein affirms language-games are behaviour.
Instinct. Assuming this point, delusional explanations should
be seen, above all, as different reactions. As different and
ungrounded ways of acting. | think this option is better than
Maher’s, at least from a descriptive point of view: clinical
experience shows delusions often are too complex to be
considered mere rational hypotheses.

By the way, one of the main features of predelusional states
is their opaque nature: an opaque nature which makes their
description very difficult. Predelusional states are those
psychopathological events (disorders regarding emotion,
cognition, consciousness, will and behaviour) which precede
the appearance of the delusion. Nowadays, our glossaries do
not include the diagnosis “predelusional state”: this may be
due, amongst other things, to the fact that such states often
occur before the ill person is hospitalized. Besides, as Germéan
Berrios and Filiberto Fuentenebro suggest (Berrios and
Fuentenebro 1996, 148-149), our language is not suitable to
help those ill persons who suffer from this problem to describe
their inner state; we should not forget Western culture’s way
of “talking about madness” is very poor in certain areas: only
to put an example, the language of emotions is less
developed than the language of will.

There are at least three kinds of cases which in my
opinion, and basing myself on Wittgenstein’s work, might
lead to a predelusional state. The first two ones were
suggested by Maher: according to this author (Maher 1988,
21-22), theories will be judged delusional by others if (1) the
data upon which they are based are available to those who
are judging but most observers do not experience puzzle-
ment or sense the significance that the patient does, and (2)
the data are not available to those who are judging. The first
case may happen even when events do occur as expected,
so Wittgenstein seemed to be referring to the second case

when he weighed up the possibility that things such as he
does not dream of at present were to happen. Regarding
these delusional theories based upon data unavailable to
the public, Maher added they should develop whenever
there is a real impairment in sensory functioning that has not
been identified and diagnosed as such to the patient; a
defect in the processes that select incoming information for
processing; or the experience of disturbance in personal
expressive behaviour that has not been given an inde-
pendent diagnosis.

But since Maher’s cases relate to explanations rather than
to ungrounded ways of acting, | would like to place
emphasis in the third option. | referred above to the case of
the individual who thinks she keeps on making mistakes in
calculating, so that no answer seemed reliable to her; as |
understand this remark, Wittgenstein (cf. Z 393) is alluding
to the loss of the confidence upon which language-games
are based: after all, it is only an individual anomaly. This
does not mean the person in question will be confident of
her answers if she verifies them time and time again; it does
not mean either she will be confident if she finds an
explanation which justifies the answer (an explanation which
justifies, e.g., why two plus two equals four): it just means
she has lost the confidence or security indispensable to play
that language-game. In other words, as soon as she loses
the essential confidence, she is reacting in a different way:
the game she is playing is no longer the game she always
shared with her linguistic community. However, | think it
would be hasty to state this individual is really playing a
game. She is not playing a different game, i.e., a game
which is played by another linguistic community: as | have
just said, she is reacting in a different way. At first sight, her
situation may lead to think of a child who cannot begin to
take part in language-games because he cannot trust;
nevertheless, | am referring to a person who mastered a
certain language-game (or several language-games) a long
time ago, but she cannot play it (or them) now. | have
mentioned the case of the loss of confidence which allows
us to calculate in order to show how my remarks relate to
Wittgenstein's work (after all he places great emphasis on
philosophy of mathematics), but | think there are examples
which seem to lead straight to a predelusional state. Only to
put a pair of examples, | would like to invite the reader to
think about the case of someone who loses the confidence
which allowed him to identify his relatives, friends and
companions. Or to think about the case of someone who
loses the confidence which allowed him not to doubt his own
identity.

In my opinion, it would be very interesting to weigh up the
possibility that some delusions are due to the loss of the
confidence which allowed us to take part in a language-
game: | think this is only one of the points which should lead
clinical researchers to bear Ludwig Wittgenstein in mind
more often than they did up to now.
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Analysis as the Vanishing of Value?

Brian Armstrong, University Park, Pennsylvania

At 6.42, Wittgenstein tells us that “there can be no ethical
propositions.” Further, since ethics and aesthetics are one,
this means that there can also be no aesthetic propositions
either. In fact, no propositions can “express anything
higher” (6.42), when “higher” is understood as a “value that
is of value” or “the sense of the world” (6.4). What is in part
at issue here is something that we experience: we
experience people saying things about what is good with
respect to both personal conduct and artistic production.
We thus experience what we at first glance take to be
ethical-aesthetic propositions. So why might we wonder
about these propositions? We encounter such propositions
every day and some of them give us no pause. Others, of
course, trouble us immensely. It seems to be this
“troubling” that leads us to wonder. It is especially troubling
when someone else’s sense of the good clashes with our
sense. Thus, that the problem of value arises is a
seemingly natural phenomenon. But what would draw a
philosopher into a fray over such value?

We can begin with the common story told about the
Tractarian philosopher with respect to value: such a
philosopher would endorse a stoic harmony with what is
the case. Questions immediately arise in response to this
story. What if going along with what is the case makes me
unhappy? What if living under an illusion makes me
happy? How are these possibilities ruled out? These
guestions are never entertained because the assumption
is that if you are unhappy, then you are not in tune with
reality, and if you are not in tune with reality, you are not
happy. However, this is simply not what the Tractatus
says. Rather, the Tractatus only says that if you are
subject to some nonsense, the most a philosopher can do
is show you that you have not assigned meaning to some
signs in your propositions when you attempt to say
something metaphysical (6.53). The Tractatus never says
that we must do this or that we can avoid value or even
that “what is the case” will, if seen, be valued in a positive
manner, nor is it clear how such claims could be ade-
guately defended on Tractarian terms.

Given 6.53 and the Tractatus itself, it nonetheless
seems that the philosopher can engage in the process of
analytic critique of value propositions. But this critique will
always depend on more than just logic. For instance, what
would motivate me, the philosopher, to attempt to show
you anything? At the least, | must value the process of
critique and/or | must value your well-being and find it
impaired by your illusion. Further, | must present my
analysis in a way that is likely to be successful in removing
the illusion. There will thus be the need to pitch my
analysis, and some of that pitch will rely upon what might —
upon further analysis — be revealed as being just as
illusory as the enervating illusion | wish to remove. And
what will I have shown when I'm done? In a way, | will
have shown an absence. But it will be an absence that, if
successfully shown, will be immediately filled by some new
sense of the world and so by some sense of value. Thus,
the origin of analysis and its success depends on what we
value.

And how exactly might | remove any possible confusion
over such value? At the very least, I'll have to confront the
location of value. Where is the value you invoke to be
found? It seems clear that we will find that there is no
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object that “good” names. In fact, it's highly likely that you
will instead assert propositions — such as “The painting has
large black lines” — and assign value to the fact pictured in
the proposition or even to the proposition itself.

The notion of assigning value to a proposition itself
seems odd, but this seems to be what motivates the
comments in 6.4s: they are comments on proposition 6,
which gives us the general form of proposition. Further, the
6.4s follow other comments that deal with the nature of this
general form. The essence of the general form is that a
proposition says that something is the case. All such
propositions are equal in that they show the possibility of
some “how” and say that it is true. Whether it is in fact true
is a contingent matter. Thus, “how” the world is — that it is
truly this way — is contingent. But what would it mean to
say that it is good that it is this way?

Value in this sense would be an attempt to speak not to
how something is but to what it is. It is as if, having said
“how” something is, we then say not that it is true but that it
is good. However, logically speaking, all propositions are
of equal value. Of course, if all propositions are of equal
value, then the idea that some cannot be of more value
should be evident. So why does Wittgenstein continue his
discussion of value? Is it because he is aware that this is
not in fact evident to people or is it because a “value of
value” is somehow necessary but not as a property of
propositions?

It seems to me that the answer is both. He introduces a
value that is of value not just so that we will see that logic
cannot allow for it in the world but also because thinking
(and so analysis) seems to need it. Thinking, unlike logic,
is an activity. It is the activity of determinately meaning
something. And the Tractatus is investigating the condi-
tions for the possibility of such determinate meaning. One
such condition is logic. Another seems to be value. Without
value, we'd never be given to take up one action and not
another.

However, if value cannot be a term in a proposition or
attributed to a proposition as a whole, then that to which
value is ascribed is not clear. It would seem as if a “value
of value” can never apply simply to a single proposition but
must instead show a non-logical relation that a single
proposition has to all others that describe my world: it
would have more value than them. But a single proposition
can never have more value than the other propositions of
the world. There is no fact in the world that “gives” it this
value, the way a fact “gives” truth to a proposition. The
value in question — a value that permeates all propositions
just as logic does — must thus come from somewhere else.
And what else, other than language and logic, is in a
relation to the description of my world as a whole? The
only answer available in the Tractatus is the subject. Thus,
the standard move at this point is to claim that, since the
subject is beyond the world and in relation to it, “value”
simply shows the relation between subject and world, as
“true” shows a relation between propositions and state of
affairs. However, while truth is shown in a fact-fact relation,
neither item in the value relation is a fact, and while the
proposition that is true depends on the state of affairs
pictured, the “subject of value” seems to constitute its
world in part by delimiting it somehow.
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What are we to make of this? First, it is important to
distinguish between particular human agents who act (and
so think) in the world and the subject. The subject does not
appear to be subject to the principle of individuation.
Further, the subject is simply a limit. It is thus not clear how
the subject can have a relation to the world other than one
of limiting it. How can it also value it? How can its being
the limit of the world also give the world value? The most
frequent move here is to claim that the subject is a will.
However, while such a Schopenhauerian view is enter-
tained in the Notebooks, it seems that is has been dropped
in the Tractatus. This does not mean that value does not
have a relation to the will; however, if it does, then the will
is simply this same limit and it is not something that |
control but to which I, the human agent, am subject. It
would be, at most, an “alien will” (the characterization used
in the Notebooks), one that “makes” me do things — as if |
am forced to value things for reasons that cannot possibly
(from the logical point of view) be clear to me. If this is so,
however, then the less said about this will the better, since
it is not there to be known. Anything said about it will be
illusory, and it will take us from the task at hand, which is in
part the removal of such illusions.

Wittgenstein, of course, speaks first not of the will but of
actions. It is in actions that value must be found, and so
the will involved in value is simply the will involved in
action. Thus, the possibility arises of dispensing with the
metaphysics of the will and simply focusing on actions. We
can then ask: if value cannot be attributed to propositions,
then how can it be attributed to actions, and how can an
attribution of value to an action be (at the same time) an
attribution of value that permeates the world? Actions, of
course, are facts and so can be pictured by propositions.
However, Wittgenstein seems to claim that there will
always be a component of the action that is not available
to picturing simply because it is not part of the logical
structure of the world. It will be a component that is,
logically speaking, not a component. It is thus “beyond the
world” — with “world” understood in the technical sense as
that which can be logically said. And insofar as my relation
to the world is always found in my current action, the value
of that action for me is simply the value of the world. We
thus have the perplexing notion of a value that seems to
come from “beyond” and that | experience and to which |
can react, but that is not logically available to me or in the
description of my action. It is entirely singular: it is there for
me, but it is not there for thought. Yet although it is not
there for thought, we find it has some impact on what we
are given to think about. You might ask me, “Why do you
think about value?” | might respond that I'm simply curious
or that | simply value such thought. But although these
responses mark a kind of certainty that | experience in my
action, they cannot account for the certainty that is clearly
there.

Yet even to say that I'm curious is to say too much,
because it implies that value directs us to some end.
Wittgenstein, however, is describing something that is not
teleologically oriented. In fact, not only is it not oriented to
some end; it's not oriented to any kind of future at all. This
notion of value takes into account the radical logical
disjuncture between what is happening now and what will
happen next. The absence of a future seems to point to
something intrinsic and limited to the present moment: it's
a matter of how things are right now. Yet it is not simply a
matter of me as the psychological entity that has prefer-
ences. For | can prefer something — such as cocaine — and
find that preference bad. | could even find this act of
“finding the preference to be bad” to be bad: perhaps |
would prefer that | just get over my judgmental prefer-
ences. Yet this attempt to find a remove at which the
evaluative process comes to an end could go on indefi-
nitely, since there could always seem to be that extra
vantage from which a more authentic value should arise.

In this, value is no less puzzling than consciousness.
And just as there is no thinking subject according to the
Tractatus, there might be no valuing subject. It could be
that we should not speak of the subject that does value but
that is value. And | — the human agent who thinks and
speaks — am not the subject. Instead, | am subject to being
subject. | am subject to subjectivity, meaning that | am
destined to feel some particular, singular way over which |
have no control but to which | can and must respond. If
this is so, then value can never be a problem that |
encounter and attempt to vanish through analysis. The
attempt to say something logically sensible about value will
perhaps vanish — the logical sense of what was said will be
revealed to have never been there. But the experience will
remain. Such experience is in part the source of the
problems that we attempt to vanish. It is part of the task-
setting nature of the world. It would thus be a feature of
subjectivity and so something we encounter insofar as we
are subject to such subjectivity.

So what vanishes upon analysis would not be value or
the experience of value, which permeates the entire
activity of analysis. Instead, such analysis suggests the
need to actually experience something in order to find the
value it has for one. This is a simple enough insight. But a
condition for coming to experience many things would,
perhaps, be coming to know them. Thus, the processes of
investigating the world and of investigating the language
by which we investigate it would be necessary conditions
for such experience. We would need to experience the
world and especially the language that makes it available
to us in order to undo any pernicious hold such language
and such a world might have. And such experience would
be found in — what else? — analysis.
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Phanomenalismus und Skeptizismus

Alexander Bagattini, Leipzig, Deutschland

(1) Der Empirismus und
das Problem der Wahrnehmung

Wilfrid Sellars formulierte einmal die Frage, ob das
empirische Wissen eine Grundlage habe. (Sellars 1997,
§8) Mit dem empirischen Wissen ist ein Wissen gemeint,
das auf die Gegenstande der sinnlich wahrnehmbaren
Welt zielt. Gibt es alle diese Dinge im Bereich meiner
Wahrnehmung wirklich, oder bilde ich mir dies etwa nur in
einem immerwahrenden Traum ein, oder bin ich gar das
Opfer listiger Tauschungen eines hdheren Wesens? Mit
solchen und &hnlichen Fragen versuchen Skeptiker seit
jeher die kognitiven Vermogen als epistemische Griinde
zu desavouieren — wenn auch zum Teil in methodischer
Absicht.

Viele Empiristen entgegnen klassischerweise, dass man
zur Begriindung des empirischen Wissens auf etwas
zuriickgreifen kann, das sich als resistent gegeniber
jeglicher Tauschung erweist. Gemeint ist das unvermittelt
in der Wahrnehmung Gegebene — kurz die Sinnesdaten.
Empiristen, die eine solche Begriindbarkeit des empiri-
schen Wissens annehmen, unterschreiben daher folgende
These:

(ET1) Empirisches Wissen ist auf der Basis der Sinnes-
daten begrundbar.

Um etwaigen kantischen Intuitionen an dieser Stelle
vorzubeugen, ist es sinnvoll, (ET1) in seiner explizit
empiristischen Form darzustellen:

(ET2) Empirisches Wissen ist allein auf der Basis der
Sinnesdaten begriindbar.

Hiermit soll im Gbrigen nicht behauptet werden, dass man
zur Begrindung des empirischen Wissens nicht auf
andere kognitive Vermdgen, wie das konzeptuelle, zurlck-
greifen kann. Wie sich zeigen wird, bewegt sich der
Phanomenalismus aber in der Tradition des Empirismus,
weswegen hier nur die Moglichkeit einer solchen Begriin-
dung des empirischen Wissens untersucht wird.

Wer sich zu (ET) bekennt, biirdet sich schwere theoreti-
sche Verpflichtungen auf. Denn er muss einen Weg
aufweisen, der von den zumindest prima facie mentalen
(respektive internen) Sinnesdaten zu den zumindest prima
facie physikalischen (respektive externen) Gegenstanden
fuhrt. Der Phanomenalismus ist eine jener Bewegungen,
die sich nicht vor dieser Burde scheuen. Er lasst sich am
besten vor der Folie eines skeptischen Einwandes gegen
die (empiristische) Begrundbarkeit des empirischen
Wissens darstellen.

(2) Begriindungsskeptizismus

Ein Begrundungs- oder Rechtfertigungsskeptiker kann sich
folgenden Argumentes gegen die (empiristische) Begriin-
dung des empirischen Wissens bedienen:

(P1) Das empirische Wissen ist indirekt — ist durch
Sinnesdaten vermittelt.

(P2) Es gibt keinen deduktiven Schluss von Sinnesdaten
auf die Existenz physikalischer Gegensténde. (Denn bei
einem Schluss von Sinnesdaten auf physikalische
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Gegenstande wirde man Uber die Pramissen hinaus-
gehen)

(P3) Es gibt keinen induktiven Schluss von Sinnesdaten
auf die Existenz physikalischer Gegenstéande. (Sinnes-
daten machen nur kiinftige Sinnesdaten wahrscheinlich)

(P3) Es gibt keinen abduktiven Schluss von Sinnesdaten
auf die Existenz physikalischer Gegenstande. (Warum
sollten physikalische Gegenstande die beste mdgliche
Erklarung fir Sinnesdaten sein und nicht etwa ein
T&uscher-Szenario?)

(K) Also: Wissen Uber physikalische Gegenstande ist
nicht alleine auf der Basis von Sinnesdaten begriindbar.

Die skeptische Konklusion (K) ist aufgrund der Pramissen
(P1)-(P3) unvermeidbar. Wenn empirisches Wissen
indirekt — d. h. zumindest Gber Sinnesdaten vermittelt — ist,
und wenn es keinen rationalen Schluss von Sinnesdaten
auf physikalische Gegenstande gibt, dann ist eine Be-
grindung des empirischen Wissens auf der Basis der
Sinnesdaten nicht mdglich.

Welche der Pramissen kann ein Ph&nomenalist nun
angreifen, um (K) zu vermeiden? Zunéachst kdnnte man
(P1) angreifen. Diese Taktik kann man als direkten
Realismus bezeichnen. (Vgl. Sellars 1991, 40ff.) Hier sei
bereits erwahnt, dass der Phanomenalismus diesen Weg
nicht einschlagt, sondern eine Gegenposition zum direkten
Realismus darstellt.

(3) Direkter Realismus und das Argument
von der Sinnestauschung

Direkte Realisten behaupten eine Identitatsbeziehung
zwischen Sinnesdaten und physikalischen Gegenstanden
— bzw. deren Oberflachen. Ein bekanntes Beispiel hierfur
ist Moores Beweis einer Auf3enwelt, der genau von solch
einer Beziehung ausgeht. (Moore 1969) Moore schlie3t
auf die Existenz der Au3enwelt, weil er glaubt, dass in der
Wahrnehmung physikalische Gegenstédnde, bzw. deren
Oberflachen, gegeben sind. Gegen diese Annahme kann
man allerdings auf die Relativitdt der Wahrnehmung
verweisen. Ein h&ufig verwendetes Argument in diesem
Zusammenhang ist das Argument von der Sinnestau-
schung:

(AS)

(P1) Wahrnehmungen physikalischer Gegenstande sind
veranderlich.

(P2) Physikalische Gegenstande, bzw. deren Ober-
flachen, existieren kontinuierlich in Raum und Zeit.

(K) Also sind Wahrnehmungen physikalischer Gegen-
stdnde nicht mit Sinnesdaten identisch. In der Wahr-
nehmung sind keine physikalischen Gegenstande
gegeben.

Phanomenalisten argumentieren klassischerweise mit
(AS). Die Folge ist, dass sie eine andere Pramisse des
skeptischen Argumentes gegen die (empiristische)
Begriindbarkeit des empirischen Wissens angreifen
missen.
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(4) Phanomenalismus

Phénomenalisten behaupten daher eine mogliche Re-
duktion physikalischer Gegenstéande auf (Akkumulationen
von) Sinnesdaten. D.h. sie greifen (P2) an. Hierzu be-
dienen sie sich eines zuerst von Berkeley angefiihrten
Gedankens: Wenn eine AuBenwelt (mit physikalischen
Gegenstanden) existiert, kdnnen wir nichts von ihr wissen;
wenn es keine AuRenwelt gibt, haben wir die gleichen
Grunde an sie zu glauben wie bisher. (Berkeley 1967, S.
49) Aus dieser Uberlegung leiten Phanomenalisten ihre
Grundthese ab:

(PT) Physikalische Gegenstéande sind Akkumulationen
von Sinnesdaten.

Man kann m.E. drei wesentliche Theoriestrdnge des Phéa-
nomenalismus unterscheiden: (i) den klassischen Phéano-
menalismus, wie er beispielsweise von Berkeley und Mill
vertreten wird; (ii) den ontologischen Ph&nomenalismus
Russells; (iii) den linguistischen Phanomenalismus, der im
zwanzigsten Jahrhundert u.a. durch Ayer und Lewis
prominent vertreten wurde. Ich stelle die These auf, dass
es sich bei den genannten Positionen um eine Re-
zeptionslinie handelt, die in (iii) ihre methodologisch
versierteste Form annimmt. Daher méchte ich (i) und (ii)
hier nicht behandeln, sondern direkt zu einer Besprechung
von (iii) ubergehen. Auf eine detaillierte Abgrenzung der
Positionen (i)-(iii) muss hier leider aus Platzgriinden ver-
zichtet werden.

(5) Linguistischer Phdnomenalismus

Der linguistische Phanomenalist (im folgenden kurz: Phéa-
nomenalist) hebt (PT) auf ein anderes methodologisches
Niveau (als beispielsweise der ontologische Phanomena-
list). Anstatt von einer Reduktion physikalischer Gegen-
stande auf Sinnesdaten zu sprechen, weist er auf den
propositional vermittelten Charakter der physikalischen
Gegenstande hin. Nicht physikalische Gegenstande als
solche stehen demnach im Fokus der phanomenalisti-
schen Analyse, sondern Propositionen uber physikalische
Gegenstande. Hierbei sind Propositionen im Sinn sprach-
licher Entitdten zu verstehen. Auf diese Weise sollen die
wahrheitssemantischen Eigenschaften von Propositionen
fur die phanomenalistische Analyse ausgenutzt werden
(worauf ich noch zuriickkomme). In dieser sprachanaly-
tisch modifizierten Form lautet (PT) demnach wie folgt:

(PTL1) Propositionen Uber physikalische Gegenstéande
sind analysierbar durch Propositionen iber Sinnesdaten.

Wie ist nun das ,ist analysierbar durch’ in (PTL1) zu
verstehen? Phanomenalisten weisen in diesem Kontext
auf den Begriff der Definition hin: (Vgl. etwa Ayer 1936, S.
60) ,ist analysierbar durch’ musste man demnach lesen als
Jist definierbar durch’. Folglich hatte man es mit einer
Proposition (ber einen physikalischen Gegenstand (P-
Proposition) im Definiendum und einer Proposition Uber
Sinnesdaten (S-Proposition) im Definiens zu tun:

(PTL2) P-Propositionen sind definierbar durch S-Propo-
sitionen.

Was kann nun das ,ist definierbar durch’ bedeuten? Einen
interessanten Vorschlag fur einen Definitionsbegriff macht
Ayer in seinen frilhen Uberlegungen zum Phanomena-
lismus. (Z. B. in Ayer 1936 und 1940)

(6) Alternative Sprachen

Nach Ayer kann man durch eine Definition den Gebrauch
eines Sinnesdatenausdrucks fir sinnesdatenterminologi-
sche Kontexte festlegen. Bekannt geworden ist dieser
Ansatz als die Alternativsprachtheorie. Nach dieser The-
orie ist die Sinnesdatenterminologie einfach zweckmafiger
fur epistemologische Kontexte, da die Terminologie der
physikalischen Gegenstédnde (des common sense) noto-
risch anféllig fir Einwénde aus der Relativitat der Wahr-
nehmung ist. Daher solle man epistemologisch die Rede
Uber Sinnesdaten der Uber physikalische Gegenstande
vorziehen.

Probleme tauchen allerdings auf, wenn man die Frage
aufwirft, was uns eigentlich in der Anwendung der
Sinnesdatensprache rechtfertigt. Man sieht dann sehr
schnell, dass man - um diese Sprache Uberhaupt
anzuwenden — Annahmen Uber physikalische Gegen-
stdnde voraussetzen muss. D. h. aber, dass das eigent-
liche Ausgangsproblem — das Problem der Wahrnehmung
— nicht geldst wird. Denn eine Lésung dieses Problems
erforderte eine Rechtfertigung der Rede Uber physika-
lische Gegensténde alleine auf der Basis einer Rede Uber
Sinnesdaten. Wenn die Sinnesdatenterminologie aber nur
eine andere Sprache ist, so wird der Kern des Problems —
die Vermittlung zwischen Sinnesdatensprache und der
Sprache der physikalischen Gegenstande - einfach
Ubergangen. Eine Definition von P-Propositionen durch S-
Propositionen kann also nicht einfach in der Einflihrung
einer neuen Redeweise bestehen.

(7) Das Problem der Relativitat der
Wahrnehmung

Ein weiterer Versuch, das Problem der Wahrnehmung zu
l6sen, besteht darin, ein notwendiges Implikationsver-
héltnis zwischen P-Propositionen und S-Propositionen
aufzuweisen. (Z. B. Lewis 1946) Mit anderen Worten: Es
soll gezeigt werden, dass immer wenn eine P-Proposition
wabhr ist, auch eine S-Proposition wahr ist. Aufgrund der
bereits erwahnten Relativitdt der Wahrnehmung ist klar,
dass es sich hierbei nicht um eine einfache Implikation der
Form

(A) Wenn P, dann S.

handeln kann. Ein weier Tisch unter rotem Licht
produziert beispielsweise keine weien Sinnesdaten.
Daher muss ein Verweis auf Standardbedingungen in der
Implikation vorkommen, etwa:

(B) Wenn P, dann S, wenn Standardbedingungen vor-
liegen.

Den Verweis auf die Standardbedingungen kann man am
besten im Sinn einer modalen Einschrankung (Mdglich-
keit!) verstehen. Das Problem bei dieser Analyse ist
wiederum, dass sie zwar ein verlassliches Kriterium angibt,
wann man von P-Propositionen sicher auf S-Propositionen
schliefen kann — zumindest solange man den Begriff der
Standardbedingungen nicht problematisiert. Dennoch
handelt es sich um keine Lésung des Problems der
Wahrnehmung. Denn in (B) wird weiterhin eine als wahr
angenommene Proposition Uber einen physikalischen
Gegenstand vorausgesetzt. Dies verlangt alleine schon die
semantische Form der Implikation.
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Anstatt also zu zeigen, dass eine Rede uber physika-
lische Gegenstande durch eine Rede Uber Sinnesdaten
ersetzt werden kann, wird unter der semantischen
Bedingung der Wahrheit einer Proposition Uber einen
physikalischen Gegenstand gezeigt, dass diese unter
Standardbedingungen die Wahrheit von Sinnesdatenpro-
positionen impliziert. Mit dieser Analyse wird nun aber nur
dargestellt, dass Sinnesdaten eine notwendige Bedingung
fur physikalische Gegenstande sind. Eine Losung des
Problems der Wahrnehmung wirde allerdings dartber
hinaus erfordern, dass erwiesen wird, dass eine Rede
Uber Sinnesdaten bereits hinreichend fur die Rede von
physikalischen Gegenstédnden ist. Der Phanomenalist
muss somit auch folgendes zeigen:

(C) Wenn S, dann P.

Fur die Durchfihrung der ph&anomenalistischen Analyse
reicht demnach (A), respektive (B), nicht aus. Um Ayers
Idee der Sinnesdatenterminologie nochmals aufzugreifen:
Es reicht nicht aus, eine Sinnesdatenterminologie zu
entwickeln. Darliber hinaus muss auch gezeigt werden,
dass man in dieser Sinnesdatenterminologie Uber
physikalische Gegenstédnde sprechen kann — also Uber
Gegenstande in einer objektiv vorhandenen AuRenwelt.
Erst dann hat man gezeigt, dass sich empirisches Wissen
phanomenalistisch begriinden lasst. Die Definition einer P-
Proposition durch eine S-Proposition hat demnach zwei
Seiten: zum einen eine reduktive, bei der zu zeigen ist,
dass P-Propositionen S-Propositionen implizieren; zum
anderen eine konstruktive, die erfordert, dass S-Proposi-
tionen P-Propositionen implizieren.

(8) Das phanomenalistische Dilemma

Durch die bisherigen Uberlegungen sollte deutlich werden,
dass der Phanomenalist fiir eine Begrindung fur (PTL) ein
wechselseitiges  Implikationsverhaltnis ~ zwischen  P-
Propositionen und S-Propositionen erweisen muss. Mit
anderen Worten:

(PTL3) P ist definierbar durch S gdw.: (i) Wenn P, dann
S. & (i) Wenn S, dann P.

Dieses wechselseitige Verhdaltnis ist dem Umstand
geschuldet, dass eine einfache Reduktion auf Sinnesdaten
nicht fur eine Begriindung des empirischen Wissens
hinreicht. Wenn es nun aber der Fall ist, dass mittels
(PTL3) die Bezugnahme auf die physikalischen Gegen-
stande der Alltagssprache eliminiert werden soll, dann
kann in (i) (also am Ende der Analyse) nicht das gleiche
,P’ stehen wie in (i). Dies legt nahe (PTL3) folgender-
malfien zu verstehen.

(PTLA4) P ist definierbar durch S gdw.: (i) Wenn P1, dann
S. & (i) Wenn S, dann P2.

Es scheint nun, dass der Phdnomenalist annehmen muss:
P1#P2. Beispielsweise kénnte man annehmen:

(P1) Dieser Tisch ist weil3.
(P2) Dort ist etwas weil3es Externes.

Am Anfang der Analyse stiinde somit (P1) als Proposition
des Alltagsverstandnisses. (P1) kann nun aber mittels (AS)
angezweifelt werden, was der Phanomenalist mit dem
Verweis auf die Evidenz der Sinnesdaten — also einer S-
Proposition — kontert (die durch die P-Proposition unter
Standardbedingungen impliziert wird). Nun kénnte der
Phénomenalist des weiteren versuchen, (P2) als einen
Ausdruck Uber etwas deutlich Wahrnehmbares in der
AuRenwelt ins Spiel zu bringen, um damit den solipsisti-
schen — und damit nicht-epistemischen — Raum der
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subjektiven Sinnesdaten zu verlassen. Das Problem bei
dieser Analyse ist, dass — gesetzt, sie wirde funktionieren
— sie nicht konsistent mit der Annahme ist, dass ein
einheitliches P im Definiendum der Definition steht.

Ist es nun doch méglich, dass gilt: P1=P2? Hier beste-
hen zwei Moglichkeiten:

(a) In (i) wird eine Definition einer P-Proposition im Sinn
eines physikalischen Gegenstandes der Alltagssprache
geleistet. Diese Mdglichkeit ist auszuschlieBen, da somit
die phanomenalistische Analyse hinfallig wére. Genau
diese Art der Bezugnahme soll schlielich eliminiert
werden.

(b) In (i) wird bereits ein Ausdruck analysiert, der nicht
auf einen physikalischen Gegenstand Bezug nimmt.
Dann ware aber wiederum die Ausgangsbedingung der
phanomenalistischen Analyse nicht erfillt.

Wenn man also den Phanomenalismus als eine Theorie
auffasst, die Sprache von Referenzen auf physikalische
Gegenstande (des common sense) zu vermeiden, dann
scheint er sich dadurch von vorneherein im Widerspruch
zu einer moglichen Begriindung des empirischen Wissens
zu befinden. Denn Wissen kann nur im Fall objektiver
Gultigkeit behauptet werden und genau diese wird bei
einer bloRen Referenz auf Sinnesdaten eliminiert. M6chte
der Phanomenalist dann wieder Objektivitat herstellen, so
ist er dazu gezwungen, seine Sinnesdatenterminologie
wieder um regulative Aspekte zu erweitern. Mit anderen
Worten: Aus Sinnesdatenpropositionen lasst sich kein
empirisches Wissen ableiten, ohne auf die regulativen
Begriffe Bezug zu nehmen, welche physikalische
Gegenstande (zumindest in einem intersubjektiven Sinn)
als solche konstituieren. Dieser Punkt wird noch deutlicher,
wenn man sich den semantischen Charakter der Implika-
tion vor Augen fuhrt.

(9) Implikation und konservierter Realismus
im Vorderglied

Die Wabhrheitsbedingungen von Implikationen lauten
bekanntermaflen: Eine Implikation ist falsch, wenn bei
wahrem Vorderglied das Hinterglied falsch ist und sonst
immer wahr. Der Phanomenalist versucht sich diese
semantischen Eigenschaften zunutze zu machen, indem
er behauptet, dass wahre P-Propositionen wahre S-
Propositionen implizieren. Darin liegt aber genau das
Problem. Damit die Analyse sinnvoll ist, miissen wahre P-
Propositionen im Vorderglied angenommen werden. D. h.
wiederum, dass P-Propositionen nur dann S-Propositionen
implizieren, wenn sie (die P-Propositionen) wahr sind.
Damit wird der begriffiche Rahmen der P-Propositionen
allerdings niemals (vollstandig) verlassen. Er bleibt als
konservierter Realismus im Vorderglied der Implikation
erhalten.

(10) Fazit: Phdnomenalismus
und Skeptizismus

Kann der Phanomenalist empirisches Wissen auf der
Basis von Sinnesdaten unter Standardbedingungen
begriinden? Die von den linguistischen Phanomenalisten
hierzu vorgeschlagene Implikationsanalyse zur Definition
von Propositionen Uber physikalische Gegenstande durch
Propositionen Uber Sinnesdaten kann eine solche
Begriindung nicht leisten. Denn zu dieser Begriindung
musste die Sinnesdatenterminologie alleine hinreichend
sein, empirisches Wissen Uber intersubjektiv zugangliche
Gegenstande zu artikulieren. Dies ist aber wiederum nicht
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moglich, ohne einen entsprechenden begriffichen Rah-
men vorauszusetzen. Hierbei muss es sich nicht zwangs-
laufig um den begriffichen Rahmen der common-sense-
Gegenstande handeln. Dennoch muss bei der Konstitution
dieser Gegenstande auf regulativ-begriffliche Sprachele-
mente zuruckgegriffen werden, die Uber Sinnesdatenpro-
positionen und Standardbedingungen hinausgehen. Inso-
fern kann der linguistische Phanomenalismus — zumindest
soweit er hier vorgestellt wurde — keine Uberzeugende
Antwort auf den Zweifel an der Begrundbarkeit empiri-
schen Wissens geben.
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The Practical Relevance of Phenomenology

Sorin Baiasu, Manchester, Great Britain

1. Introduction

The descriptive character of the phenomenological method
seems to confine phenomenology’s relevance for ethics to
the role of accounting for the conditions which make
possible the experience of ethical normativity in general.
Hence, on this view, the practical relevance of phe-
nomenology pertains to the question of the ethical rather
than to prescriptive ethical questions.? In other words,
phenomenology can account for our ethical situation, but
not for what we should do’ it can investigate that
“primordial ethical experience” which makes possible
particular ethical questions concerning what ought to be
the case, but it cannot, and it is not meant to, deal with
these questions themselves.*

The incompatibility between the descriptive character of
the phenomenological method and the prescriptive
guestions raised by normative ethics goes some way
towards explaining why most moral philosophers working
on issues of normative ethics do not make appeal to
phenomenology. Moreover, it can also explain the fact that
most phenomenologists focus on epistemological and
ontological questions or, when turning their attention to
ethics, on the (meta-ethical) question of the ethical or on
problems of moral psychology. Contrary to these positions,
in this paper | argue that the phenomenological method is
crucial for an adequate approach to the prescriptive
questions of normative ethics.’

2. Phenomenological Value Theory

Phenomenological value theory seems to provide
immediate support for the claim | defend in this paper or at
least for the weaker assertion that phenomenology can
approach issues of normative ethics. After all, Husserl,
Scheler, de Beauvoir or the early Sartre provided
phenomenological analyses of moral feelings with the aim
of making explicit the values that make them possible and
the relationships between these values. The hierarchy of
values thus obtained was meant to guide evaluation,

! In the “Introduction” to their recent collection The Ethical, Edith Wyschogrod
and Gerald McKenny argue that the scope of ethics is not exhausted by
prescriptive or “moral” questions: “Ethics, it can be argued, is less about moral
questions, [...] than about the ‘about’, the manner in which their meanings are
revealed, [...] the conditions for the disclosure of the ethical subject”
§Wyschogrod and McKenny 2003, 1).

For instance, talking about “the political” in Levinas, Robert Bernasconi notes
that, despite the fact that Levinas seems to be in favour of ethics over politics,
for him there is no ethics without politics; he then adds that Levinas’s political
thought “cannot be assimilated to what conventionally passes as political
philosophy, but it was never intended to do so and that is its strength”.

Bernasconi 1999, 86)

According to Martin Srajek, this represents a feature of the traditional Jewish
view of ethics, a feature shared by both Levinas's and Derrida’s ethical
thought. (Srajek,1998) Commenting on this book, Harry Lesser draws the
distinction between ethics as dealing with our ethical situation and as dealing
with prescriptive issues about what we should do. (Lesser 2002, 105)
However, talking about the common element of Levinas's and Derrida’s ethics,
Lesser concludes that “whether we call this Judaism or humanism hardly
seems to matter!”. (Lesser 2002, 106)

As Christina Howells notes, for Levinas ethics is “prior to moral questions,
and a fortiori to moral law, and concerned rather with a primordial ethical
experience from which moral questions may derive”. (Howells 1999, 124)

A different problem which seems to undermine phenomenology’s relevance
for ethics is the problem of accounting for the other. However, in this paper |
only address the problem concerning phenomenology’s descriptive character.
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justification and prescription. (Husserl 1988; Scheler 1973,;
Sartre 1992; de Beauvoir 2000)

For instance, in his Notebooks for an Ethics, Sartre’s
analyses of ethically relevant motivations make explicit the
complex structure of means and ends that underlies action
and base his claim that “elasticity” is an essential aspect of
the values that guide a person’s actions. (Sartre 1992,
243) This is contrasted with the rigidity of the obligations of
a Kantian ethics, for which values are transcendent,
absolute and based on a contradictory idea of freedom
without anxiety. (Sartre 1992, 257) In this way, Sartre
justifies the descriptive method of phenomenology as more
appropriate for the task of accounting for morally relevant
feelings and motivations. While it is true that such analyses
account more appropriately for the values that structure
these experiences, for their necessary conditions and their
relationships, nevertheless, they cannotejustify the ethical
validity of these values and relationships.

In order to claim that the values it makes explicit ought
to be followed, phenomenology must assume that, by
itself, in the process of offering an accurate account of
ethically relevant experiences, the descriptive method also
distinguishes between those values which are valid and
those which are not. Hence, one must either presuppose a
moral theory, or one must assume that we are in posses-
sion of a certain faculty, with the help of which we are
somehow “spontaneously” able to determine which values
are ethically valid and which are not. This is true not only
of Sartre’s or de Beauvoir’'s attempts to formulate an ethics
of values, but also of Husserl's and Scheler’s theories, in
which “sensibility, impulse, and inclination are understood
to be teleologically oriented toward rationality”, making it
possible to “elaborate a substantive moral realism, a
concrete theory of the ‘objective good’, in which philosophy
discovers a priori material values that serve as norms”.
(Crowell 2003, 19)

3. Phenomenology and Normative Ethics

Now the metaphysical assumption concerning the
existence of a set of a priori material values that must be
revealed by phenomenological analysis is particularly
pernicious for an attempt to address issues of normative
ethics. Thus, when the question is that of the evaluation of
a particular prescriptive claim, to argue that such a claim is
an expression of one of the given a priori values is to beg
the question; moreover, it means to stop the evaluative
process, contrary to Husserl’s conception of phenomenol-
ogy, as an essentially (self-)critical project guided by the
ideal that “a philosopher seek to acquire knowledge as that
philosopher’s own, aiming at a knowledge for which each
alone can answer from the beginning”. (Barber 2001, 24)

By bracketing the presupposition of the existence of a
priori material values, phenomenology will be able to
investigate the presuppositions and constitution of the
particular acts of valuation which are presupposed by
those values. To be sure, this investigation will still be
descriptive, making explicit the elements of such acts and

6 . - S

A more detailed presentation of this critique of Kant and of the argument that
Sartre’s ethics of value cannot offer appropriate answers to prescriptive
questions of justification can be found in my text. (Baiasu 2003, 31-8)
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revealing their necessary relationships. However, this will
provide not only a better understanding of such ethical
attitudes, but will also enable one to identify their norma-
tive grounds and, in this way, to guide the philosopher
interested in the question of evaluation.

For instance, to take a simple example offered by
Husserl, your admiration of a certain person may turn out
to be based on your claim that that person is brave. In its
turn, this claim is based on the “normative” judgement that
a soldier should be brave and on the empirical claim that
that person is a soldier. Moreover, Husserl says, the
grounding normative judgement that a soldier should be
brave is in its turn based on a “theoretical” claim that only a
soldier which is brave is virtuous, a claim which simply
reports a necessary feature of the virtuous soldier. Of
course, there is also a further implicit normative judgement
or “valuation” which can be made explicit by such an
analysis and which asserts that only a virtuous soldier is a
good soldier. (Husserl 1970, 81-9)

The aim of Husserl's argument in the context of this
example is limited to showing that “every normative and
likewise every practical discipline rests on one or more
theoretical disciplines, inasmuch as its rules must have a
theoretical content separable from the notion of norma-
tivity”. (Husserl 1970, 81-2) This is sufficient for an
illustration of the way phenomenology can contribute to an
evaluation of particular prescriptive ethical claims. Thus, a
phenomenology of judgement can make explicit the
presuppositions of such a claim, whether they are
empirical, theoretical, normative or of some other kind.
Despite the fact that phenomenology cannot itself
establish whether these claims are valid and, hence,
cannot provide a justification of the prescriptive assertion,
it does not only offer an accurate understanding of such
claims, but also guides the justificatory process. Moreover,
in the case of two conflicting ethical judgements, a
phenomenological analysis may discover that the source
of the conflict is not the normative content of the judge-
ments, but, say, their empirical presuppositions, in which
case the conflict can be diffused without even making
appeal to an ethical theory.

4. The Phenomenological Analysis
of Ethical Judgements

A possible objection is that such an analysis is not in fact
a phenomenological one, but simply an analysis in the
usual sense of a process of separating the constitutive
parts of a whole and arranging them in a certain order, in
this case a logical order. However, the features which
distinguish such an analysis as a phenomenological one
cannot be so easily overlooked. Thus, as Husserl explains
in the Cartesian Meditations, a first characteristic of an
intentional analysis is “an uncovering of the potentialities
‘implicit’ in actualities of consciousness”; an intentional
analysis does not simply organise already existing “data”
of consciousness’, but makes explicit what is implicitly
meant. (Husserl 1977, 46)

Secondly, in contrast to the usual analysis, a phenome-
nological analysis is not merely interested in providing an
exhaustive inventory of the (actual or potential) elements
of a whole. It makes explicit the constitutive elements of
the intentional object and together with them it brings to
light the intentional processes which make possible the

7. ]

This, of course, as Husserl acknowledges, does not mean that, with regard
to certain claims, an intentional analysis may not also do what the usual
analysis does. (Husserl 1977, 46)

unity of the elements as parts of the same whole. Without
this reference to the intentional processes, the elements
would remain “anonymous”. (Husserl 1977, 47) In the
example above, Husserl describes some of the constitutive
elements of a prescriptive ethical claim. Given his
assumption concerning the existence of a priori material
values, one might expect that his analysis of the prescrip-
tive claim would be undertaken in the form of a description
of the grounding values presupposed by that claim, without
any reference to their constitutive intentional processes.

However, in that early work Husserl is careful to avoid
any assumptions concerning values. Thus, with regard to
the normative presuppositions of the prescriptive claim, he
refers constantly to the “valuation” or “approval” which
constitutes them and he emphasises that his investigation
has no justificatory aims: “Whether or not this valuation is
in any sense ‘objectively valid’, whether we can draw any
distinction between the subjectively and objectively ‘good’,
does not enter into our determination of the sense of
should-propositions”. (Husserl 1970, 84)

Thirdly, Husserl contrasts the usual analysis with the
phenomenological analysis by pointing out that one of the
aims with which the latter makes explicit the hidden,
“correlative horizons” of the “isolated subjective processes”
is that of determining the necessary “horizon structure” that
makes possible the objectivity of the intentional object so
constituted. (Husserl 1977, 48) In other words, a phe-
nomenological analysis does not only organise “data”, it
also determines the necessary conditions which make
possible such data. Thus, in the example above, Husserl
identifies theoretical presuppositions as necessary,
constitutive elements of a normative claim.® Finally, it is
worth noting that what | have just said, following Husserl,
concerning the distinguishing features of a phenomenol-
ogical analysis of ethical judgements can be rephrased in
the terms of post-Husserlian phenomenologies.

5. Conclusion

By making explicit the presuppositions of ethical judge-
ments, phenomenology performs an interpretive function
which is essential for an appropriate evaluation of those
judgements. Moreover, by identifying the status of these
presuppositions, that is, by establishing whether they are
empirical, normative, theoretical, or of some other type,
phenomenology provides an essential guide for the
evaluation of the judgements’ validity. It is in this twofold
sense that phenomenology can play a vital role in an
adequate approach to issues of normative ethics.

8 A phenomenological analysis is not merely a description of the entities within
a certain domain; nor is such a description merely undertaken with the aim of
explaining the relation between entities in a scientific manner. As Barry Smith
and David Smith note, phenomenology “seeks the description and structural
analysis of consciousness, as opposed to an account of its causal origin in
brain activity or elsewhere”. (Smith and Smith 1995, 9)

o Work leading to this essay has been undertaken during the second year of
my Simon Research Fellowship at the Centre for Philosophy, the University of
Manchester (U.K.)
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Indexikalitat, kognitive Dynamik und praktisches Uberlegen

Johannes D. Balle, Berlin, Deutschland

1. Einleitung

Wir befinden uns in der Lage, an bestimmte Gegenstande
in unserer Umgebung denken zu kénnen. Und das gilt
auch fur den Fall, dass sich die betreffenden Gegenstande
nicht in unserer unmittelbaren Sicht- oder Horweite
befinden. So vermag ich auch dann an mein Kind im
Nebenzimmer zu denken, wenn ich es weder sehe noch
hére. Unabdingbar fir den Vollzug unserer intentionalen
Fahigkeiten erweisen sich offenbar gewisse gedanken-
dynamische Kompetenzen. Daher sehe ich mich in der
Lage, mein Kind im Nebenzimmer auch Uber raumliche
Verénderungen und uber Zeitspannen hinweg im Sinn zu
behalten. Es scheint eine ganz notwendige Bedingung der
Vorstellung von meinem Kind zu sein, dass ich auf
dasselbe nicht nur gestern und heute, sondern auch
morgen und in einem Jahr, und zwar an ganz unterschied-
lichen Orten und auf vielfaltige Weise Bezug nehmen
kann. Und eben dies gilt insbesondere mit Blick auf die
Erwartungen, die ich mit ihm verknipfe. Ich wirde mich
nicht dazu in der Lage sehen, wenn ich nicht eine ganze
Reihe spezifischer Erwartungen mit seinem Erscheinen
assoziieren konnte. Ich erkenne diese kleine Person vor
mir als mein Kind, weil ich die Erwartung hege, dass es
sich in der und der Weise benehmen wird und also ganz
bestimmte Merkmale besitzt. Das erfordert rekognitionale
Kompetenz, die beileibe nicht nur sprachliche Akte
umfasst. SchlieBlich bin ich in der Lage, mein Kind
aufgrund optischer Merkmale herauszugreifen aus einem
Pulk von Kindern. Meine Wahrnehmungs- und Er-
fahrungsgehalte sind tberaus feinkérnig und leistungs-
fahig. Sie erganzen, modifizieren und variieren im Verein
mit sprachlichen Bezeichnungsformen, Erinnerungen und
Erwartungen unser Spektrum rekognitionaler Fahigkeiten.
Und schlieBlich erfordert es raumliches Orientierungs-
talent, dem Kind auf der Spur zu bleiben und es immer
wieder, in ganz und gar unterschiedlichen Kontexten, als
dasselbe zu erkennen.

Gedankendynamische Fahigkeiten erweitern das Spek-
trum der Debatten um indexikalische Gedanken mit Blick
auf Verhaltenserklarungen uber die Zeit. Zudem soll im
Folgenden argumentiert werden, dass kognitive Dynamik
gerade auch fir die Analyse praktischer Uberlegungen
eine ganz zentrale Rolle spielt. Hierzu wird zunéchst eine
skizzenhafte Rekonstruktion der bei dynamischen Einstel-
lungen involvierten Verstehensprozesse notwendig, mit
denen wir es immer dann zu tun haben, wenn wir kontext-
abhangige Ausdrucke in kontext-unabhéngiger Weise in
jeweiligen Kontexten und tber Kontexte hinweg verstehen.

2. Indexikalitat und gedankliche Dynamik

Beginnen wir zundchst mit einer kurzen Rickerinnerung.
LSingulare Gedanken“ nennen wir diejenigen Bezug-
nahmen, die sich auf einzelne, hier: empirische Gegen-
stande richten. ,Gedanken“ stehen zunachst ganz im
Sinne Freges fur den Gehalt propositionaler Einstellungen.
Nun ist bekannt, dass Frege dem ,Gedanken“ eine
zweifache Aufgabe zudachte: Gedanken sind Tréger des
Wabhrheitswertes und bestimmen die Wabhrheitsbe-
dingungen der Aussage. Sie dienen zugleich als Objekte
der Erkenntnis. Frege-Gedanken sind, mit anderen
Worten, epistemische Objekte und daher als Kandidaten

nicht nur einer Bedeutungstheorie, sondern auch einer
Theorie des Verstehens zu behandeln: Frege-Gedanken
bezeichnen das, was man begreift, wenn man einen
sprachlichen Ausdruck versteht. Diese ,elegante Ldsung*
des Informativitatsproblems rief eine Reihe prominenter
Kritiker auf den Plan: Offenbar wollen sich indexikalische
und demonstrative Ausdriicke, Eigennamen und referen-
tiell gebrauchte Kennzeichnungen nicht Freges Monismus
fugen und zwingen zu Theorieformen der ,Direktreferenz",
deren gemeinsamer Nenner darin besteht, das externe
Bezugsobjekt als Ingredienz des propositionalen Aussa-
gegehaltes zu beschreiben.

Wie steht es nun mit Verhaltens- und Verstehenser-
klarungen singularer Gehalte? Nehmen wir an, ich aul3ere
den Satz ,Du wirst von einem Bé&ren angegriffen“ und
Erwin &auRert den Satz ,lch werde von einem Baren
angegriffen”. Hier beobachten wir keine Variation des Be-
zugsgegenstandes, indessen bestimmen unterschiedliche
Bedeutungsfunktionen den kognitiven Gehalt. Die Folgen
sind absehbar: Wahrend Erwin die Beine in die Hand
nimmt, werde ich mehr oder weniger ruhigen Sinnes die
Szenerie verfolgen. Wie John Perry zeigte, ist die sprach-
liche Rolle des Indikators vom wahrheitskonditionalen
Aussagegehalt in systematischer Weise zu unterscheiden.
Erstere gilt als Verhaltenskriterium. Letzterer bewegt sich
vor dem Tribunal der Wahrheit, weshalb die unverander-
liche Bedeutungsfunktion kein Bestandteil des kontext-
abhangigen Gedankengehaltes sein kann. Diese frege-
sche Konsequenz wéare denn auch eine éargerliche
Kalamitat, denn so wussten wir nicht zu kléaren, weshalb
wir bei identischem Bezug fir einen entsprechenden
Kontext mit unterschiedlichen, durchaus nachvollziehbaren
Verhaltensformen konfrontiert werden.

Wir sollten kognitiven Inhalt und ausgedriickte Proposi-
tion systematisch unterscheiden und dies erinnert an die
phanomenologische Unterscheidung von Gehalt und Ge-
genstand intentionaler Akte. In einem ersten Schritt kdnnte
man von einer Differenz zwischen ,eigenschaftenabhéan-
gigen“ und ,gegenstandsabhangigen” Inhalten sprechen.
.Glaubenszustande" werden mittels kontext-unabhangigen
Verfahrensweisen (sprachlichen Bedeutungsfunktionen)
identifiziert, die spezifische Eigenschaften auf beliebige
Objekte in unterschiedlichen Kontexten in einer jeweiligen
Welt abbilden.

Wenden wir uns nun ,kognitiver Dynamik* zu. Nehmen
wir an, Erwin macht mich auf einer Party auf eine junge
Dame mit Namen Lisa aufmerksam, die er als ,Romanti-
kerin“ ausgibt. Ich werde mich in der Lage befinden, die
besagte Frau eine Stunde spéter anzusprechen und sie
als Lisa, die Romantikerin wieder zu erkennen. Und auch
eine Woche spater oder ein Jahr spéter, nachdem ich mit
ihr Freundschaft geschlossen habe und eine ganze Menge
Informationen Uber sie besitze, werde ich seit jener Stunde
auf der Party eine gedankendynamische Bekanntschaft
mit ihr pflegen. In jenem Augenblick, als mich Erwin mit
Lisa ,bekannt* machte, begann eine ,kognitive Bezie-
hung*, die in Zukunft die Grundlage meiner Uberzeu-
gungen und Erwartungen Lisa betreffend sein wird.
Kognitive Dynamik erforscht die Bedingungen, unter
denen eine Sprecherin Uber einen Zeitraum hinweg, in
wechselnden Kontexten und Perspektiven, auf denselben
Gegenstand Bezug nimmt.
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Zunéchst hat es den Anschein, als fiigten sich unsere
momentanen Uberzeugungszustiande ein in eine zeitiiber-
greifende Ordnung von Uberzeugungszustianden, die
allesamt vom selben Gegenstand handeln. Sagen wir also,
wir haben Dinge nicht nur jeweils im Sinn, sondern unsere
Gedanken sind in Bewegung, sofern wir uns auf densel-
ben Gegenstand in unterschiedlichen Raumzeitkontexten
beziehen. Weshalb behaupte ich hier, dass sich unsere
Gedanken bei zeitubergreifenden Bezugnahmen ,in
Bewegung“ befinden? Weil uns ein bestimmter Gegen-
stand nicht zweimal in genau derselben Weise, in genau
derselben raumlichen Wahrnehmungsperspektive und
Situation begegnet. Ich sehe diesen Tisch unter ganz
verschiedenen Perspektiven und das ist ganz wdrtlich zu
nehmen: Wir nehmen unterschiedliche raumliche Wahr-
nehmungsperspektiven ein und hegen doch jedes Mal die
Erwartung, den besagten Tisch als diesen und nicht als
einen anderen zu erkennen. So vermdgen wir bestimmten
Gegenstanden gedanklich auf der Spur zu bleiben und
ihren Bewegungen quer durch Raum und Zeit zu folgen,
weshalb wir sie nach einer Zeit ihrer Abwesenheit wieder
erkennen kénnen. Ubrigens betrachten wir dieselbe Sache
nicht nur unter verschiedenen Gesichtspunkten, sondern
vor allem vermdgen wir an einer altbekannten Sache
immer wieder neue und uUberraschende Aspekte und
Merkmale zu erkennen.

3. Zwei Modelle des gedanklichen Gehaltes

Verstehens- und Verhaltensinhalte hangen davon ab, in
welcher Weise ich auf Lisa zu unterschiedlichen Zeiten
Bezug nehme. Wir unterscheiden zwischen der Art und
Weise, wie ich auf Lisa Bezug nehme und Lisa selbst, dem
persistenten Gegenstand meiner Gedanken. Das Problem
dabei ist, dass ich mich in ganz unterschiedlicher Weise
auf Lisa beziehen kann und dennoch so etwas wie ,interne
Identitat" gewahrleistet werden sollte. Die Reihen unter-
schiedlicher Gegebenheitsweisen und Wahrnehmungen
kénnen diese dynamische Identitat nicht garantieren: Ich
nenne Lisa heute beim Namen, morgen sage ich ,Du“ und
bezeichne sie Ubermorgen gegenuber einem Dritten
scherzhaft als ,Romantikerin“. Das geht so weit, dass ich
mich irren und falschlicherweise Lara fir Lisa halten
kénnte. Dennoch wére, sofern ich Uberzeugt bin, dass es
sich um Lisa handelt, interne Ko-Referenz meiner
Glaubenszustande gewabhrleistet. Dann aber hat es den
Anschein, als waren weder Gegebenheitsweisen noch
Bezugsgegenstéande geeignete Kriterien interner Identitét.
Das Band, das alle meine Gedanken uber Lisa zu Lisa-
Gedanken macht, scheint eines zu sein, das Uber die
Ebene der Unterscheidung zwischen Gegenstand und
Gegebenheitsweise hinausreicht und in diesem Sinne so
etwas wie eine Metareprasentation darstellt. Es hat den
Anschein, als handelte es sich um so etwas wie hoher-
stufige Abbildungsweisen einer zeitlichen Reihe von
Gegebenheitsweisen desselben Bezugsobjektes.

Ich schlage vor, zwei Modelle zur ldentifizierung von
repréasentativem Gehalt zu unterscheiden: Ich werde das
erste ,grobkornig“, das zweite ,feinkérnig® nennen.
Vertreter der grobkdrnigen Position fiihlen sich der
Annahme verpflichtet, dass Bezugnahmen durch singulare
Wahrheitsbedingungen in Abhéngigkeit jeweiliger Kontext-
faktoren identifiziert werden. Diese Position betont die
Gegenstandsabhéangigkeit des singuldaren Gehaltes. Die
kontextuelle Erganzung dient als Sinnvervollstéandiger, den
bereits die erste Generation der Fregekritiker zu Recht an
Freges Theoriewerk vermisste. Wichtig fiir unsere Zwecke
ist nun aber folgende These des grobkornigen Modells:
Nehmen wir an, ich &ul3erte heute den Satz ,Heute ist es
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schon“ und morgen den Satz ,Gestern war es schon®.
Vertreter der grobkornigen Strategie verteidigen die
Ansicht, wonach beide Séatze denselben Gedankengehalt
ausdrickten. Nun leuchtet ein, dass dieser Strategie
sowohl Vor- als auch Nachteile innewohnen. Der Nachteil:
Der zu zwei Zeitpunkten identische Aussagegehalt liefert
offenbar keine zufriedenstellende Antwort auf die Frage, in
welcher Verstehenssituation ich mich jeweils befinde. Der
Vorteil: Wir hatten eine Antwort auf die Frage, was das
einigende Band ist, das die jeweiligen Intentionen zu-
sammenhalt.

Wir unterscheiden hiervon das ,feinkdrnige Modell“, das
in etwa Folgendes besagt: Der eigenschaftenabhangige
Gehalt eignet sich nicht nur fur Verhaltenserklarungen,
sondern stellt einen entscheidenden Bestandteil des
Urteilsgehaltes dar. Das ist nun eine These, der ein
Direktreferentialist widersprechen wirde. Edmund Husserl,
ein Vertreter des feinkdrnigen Spezifikationsprinzips, war
der Ansicht, dass Variationen auf der Ebene des Bedeu-
tungsgehaltes zur Modifikation des Gesamtgehaltes fuh-
ren. Der Urteilsgehalt zweier unterschiedlicher Aussagen,
die sich auf denselben Gegenstand beziehen, unterschei-
det sich fur Husserl entsprechend Differenzen auf der
Ebene des intentionalen Bedeutungsgehaltes. Fuhren wir
uns diese These vor Augen: Unsere Standardséatze ,Heute
ist es schon und ,Gestern war es schon“ drickten hier
nicht denselben intentionalen Gehalt aus. Der Vorteil: Wir
sprechen konsequent von Verstehensgehalt. Der Nachteil:
Die zeitlbergreifende Identitdt von intentionalen Zustén-
den wird nicht geklart.

Husserls Modell erweist sich als nutzliche Strategie zur
Rekonstruktion von Gedankendynamik. Offenbar haben
wir hierflr eigenschaftenabhéngige Aspekte zu bertck-
sichtigen, wozu nicht nur Bedeutungsfunktionen, sondern
vor allem Erfahrungs- und Wahrnehmungsgehalte zu
rechnen sind. So kann ich mich Lisa gegenuber in
unterschiedlicher Weise benehmen und diese Verhaltens-
weisen werden in Abhangigkeit von Gegebenheitsweisen
ermittelt. Dennoch werden diese feinkérnigen Einstellungs-
differenzen, die mein Benehmen ihr gegenuber beein-
flussen, nichts daran &ndern, dass ich bei jedem Kontakt
mit ihr der festen Uberzeugung bin, dass es sich genau
um jene Person handelt, die ich einst auf der Party kennen
lernte. Das aber bedeutet doch: Es bleibt uns nichts
anderes Ubrig, als auf das feinkdrnige Verstehensmodell
zu setzen und den Versuch zu unternehmen, von dieser
Warte aus zeitlibergreifende Identitaten zu konstruieren.
Denn offenbar benétigt das feinkdrnige Modell zur
Erlauterung dynamischer Bezugnahmen gleichwohl die
Bericksichtigung ,grobkdrniger* Aspekte, die jedoch als
Verstehensinhalte zu beschreiben wéren.

Schauen wir zunachst, wie das hier favorisierte Modell
Kontextualitéat darzustellen vermag. Zu den kontextuellen
Faktoren, die den je nach Bezugskontext verénderlichen
Erkenntniswert der feinkérnigen Uberzeugungsstruktur
verantworten, gehoéren kognitive Elemente. So halte ich
eventuell den Satz ,Dort geht Lisa Uber den Campus"
heute fur wahr, morgen fir unwahr. Nehmen wir weiterhin
an, es handelt sich in beiden Fallen, entgegen meiner
Ansicht, tatséchlich um Lisa. Die Bedeutung des Satzes ist
dieselbe und der Sachbezug des hinweisenden Aus-
druckes bleibt ebenfalls unverandert. Fir die Bestimmung
der kognitiven Rolle genligen hier nicht die Identitat des
Bezugsobjektes oder des Sprechers und schon gar nicht
die Identitat der Gegebenheitsweisen. Von entscheidender
Bedeutung ist der Kontextinhalt. Doch sind es nicht
wahrheitskonditionale Faktoren, sondern subjektive Auf-
fassungsweisen, die uns die entsprechenden Hinweise zur
Ergénzung der Verstehenssituation liefern. Und hierzu
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gehoren nicht-sprachliche Erfahrungsinhalte des aktuellen
Kontextes. Daher schlage ich vor, die jeweilige Apprehen-
sion des Kontextes durch die betreffende Person systema-
tisch zu berlcksichtigen, was jedoch anderes als eine
objektive Lokalisierung des bezuggenommenen Gegen-
standes oder der bezugnehmenden Person ist. Kontext-
apprehension ist ein zentraler Modus des Verstehens und
umfasst folgende Aspekte: 1.) die egozentrisch-praktische
Orientierungskompetenz des Akteurs, 2.) Wahrnehmungen
in einem momentanen Raumzeitkontext und 3.) sprachli-
che Gegebenheitsweisen. Schlielich waren 4.) gespei-
cherte Gegenstandsinformationen zu berticksichtigen: Lisa
ist fir mich, der ich sie seit einiger Zeit kenne, nicht nur die
Person, die sich mir jetzt und hier in einer bestimmten
Weise prasentiert, sondern die Summe der gemeinsamen
Geschichte, meiner Erinnerungen und Kenntnisse, die ich
Uber sie besitze. In ,mental files" bzw. Vorstellungs-
dossiers tragen wir Eigenschaften ein, die wir mit be-
treffenden Objekten assoziieren. Dossier-Eigenschaften
sind leicht zu modifizieren. Trotz mdoglicher Verwirrungen
und Fehleinschatzungen bin ich in der Lage, Lisa auf der
Spur zu bleiben und sie immer wieder zu erkennen. Werde
ich eines Besseren belehrt, streiche ich einfach falsche
Eintragungen in meinem Lisa-Dossier und ersetze sie
durch treffendere. Diese Kenntnisse sind Bestandteile
meines Bildes, das ich von Lisa besitze — sie sind
Bestandteil meiner Erwartungen an Lisa. Meine zentrale
Erwartung indessen ist jene Uberzeugung, dass es sich
bei dieser Person, die ich jetzt und hier im Sinn habe, um
eben jene Person handelt, die ich einst auf der Party
kennen lernte.

4. Praktisches Uberlegen und kognitive
Dynamik

Wir sahen, dass Indexikalitat und Gedankendynamik nicht
nur eng zusammenhangen, sondern die Klarung ihres
systematischen Zusammenhanges wichtige Erkenntnisse
bei der Er6rterung dynamischen Verhaltens in Aussicht
stellen. Angenommen, Erwin tragt sich heute mit dem Ge-
danken, Lisa zu ihrem morgigen Geburtstag Blumen zu
schicken. Erwin wird hierzu eine ganze Reihe praktischer
Uberlegungen anstellen, um seine Absicht zu verwirkli-
chen. Er wird heute den Blumen-Dienst anrufen, um ein
bestimmtes Bouquet zusammenstellen etc. Praktische
Uberlegungen besitzen sowohl kontextbezogenen als
auch situationsunabhangigen Charakter. Je nach eigener
Situation und Lage wird Erwin uber seinen Plan, Lisa Blu-
men zu senden, in ganz unterschiedlicher, handlungswirk-
samer Weise nachdenken. Hier hangen situationsabhangi-
ge und situations-unabhangige Bestandteile in ganz ahnli-
cher Weise zusammen, wie dies bereits bei der Erdrterung
dynamischer Bezugnahmen deutlicher wurde.

Es scheint, dass der Gehalt praktischer Uberlegungen
selbst dynamischen Charakter hat. Indem wir dariber
nachdenken, was zu tun ist und wie dies zu bewerkstel-
ligen ware, indem wir also praktische Uberlegungen an-
stellen, Uberschreiten wir je schon die Grenzen indexikali-
scher Gegebenheiten im Hinblick auf Erwartungen,
Vorstellungen und Intentionen. Nennen wir diesen letzte-
ren, kontext-unabhéngigen Aspekt ,ldealitat, so konnte
behauptet werden, dass wir in praktischen Uberlegungen
immer schon die Grenzen des Indexikalischen mit Blick auf
Idealitat hin tberschreiten.

Praktisches Uberlegen schlie3t also die Fahigkeit ein,
kontextbezogene Gedanken gewissermalen zu dyna-
misieren und ihren kognitiven Gehalt in dieser Weise
anzupassen an die jeweils neuen Erfordernisse einer
neuen bzw. einer geplanten Situation. In welcher Weise
kann hier nun von einer ,Dynamisierung“ intentionaler
Inhalte gesprochen werden? Denkbar waren zwei Griinde
hierfiir: 1) Praktisches Uberlegen setzt einen Selbstbegriff,
praktische (raumzeitliche) Orientierungsfahigkeit und
minimale Rationalitat voraus. 2) Praktisches Uberlegen
erfordert zudem gedankendynamische Fertigkeiten, die fur
jene Kompetenz stehen, momentane kontextabhangige
Glaubensinhalte auf ,deale* (kontext-unabhangige) Er-
wartungshorizonte abzubilden. Dieses praktische Zusam-
menspiel von indexikalischen und idealen Aspekten ist
eine fundamentale Bedingung unseres Lebens als tatige
Personen.
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Searle tiber den Zusammenhang

zwischen Intentionalitdt und Bewul3tsein

Wolfgang Barz, Berlin, Deutschland

Einleitung

John R. Searle hat in seinem Buch The Rediscovery of
Mind die Auffassung vertreten, dal} es eine begriffliche
Verbindung zwischen BewuBtsein im Sinne des erlebnis-
haften Charakters eines mentalen Zustandes und seiner
Intentionalitat gebe. Ein mentaler Zustand, so Searle, kon-
ne nur dann Intentionalitdt haben, wenn er — zumindest
moglicherweise — bewul3t sei. Intentionalitit setze also die
Anwesenheit von BewuRtsein voraus. Wir kénnten daher
das Problem der Intentionalitét nicht getrennt vom Problem
des Bewultseins behandeln — im Gegenteil: eine voll-
standige Theorie der Intentionalitdt schlieRe eine Erkla-
rung des Bewultseins ein. (Vgl. Searle 1992, insbesonde-
re Kap. 6 und 7; ahnlich argumentiert wird bereits in Searle
1990.)

Die Begrundung, die Searle fiir seine — der landlaufigen
Meinung widersprechenden — Auffassung gegeben hat,
macht an zentraler Stelle vom Begriff der ,Aspektgestalt”
(aspectual shape) Gebrauch: Die begriffliche Verbindung
zwischen Intentionalitdt und BewuBtsein, so Searle, sei
der Tatsache geschuldet, dal ein Zustand mit Intentiona-
litat zugleich ein Zustand mit einer Aspektgestalt sei.
Searle erlautert die Rede von der Aspektgestalt folgender-
mafien:

| have been using the term of art, “aspectual shape”, to
mark a universal feature of intentionality. It can be ex-
plained as follows: Whenever we perceive anything or
think about anything, we always do so under some
aspects and not others. These aspectual features are
essential to the intentional state [...]. Aspectual shape is
most obvious in the case of conscious perceptions: think
of seeing a car, for example. When you see a car, it is
not simply a matter of an object being registered by your
perceptual apparatus; rather, you actually have a con-
scious experience of the object from a certain point of
view and with certain features. [...] And what is true of
conscious perceptions is true of intentional states gener-
ally. A man may believe, for example, that the star in the
sky is the Morning Star without believing that it is the
Evening Star. [...] There is an indefinitely large number
of true descriptions of the Evening Star [...], but some-
thing is believed or desired about them only under
certain aspects and not under others. Every belief and
every desire, and indeed every intentional phenomenon,
has an aspectual shape. (Searle 1992, 156f.)

Wenn ein Zustand eine Aspektgestalt habe — so Searle
weiter —, handle es sich um einen Zustand, der — zu-
mindest moglicherweise — bewul3t sei:

[T1he [...] presence of aspectual shapes [...] implies ac-
cessibility to consciousness. (Searle 1990, 274.)

Dieser Zusammenhang ergebe sich daraus, dall eine As-
pektgestalt irreduzibel subjektiv sei:

The aspectual character is irreducibly subjective in the
sense that no characterization in purely neutral third-
person terms will ever be sufficient to express how the
aspectual character seems to the agent [...]. (Searle
1990, 277.)
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Zusammengefalit lautet Searles Argument also folgender-
malen:

I.  Wenn ein Zustand Intentionalitat hat, dann besitzt er
eine Aspektgestalt.

Il.  Wenn ein Zustand eine Aspektgestalt besitzt, dann
ist er irreduzibel subjektiv.

Ill. Wenn ein Zustand irreduzibel subjektiv ist, dann ist
er (moglicherweise) bewuf3t.

-~ IV. Wenn ein Zustand Intentionalitat hat, dann ist er
(mdglicherweise) bewuf3t.

Ich mochte Searles Argument im folgenden untersu-
chen. Es wird sich herausstellen, daf3 es von mindestens
einer falschen Pramisse Gebrauch macht. Die Ubliche Auf-
fassung, nach der Bewuftsein und Intentionalitat be-
grifflich unabhéngige Eigenschaften mentaler Zusténde
darstellen, wird durch Searles Uberlegungen nicht in Frage
gestellt.

Die erste Pramisse

Die Plausibilitdt der ersten Pramisse hangt davon ab, in
welchem Sinne wir Searles Begriff der Aspektgestalt lesen.
Der von Searle angefuihrte Fall einer Person, die glaubt,
der Morgenstern stehe am Himmel, ohne zugleich zu glau-
ben, dalR der Abendstern am Himmel stehe, legt nahe, daf
eine Aspektgestalt genau dann vorliegt, wenn die Be-
schreibung des betreffenden mentalen Zustands einen
intensionalen Kontext darstellt — d.h. einen Kontext, in dem
der Austausch koextensionaler Termini eine Gefahr fur die
Wabhrheit des Gesamtzusammenhangs darstellt. Die Inten-
sionalitat von Uberzeugungsberichten wie ,Verena glaubt,
dal? der Morgenstern am Himmel steht* wird gemeinhin
darauf zuriickgefiihrt, daR sich der Gehalt von Uberzeu-
gungen aus Begriffen zusammensetzt. Da der Begriff des
Morgensterns ein anderer Begriff ist als der Begriff des
Abendsterns, kénnen wir den Ausdruck ,der Morgenstern“
nicht ohne weiteres gegen den Ausdruck ,der Abendstern®
austauschen. Wenn Searle von der Aspektgestalt mentaler
Zustande spricht, so scheint er demnach die Tatsache im
Auge zu haben, daR wir — wenn wir an einen bestimmten
Gegenstand denken — an diesen Gegenstand stets nur
unter einer bestimmten begrifflichen Perspektive denken
kénnen — dal} es jedoch niemals gelingt, alle moglichen
begrifflichen Perspektiven einzunehmen.

Searle scheint mit der Rede von der Aspektgestalt eines
mentalen Zustandes jedoch noch etwas anderes zu mei-
nen — etwas, das nichts mit begrifflicher Perspektivitat im
erlauterten Sinne zu tun hat. Darauf deutet zumindest die
Tatsache hin, daB Searle neben dem Morgenstern/Abend-
stern-Beispiel den Fall der visuellen Wahrnehmung ins
Spiel bringt. Searle hat recht: Wenn ich ein Auto sehe,
dann sehe ich nicht alle Seiten des Autos gleichzeitig,
sondern lediglich eine bestimmte Seite. Ich sehe das Auto
nicht von allen Standpunkten aus, sondern nur von einem
Standpunkt — und zwar von meinem. Wenn Searle an
dieser Stelle von der Aspekthaftigkeit mentaler Zustéande
spricht, so scheint er demnach die Tatsache im Auge zu
haben, da wir — wenn wir einen bestimmten Gegenstand
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wahrnehmen — diesen Gegenstand zu einem bestimmten
Zeitpunkt stets aus einer bestimmten raumlichen Per-
spektive wahrnehmen — daf3 es jedoch niemals gelingt, zu
ein und demselben Zeitpunkt alle rAumlichen Perspektiven
einzunehmen.

Es sollte klar sein, dal raumliche Perspektivitat nicht
dasselbe ist wie begriffliche Perspektivitat. Die Tatsache,
dal wir an einen Gegenstand stets unter einem bestimm-
ten Begriff denken — daR es aber unmdoglich ist, an ihn
unter allen Begriffen zu denken, die auf ihn zutreffen —,
erklart sich aus dem Umstand, daf3 wir kognitiv beschrank-
te Wesen sind. Wer an einen Gegenstand unter allen
Begriffen denken wollte, die auf ihn zutréfen, der mufdte im
Besitz all dieser Begriffe sein. Eine solche Situation ist un-
moglich. Denn jedem Gegenstand entspricht eine unendli-
che Anzahl von Begriffen, die auf ihn zutreffen.

Die Tatsache, daR wir einen Gegenstand stets von
einem bestimmten Standpunkt aus sehen, dal} es aber
unmdglich ist, ihn zur selben Zeit von allen Standpunkten
aus zu sehen, von denen er sichtbar ist, erklart sich aus
dem Umstand, dal} unsere Korper den Gesetzen der
raum-zeitlichen Welt unterliegen. Wer einen Gegenstand
von allen Standpunkten aus sehen wollte, von denen er
sichtbar ist, der muRte sich zu ein und derselben Zeit an
verschiedenen Orten aufhalten. Eine solche Situation ist
unmdglich. Denn niemand kann sich zu ein und derselben
Zeit an zwei verschiedenen Orten aufhalten.

Das, was wir von einem Ding sehen, ist — abgesehen
von der Funktionstiichtigkeit unserer Augen, der Qualitat
der Lichtverhaltnisse vor Ort usw. — eine Frage der raum-
lichen Relation, die zwischen uns und dem wahrgenom-
menen Ding besteht — dhnlich, wie das, was wir von uns
im Spiegel sehen, davon abhangt, in welcher Entfernung
und in welchem Winkel wir vor dem Spiegel stehen. Die
Parallelitat zwischen dem, was wir visuell wahrnehmen,
und dem, was uns ein Spiegel darbietet, wird von der
Fotografie genutzt. Man konnte daher sagen, dal3 man
den Aspekt, den wir von einem bestimmten Standpunkt
aus sehen, fotografieren kann: Der Aspekt, den ich von
einem Auto aus meiner Perspektive sehe, 1Rt sich doku-
mentieren, wenn ich vor mein Auge einen Fotoapparat
halte und auf den Ausléser driicke. Das, was ich dann
nach wenigen Tagen in der Hand halte, ist eine mehr oder
weniger prazise Dokumentation des Aspekts, unter dem
sich mir das Auto dargeboten hat.

Im Falle der begrifflichen Perspektivitat verhalt es sich
anders: Dieses Phanomen laft sich nicht bildhaft doku-
mentieren. Der Grund dafiir besteht darin, daB die
+Aspekte”, unter denen sich Gegenstdande dem Denken
darbieten, nicht von rdumlichen Verhéltnissen abhéangen.
Wenn Verena an den Morgenstern denkt, ohne einen Ge-
danken an den Abendstern zu verschwenden, so liegt das
nicht daran, daf3 sie sich an einer bestimmten Raumstelle
befindet, von der aus etwa nur der ,Morgenstern-Aspekt*
der Venus sichtbar ware. Es liegt daran, dafl Verena nicht
weil3, dal} der Begriff des Morgensterns und der Begriff
des Abendsterns auf ein und denselben Gegenstand — die
Venus — zutreffen. Verenas rdumliche Position spielt in
diesem Zusammenhang also gar keine Rolle. Begriffliche
Perspektivitat 1aRt sich daher nicht bildhaft, sondern nur
sprachlich reprasentieren. Genau das geschieht, wenn wir
sagen: ,Verena glaubt, dal der Morgenstern am Himmel
steht — aber sie glaubt nicht, da der Abendstern am
Himmel steht. Denn sie weil nicht, da der Morgenstern
der Abendstern ist.”

Kurz und biindig laRt sich der Unterschied zwischen
raumlicher und begrifflicher Perspektivitdt so zusammen-

fassen: Raumliche Perspektivitat riihrt von der Tatsache
her, dal} ein Gegenstand in einem Kontinuum unendlich
vieler verschiedener Raumstellen eingebettet liegt; begriff-
liche Perspektivitat resultiert dagegen aus der Tatsache,
dalR es unendlich viele verschiedene wahre Beschrei-
bungen gibt, die auf einen Gegenstand zutreffen. Raum-
liche Perspektivitat ist eine Sache des empirischen Rau-
mes — begriffliche Perspektivitét eine Sache des logischen
Raumes.

Wenn wir Searles Rede von der Aspektgestalt nun im
Sinne begrifflicher Perspektivitat verstehen, so ist die erste
Pramisse seines Arguments sicherlich wahr. Zumindest
wird gemeinhin zugestanden, daf die vollstdndige Be-
schreibung eines intentionalen Zustandes einen inten-
sionalen Kontext darstellt. Meint Searle mit ,Aspektgestalt*
allerdings das Phanomen raumlicher Perspektivitéat, so ist
die erste Pramisse falsch. Denn es ist kein universelles
Merkmal intentionaler Zustédnde, Gegenstande aus einer
bestimmten raumlichen Position heraus zu représentieren.
Die Intentionalitét eines mentalen Zustandes besteht nicht
darin, daf er bestimmte sinnliche Eindriicke beinhaltet, die
ein Gegenstand in unserem Wahrnehmungsapparat hin-
terlassen hat. Die Intentionalitét eines mentalen Zustandes
besteht darin, dal er einen semantisch bewertbaren
Gehalt aufweist — einen Gehalt, von dem sich sagen laRt,
dafl er wahr bzw. falsch ist. Wenn Verena glaubt, dafi der
Morgenstern am Himmel steht, so mag es zwar durchaus
moglich sein, dal ihr dabei im Geiste eine Abbildung der
Venus vorschwebt. Die Tatsache, dall Verena derartige
Visionen hat, ist jedoch weder hinreichend noch notwendig
fur die Intentionalitét ihres Zustands. Bliebe Verenas inne-
res Theater geschlossen, wirde dies an der Intentionalitat
ihres Zustands nichts andern — solange dieser einen
semantisch bewertbaren Gehalt aufweist.

Die zweite Pramisse

Ich flurchte nun jedoch, daR wir Searles Rede von der
Aspektgestalt im Sinne raumlicher Perspektivitat lesen
mussen. Denn nur unter dieser Interpretation ergibt die
zweite Pramisse seines Arguments Sinn, die besagt, daf3,
wenn ein Zustand eine Aspektgestalt aufweist, er irreduzi-
bel subjektiv ist. Versuchen wir es zunachst jedoch mit der
Jfreundlichen” Lesart des Begriffs der Aspektgestalt: Ist die
These, dal’ ein mentaler Zustand, der begriffliche Perspek-
tivitdt aufweist, irreduzibel subjektiv sei, richtig? Das
kommt darauf an, was ,irreduzibel subjektiv* hei3t. Searles
Auskunft lautet: Irreduzibel subjektiv zu sein, bedeute, dal
keine Beschreibung in einem neutralen ,Dritte-Person-
Vokabular® hinreichend sei, um auszudriicken, wie die
betreffende Aspektgestalt einer Person erscheine. Wenn
wir die Aspektgestalt als diejenige begriffliche Perspektive
auffassen, unter der eine Person auf einen bestimmten
Gegenstand Bezug nimmt, scheint mir Searles Skepsis
unangebracht. Denn es ist ziemlich einfach, einer Aspekt-
gestalt in diesem Sinne zum Ausdruck zu verhelfen: Wenn
Verena glaubt, da der Morgenstern am Himmel steht,
dann bringen wir die besondere begriffliche Perspektive,
unter der Verena an die Venus denkt, mit Hilfe der
Bezeichnung ,der Morgenstern* zum Ausdruck. Die Auf-
fassung, dal wir die besondere begriffliche Perspektive,
unter der eine Person auf einen Gegenstand Bezug
nimmt, nicht durch neutrales ,Dritte-Person-Vokabular* in
den Griff bekommen kénnen, ist offenbar falsch: Das Vo-
kabular, das wir benutzen, um die begriffliche Perspektive
auszudriicken, die eine Person gegenuber einem Gegen-
stand einnimmt, ist das neutrale ,Dritte-Person-Vokabular”.
Die begriffliche Perspektive, unter der eine Person an
einen Gegenstand denkt, ist demnach nichts ,Unaus-
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sprechliches"”. Sie ist auch nichts, was anderen Subjekten
unzuganglich wére. Im Gegenteil: Wenn Markus unter dem
Begriff des Morgensterns an die Venus denkt, und Verena
ebenfalls unter dem Begriff des Morgensterns an die
Venus denkt, so teilen sich Markus und Verena ein und
dieselbe begriffliche Perspektive.

Unter der zweiten, ,unfreundlichen” Lesart der Rede von
der Aspektgestalt, sieht die Sache anders aus. Wenn wir
annehmen, dal die Tatsache, daf3 ein mentaler Zustand
eine Aspektgestalt hat, bedeutet, dal er raumliche Per-
spektivitat besitzt, ist es durchaus plausibel, von ,irreduzi-
bler Subjektivitat* zu sprechen. Raumliche Perspektivitat
zu haben, bedeutet, einen bestimmten sinnlichen Eindruck
eines Gegenstandes aufzuweisen — eben denjenigen
sinnlichen Eindruck, den wir uns von dem betreffenden
Gegenstand aus einer bestimmten raumlichen Perspektive
her verschafft haben. Die von einem bestimmten Gegen-
stand herrihrenden sinnlichen Eindriicke lassen sich — im
Gegensatz zu den auf einen bestimmten Gegenstand
zutreffenden Begriffen — durch unser Alltagsvokabular
nicht adaquat reprasentieren. So uberfordert z.B. bereits
der sinnliche Eindruck eines Laubwaldes unser sprachli-
ches Ausdrucksvermdgen. Unser Alltagsvokabular enthalt
weitaus weniger Farbbezeichnungen als unser sinnlicher
Eindruck Farbnuancen. Wenn wir einer anderen Person
unseren sinnlichen Eindruck vermitteln wollen, dann ist
das beste, was wir tun kénnen, sie an genau denselben
Ort zu bringen, an dem wir gestanden haben, als wir auf
den Laubwald geblickt haben. Worte allein werden einer
dritten Person unseren sinnlichen Eindruck nicht vermitteln
kénnen.

Wenn Searle mit seiner zweiten Pramisse meint, dafl3
sinnliche Eindriicke in dem beschriebenen Sinne nicht
mitteilbar sind, so hat er sicherlich recht. Allerdings wird in
diesem Fall seine erste Pramisse falsch. Denn wir missen
ja annehmen, dal} Searle unter ,Aspektgestalt* raumliche
Perspektivitat versteht. Unterstellen wir dagegen, daf3
Searle unter ,Aspektgestalt” begriffiche Perspektivitat
versteht, so ist die erste Pramisse zwar richtig, die zweite
jedoch falsch. Wie wir die Dinge auch drehen und wenden:
Es scheint keine kohérente Interpretation von Searles
ersten beiden Pramissen zu geben, unter denen sie
zusammen wahr waren. Die dritte Pramisse (die ich unter
der gegenwartigen Interpretation von ,irreduzibel subjektiv*
fur wahr halte) kann das Argument demnach nicht mehr
retten.

Man kdnnte nun einwenden, dal Searle etwas ganz
anderes meine, wenn er von irreduzibler Subjektivitat"
spreche. Searle spiele hier nicht auf die Unausdrickbar-
keit sinnlicher Eindriicke, sondern auf Quines Unbe-
stimmtheitsthese an. Searle schreibt:

Behavioral evidence [...] always leaves the aspectual
character of intentional states underdetermined. There
will always be an inferential gulf between the evidence
for the presence of the aspect and the aspect itself.
(Searle 1990, 275.)

Wenn Searle dies unter ,irreduzibler Subjektivitat versteht,
gibt es tatsachlich eine Mdglichkeit, die beiden ersten Pra-
missen so zu interpretieren, dafld sie zugleich wahr sind.
Die erste Pramisse lautet dann:

I*  Wenn ein mentaler Zustand Intentionalitat hat, weist
sein Gehalt begriffliche Perspektivitat auf.
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und die zweite Pramisse kann dann so gedeutet werden:

II*  Wenn der Gehalt eines mentalen Zustandes begriff-
liche Perspektivitat aufweist, so ist er (der Gehalt) selbst
unter Berlcksichtigung aller mdoglichen Anhaltspunkte
unterbestimmt.

Die dritte Pramisse

Aber nun gibt es ein Problem mit der dritten Prémisse.
Wenn wir irreduzibel subjektiv* als ,selbst unter Beruick-
sichtigung aller méglichen Anhaltspunkte unterbestimmt*
auffassen, lautet die dritte Pramisse so:

III* Wenn der Gehalt eines mentalen Zustandes selbst
unter Berucksichtigung aller mdglichen Anhaltspunkte
unterbestimmt ist, ist dieser Zustand (méglicherweise)
bewuf3t.

Es ist keineswegs klar, warum Unterbestimmtheit (m6g-
liches) Bewuf3tsein impliziert. Sehen wir uns einen Fall an,
der &hnlich gelagert ist: die Unterbestimmtheit des Gehalts
wissenschaftlicher Theorien. Wenn wir Pierre Duhem
Glauben schenken durfen, gibt es zu jeder akzeptierten
Theorie Uber ein bestimmtes Gegenstandsgebiet eine
denkbare Alternative, die mit den zu erklarenden Daten
ebensogut im Einklang steht. Bedeutet das, dal} wissen-
schaftliche Theorien (mdglicherweise) bewul3te Phanome-
ne darstellen? Natirlich nicht. Theorien haben nicht den
Charakter von Erlebnissen — Theorien sind Aussagen-
verbindungen.

JAber®, so kénnte man an dieser Stelle einwenden,
Lhatlrlich sind wissenschaftliche Theorien moglicherweise
bewuf3te Phdnomene: wir kénnen uns ihrer doch bewuf3t
sein!* Es sollte klar sein, daf3 dieser Einwand ins Leere
geht. Denn wir dirfen die in Searles Argument erwahnte
Eigenschaft, (mdglicherweise) bewuf3t zu sein, nicht mit
der Eigenschaft, (méglicherweise) als Gegenstand unse-
res Bewultseins zu fungieren, verwechseln. In diesem,
letztgenannten Sinne ist so gut wie alles bewuR3t — denn so
gut wie alles kann in den Fokus unseres BewufRtseins
geraten.

Fazit

Es gibt demnach drei Wege, auf denen Searles Argument
scheitert: Entweder (a) Pramisse | ist wahr, aber Pramisse
Il ist falsch, oder (b) Préamisse Il ist wahr, aber Pramisse |
ist falsch (Pramisse Ill ist in diesen Fallen irrelevant), oder
(c) Pramissen | und Il sind wahr, aber Pramisse Il ist
falsch.
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Mind and (Bracketed) World

(Could There Be an Externalist Epoché?)

Hilan Bensusan, Brasilia, Brazil

1. Wittgenstein's remarks (1953) concerning both rule-
following and the unintelligibility of the idea of a private
language are often taken as grounds for externalism about
mental content. We can neither exercise conceptual
capacities nor obtain contentful sensations or beliefs
without an appeal to practices in a shared public language.
Externalism about mental content (the thesis that our
thinking gains content outside the realm of what is mental)
can easily encourage epistemological externalism (the
thesis that one does not need to acknowledge one's
knowledge in order to know). If mental contents are world-
dependent so could be an attitude towards contents, such
as knowledge (see Williamson 2000, Vahid 2003).
Externalism is a general way of thinking that favours the
idea that mind and world are not independent variables
and, therefore, our mental life is not indifferent to the way
the world around us happens to be. Externalism is
therefore a decisive departure from several Cartesian
assumptions that have guided quite a number of
philosophical preoccupations and objectives in the last
centuries. In particular, a Cartesian model has informed
ways of thinking about our experience of the world and of
other people. In this work | examine a strategy to conceive
of our experience in a noncommitting way: the endeavour
to think of experience in a bracketed world. The idea, often
labeled epoché, is that our thinking can take place with
some amount of indifference concerning how the world is.
We can think and have experience irrespective to whether
the objects we experience and think about exist. An
epoché assumes that it is possible to think about p without
any commitment as to whether or not p is the case.
Thought about whatever is in the scope of an epoché
involves no more than the person who thinks. The world,
and the objects we think about and experience, is kept
outside as a methodological assumption that aims to clarify
what is at stake when we think and experience.

The epoché method is one that intends to analyse
experience (and thinking) in itself, isolating it from its
surroundings in the world. As such, at least at first sight,
the idea of an epoché contrasts with an externalist
approach to knowledge and mental content. | shall
maintain here that the contrast is indeed profound. In fact,
the contrast will prove to be itself a good way to charac-
terize the externalist perspective.

2. Descartes championed the idea that the price of
certainty is to distance ourselves as much as possible from
our predetermined judgments and our common ways of
thinking. Safety for our beliefs can only be attained through
a recoil into the mental realm that provides legitimacy (and
content) to our thinking. The idea is that we can recoil to a
sphere that is free of suspicious preconceptions and that
enables us to start from scratch somewhere independent
of those suspicious preconceptions; indeed independent of
any preconception. This sphere, that we learned to identify
with the mind, is understood as a neutral ground where our
thinking happens. It is conceived as independent of
however things are outside it: we do not know how things
are but we can safely recoil to this mental realm. Des-
cartes then envisaged a method for good thinking that
would start out with the materials provided by the mind and
proceed in a way to avoid the risks of stepping in shaky

territory. Mind is safe because it pre-exists every content
and indeed it is what instills content into our thinking. The
adequacy of what we think, whether or not our thoughts
are true, is a matter of fact about which our beliefs can be
fairly oblivious.

With his idea of the mental sphere, Descartes has
encouraged an agenda to look for certainty that proceeds
from the mind towards the world in order to counter the
skeptical suspicion that the world becomes unattainable.
This agenda has greatly shaped the philosophical
endeavour ever since and is precisely what externalism
intends to revert. Externalist typically springs from a deep
suspicion of the Cartesian agenda: it is not a roadmap to
exorcise skepticism but rather the toolkit that any skeptical
challenge demands. Cartesian assumptions picture mind
as an independent variable and in doing so they make the
world irremediably alien to our processes of thinking and
experiencing. If the content and the origin of our beliefs are
mental, and therefore private, we can never attain certainty
about the world: we are confined in a stage of representa-
tions. Moreover, externalism holds that the Cartesian, and
the skeptic, have to defend a number of positive theses to
give them right to maintain that mind is independent; for
example, that content could be oblivious to the world or
that our beliefs are not responsive to the world when they
are formed (by a mechanism of reliability, for instance).
The Cartesian skeptic, according to an externalist
diagnosis, has to accept the burden of the proof in some
matters before she can be entitled to a global doubt. So,
for example, a Wittgensteinian externalist would require
the skeptic to show her credentials before she engages in
global doubt, for doubt cannot take place in a belief
vacuum, and a Davidsonian externalist would ask her to
prove that she could both understand what she is doubting
and having a global doubt. In any case, the skeptic has to
show that her position is available.

Externalism changes the philosophical landscape by
focusing on how the world provides the furniture for the
operations of the mind. Our mental life is not a starting
point for our inquiry into the world, it is rather already fully
world-dependent. Our mental operations are spread in the
world for we cannot provide an account of them without
appealing to the world. If mental content is in the world,
there is no specified arena of the mental, mind is dissolved
in our actions and inquiries in the world. So, for instance,
we cannot wonder whether the future will resemble the
past as a matter of fact in the world if we do not possess
the concept of future and therefore of a clock and therefore
of the regularities in the world: that the future resembles
the past. The externalist argues for a conception of mind
as something very different from an organ, a substance or
an object in the world. Externalism then ascribes to the
skeptic the burden to prove that her conception of mind is
a workable one.

3. Skepticism is often related to a quietism about philoso-
phical theses. Pyrrhonism attempted to achieve a position
where no philosophical commitment had to be taken. The
method envisaged was to appeal to an epoché, a state
where we suspend judgement about something, usually a
set of (philosophical) theses. The idea is akin to that of
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abstaining from committing concerning something. For the
Pyrrhonist, it is recommendable to abstain from commit-
ment because of diaphonia, that is, because of the
incorrigible difference of opinions. Whenever there is
incorrigible diaphonia, an epoché is the most suitable
attitude. The idea of the epoché is that we can recoll
somewhere beyond the reach of the diaphonia, and the
Cartesian move was to inaugurate a realm where we
could, so to speak, put the rest of the world in epoché. A
challenge, already for the Pyrrhonist, was to show that we
can divest ourselves completely from diaphonia without
the risk of ending up making any discourse impossible.

The idea of an epoché is a generalization of what
McDowell (1982) called the highest common factor model
for knowledge and perception where we replace items of
perception (or knowledge) that could be wrong, like objects
for we can hallucinate, by less committing ones like
sensations. These less committing items are suppose to
be intelligible highest common factors between, say, the
object we think we perceive and an object of hallucination.
Like with the epoché, it seems that fear makes us recoil to
a realm that appears to be safer and the question of
course is whether this realm is really both safe and
intelligible. McDowell rejects the model on three grounds.
First, it is not compulsory (his disjunctive conception of
appearances is an alternative). Second, the highest
common factor is a postulated item that can hardly be
contentful without appealing to the world (that we intend to
bracket). Third, it makes contact with the world through
knowledge and perception a mystery, as the intentional
items that are thought and perceived are short of being
items of the world. Merleau-Ponty, who was a critic of any
appeal to mental objects in our accounts of perception,
remarked that to isolate appearances from what they are
appearances of amounts to sign an insurance against
doubt that costs more than the potential loss (1964, 58-9).
We can attain certainty, but we will certainly not attain
certainty about the world.

Husserl's phenomenological method involves the idea of
performing an epoché to analyse experience so that we
would rid ourselves of any preconceptions about, for
example, the world and other people that we carry with us.
Husserl's effort (1929, 844) is to think from a point of
departure that abstracts away our commitments concern-
ing anything that is beyond the reach of the thinker. His
transcendental epoché is a method to consider experience
in itself, free of whatever is projected in it by both
commonsense and philosophical doctrines (see 1913,
§32). The idea is that we would consider experience
independently of any item beyond what is available in
experience itself and therefore without any commitment to
any existence claim. Epoché makes us focus on our
intentional objects irrespective of the objects beyond the
reach of our mental acts. The purpose is to acquire a
relative neutrality concerning whatever is not at stake in
our research exercise, for example, in our effort to look at
experience. We can provisionally put aside our beliefs (for
example, about the world and other people) while we
investigate so that we can reap the benefits of the epoché.
We could not live in a constant epoché but we can engage
in one whenever an effort of phenomenological analysis is
necessary. In the best construction | can think of, a
Husserlian epoché is a method to consider experience as
it appears to us and is no more than part of what is
required for a general account of our experiences.

Now, | think this method is not really available to an
externalist. The realm where we are taken when we
perform an epoché is not one that is unfurnished by items
of the world, if it is an intelligible realm at all. Christian
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Beyer (2001, 2004) believes that we can reconcile the
epoché method to an externalist perspective. He draws on
the distinction between local and universal epoché. The
latter requires one to epoché all existence claims
regarding the external world at once, whereas the former
requires one to bracket only particular existence claims.
Universal epoché is connected to Husserl's belief in a
separable realm of experience beyond any particular
object; if intentional objects are intrinsically indexical or
otherwise world-dependent, we are to restrict ourselves to
a, perhaps more clearly methodological, local epoché.
Beyer's (2004) diagnosis runs like this:

Only the universal epoché seems to conflict with
[externalism]: if no extra-mental existence assumptions
whatsoever are admitted, then phenomenologically there
cannot be object-dependent indexical contents, as
externalism would have it. By contrast, there may be
some such contents, even many of them, without
indexical content generally having to be dependent on a
particular extra-mental object. Which leaves enough
room for the method of local epoché to apply to any
given particular case [...] Now we can apply the local
epoché to specify the [content] of both veridical percep-
tions and hallucinations so as to bring out their singu-
larity. [...] Husserl stressed that objectless representa-
tions such as hallucinations can in a sense be charac-
terized as “representing an intentional object”, provided
that this characterization is understood to be made
“under an existential assumption”, as follows: “If the act
of hallucination were veridical, it would successfully
represent such-and-such an object (under such-and-
such aspects)”.

It seems that there is a representation, present in both
cases, which is the product of a recoil towards the highest
common factor. Beyer, however, further claims that an
externalist reading of Husserl would be possible if we take
the content (the noema) to be different in both cases. It
seems to me that we can force an externalist reading but
only at the expense of rendering whatever results of the
epoché contentless: no item results from the epoché. If, on
the other hand, we recoil further so that we find a proper
highest common factor, the points McDowell raises against
this model apply: it is not compulsory, it has to come with a
proof that neutral contents are intelligible (which probably
requires the intelligibility of private, world-indifferent
content) and it renders the world inaccessible to the mind.
So, with an epoché, Husserl cannot be made externalisti-
cally kosher, without an epoché, Husserl would have an
analysis of content akin to the disjunctive conception of
appearances that McDowell espouses.*

4. Externalism seems to preclude most forms of epoché.
How general should this rejection be? Sometimes we need
to abstain from commitment in order to investigate
something. If externalism is right about the worldly furniture
of our minds, less world taken into consideration entails
less content in our analysis. Maybe, however, there is
something to gain when we take less mental content into
account in our analysis of mental activity. If recoil would
not take us to anything like a sphere of mental objects, we
can abstain from some commitments while holding others
(and so being contentful). Such efforts of epoché would be
still granted but it is doubtful whether they are more than
an exercise of careful selection of commitments.”

* McDowell's appeal to intentionality could be taken as itself residually
Cartesian. Davidson's externalism, for instance, manages to avoid any appeal
to intentional relations. For the contrast between these positions concerning
intentional relations consult Bensusan 2003.

" Thanks to FINATEC for financial aid.
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Explaining Emotional Action

Monika Betzler, Gottingen, Germany

1. The Challenge

According to a widespread model of agency actions are
events that are caused by reasons. Reasons are consid-
ered to be desires and beliefs which are taken to ration-
alize the action from the perspective of the agent.* That is,
the action is rendered intelligible by citing what the
deliberating agent herself took as reasons. Only those
actions qualify as rational if they are done for the sake of
something good: An action is either thought to be good
because the agent desires it and entertains beliefs about
the adequate means to satisfy his desire, or it is thought to
be good because the agent believes or judges it to be
good and therefore develops desires in light of that
reasoned judgment.

Given the standard picture of rational agency, it is
difficult to see how a whole range of emotions could serve
as reasons. Consider the following examples:

(1) John destroys the photograph of Martha out of anger.

(2) Grieving Mary rolls in the clothes of her husband who
just passed away.

(3) William kisses Gail's sweater in a wave of love.

In this paper, | will be concerned with the question how we
can make sense of such emotional actions.

2. Emotions Versus Beliefs and Desires

According to the standard model emotional actions need to
be explained in one of the following two ways:

(1*) John desires to destroy Martha’'s photograph. He
thinks that tearing it apart is conducive to realizing his
desire.

(2**) John believes that it is good to destroy Martha's
photograph. He therefore desires to tear it apart.

(2%) Mary desires to roll around in her dead husband’s
clothes. She believes that rolling around in those
pants of his satisfies her desire.

(2**) Mary believes that it is good to roll around in her
dead husband’s clothes. She therefore desires to roll
around in those pants of his.

(3*) William wants to kiss Gail's sweater. He believes that
kissing this green sweater of hers is a way of real-
izing his desire.

(3**) William believes that it is good to kiss Gail's sweater.
He therefore desires to kiss this green sweater of
hers.

The problem with either version of the standard model is,
however, that neither desires with means-end beliefs nor
value judgments and informed desires are helpful in
explaining emotional actions. None of the emotional
actions seem to serve any purpose from the agent's
perspective. The persons acting that way do not engage in
any conscious reasoning process in which they take a
desire of theirs or something they judge to be good as
reason-providing.

! Cf. D. Davidson (1963) 3-19. See also D. Velleman (1992) 100-5, who
elucidates the distinction between cognitivist and non-cognitivist
interpretations of what renders an action good. Cf. J. Raz (1999) 22-45.
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Two morals have been drawn from this analysis:

(1) Emotional actions are not performed for any reasons
at all. They are simply arational. This conclusion pre-
supposes that agents who act emotionally need not
have any conscious desires, and therefore do not
need any beliefs about how they might go about sat-
isfying those desires.? They simply go ahead and act
the way they feel like doing.

(2) Emotions should be interpreted in terms of beliefs
and desires, which qualifies the actions resulting from
them as done for reasons. This conclusion resorts to
the claim that action explanation does not have to
capture the fact that the agent is in an emotional
state. It is sufficient to explain an action by beliefs
and desires the agent inter alia has. It is conceded
that they can derive their sense from emotional atti-
tudes. Hence, only a person who grieves, might have
such desires like rolling around in the clothes of a
dead person. But the action is explained by the ac-
tual desires and beliefs of the agent as those mental
states that are informative as to why the agent is do-
ing what she is doing.® Therefore, the argument goes,
the actions are done for reasons.

I will defend the view that both of these conclusions are
unsatisfactory. | think that the first suggestion is wrong
because it presupposes the correctness of the standard
model. Emotional actions need not be arational just
because rational actions are defined by the good they
realize, and that the agent considers as reason-giving in
conscious deliberation. That agents who feel drawn to
such emotional actions are, in fact, responsive to reasons
can also be brought out by the fact that John, for example,
who vents his anger by destroying Martha's photograph, is
reasonable enough not to destroy her, or something more
precious than her photograph. We also rationally criticize
agents who engage in such actions for too long, or who
evidently act against their own best interests. Conse-
quently, it cannot be the case that emotional actions are
entirely disconnected from reasons.

The second attempt to re-interpret emotional actions in
terms of beliefs and desires is no less defective: It resorts
to bizarre beliefs that are not held by the agents in
question. For example, to ascribe Mary the belief that it is
good to roll around in the clothes of her dead husband
seems uncalled for, and therefore unhelpful in explaining
why she wants to do what she is doing. It is unlikely she
entertains any such thought that she consciously takes as
her reason for acting.

The question that needs to be answered then is what
accounts for our understanding of such actions although
the agents in question do not need to hold any conscious
desires, value judgments and means-end beliefs.
Intuitively, there is no doubt that we can render such
emotional actions intelligible. But what is it about anger,
grief, or love that bolsters that intuition?

2 This argument is presented by R. Hursthouse (1991) 59.

Such a re-interpretation in light of actions out of emotions is proposed by M.
Smith (1998) 17-23.
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3. Making Sense of Emotional Actions

A first step to provide an answer to this question is to come
up with a better understanding of what emotions of this
kind detect about the agent's environment and his relation
to it. We then need to elucidate in a second step in what
way emotions of that kind are connected to the agent's
having a reason, and therefore move him to action.

Emotions are perceptions of features in our environment
as salient. What is perceived as salient, that is, as
something that calls for a reaction from the (emotionally)
perceiving agent depends on the agent's relation to an
object bearing those features.”

Emotions, such as love, anger, and grief, are special in
that they are directed to non-propositional objects, that is,
to persons. They presuppose that the agent has a positive
relationship to another person that she deeply (that is,
emotionally) values.

John's perception of Martha's behavior as calling for
anger is connected to perceiving Martha as behaving in a
way that questions John's positively valued relationship to
her. For example, perceiving Martha hugging another man
may be a feature that John perceives as salient in light of
his previous evaluation of Martha and his special relation-
ship to her.

John’s anger need not be the expression of a desire,
e.g., that Martha be nice to him, nor is it comparable to a
frustrated desire. Even if she hasn't fulfilled his desires his
anger is geared towards her as being the kind of person
and displaying the kinds of attitudes that call his evaluation
of her into question.

Similarly, Mary’s perception of her husband as being
dead is an (extremely) salient feature given the loving
relationship she had with him. Again, her grief is not the
expression of a (frustrated) desire or a wish that her
husband should be alive. She need not even imagine him
to be alive.® She may grieve even if his death was a relief
from a painful illness. Instead, in grieving she perceives
the death of her husband as calling for a response in light
of the loving relationship she had.

Along the same lines, Gail's sweater given her sudden
absence strikes William as salient given his newly
developed close and loving relationship to her. William’s
wave of love, however, need not entail any desires like
wanting to be with Gail at that very moment, or wishing
Gail well. Similarly, he does not have to entertain any
belief about Gail's sweater. Given her absence and in light
of his love to Gail William perceives her belongings as
calling for an emotional response to express his affection
to her.

Consequently, that certain properties are emotionally
perceived the way they are depends on the agent's evalu-
ative relation to the persons with whom those emotionally
perceived properties are connected. Once we acknowl-
edge that emotional perception is not only directed to
salient features in our environment, but also results from
our previous evaluations that we take for granted, we are
in a better position to understand the strong motivational
power issuing from such emotions | referred to in the ex-
amples. Since such emotions are the result of a perceived
dissonance between a valued relationship and the actual
events, they strongly motivate to reduce that dissonance.

4Cf4 A. Noe (2004) Ch. 5&6; see also J. Prinz (2004).

D. Velleman (2000) 264-5, maintains that emotional actions can be
explained by wishes and imagination. Cf. P. Goldie (2000) 25-38.

They thus help the agent to adapt to a changed situation
and make sense of his evaluation in light of that change.

To be sure, not all of us are inclined to perform actions
of the kind | mentioned. Whether people are compelled to
perform such actions depends, in part, on their tempera-
ments, characters and personal history. But these individ-
ual differences notwithstanding once such a dissonance is
strongly perceived it motivates to reduce it. It thus helps us
to re-adapt to our environment.

Yet how can such emotions be reasons given that the
actions they motivate cannot be interpreted in the guise of
the good? Aren't they simply blind impulses without having
any connection to the agent having reasons?

Emotional actions of the kind mentioned are unreflective
actions, but this does not preclude them from being related
to reasons that apply independently of the agent's
conscious states. What makes these emotional actions
conducive to rationalization is that they express the agent's
responses to reasons without her being necessarily
conscious of those reasons at the time of acting.

The reasons the agents in the examples respond to are
the reasons derived from their having come to value a
person and their relationship to her. Once agents come to
value a person for reasons they have further reasons, that
is, relationship-dependent reasons, to respond to what
they have come to value and act accordingly.

Given that they have come to hold an evaluative stance
towards a person with reasons, and given that this stance
is now questionned in light of the new information they
acquire about the person and their relationship to her, they
face rational pressure to reconsider their evaluative stance
and/or manifest it more strongly. In light of the fact that
what they have come to value is now lost (dead), absent or
discontinues to merit their positive evaluation, they are
momentarily or forever unable to act according to what
they have come to value. To make sense of their previous
evaluation in light of that new information many agents are
strongly motivated to resort to various kinds of ersatz
evaluations.

In kissing the sweater of the beloved, we value that per-
son in her absence by expressing our affection to some-
thing that belongs to her. In rolling around in the clothes of
the person who passed away we express our suffering
from the loss of value that the death of a person repre-
sents. We try to hold on to the value that person had for us
by valuing objects that remind us of that person. Tearing
apart the photograph of a person one is angry with is an
expression of our disvaluing the person for her behaviour.
It is a civilized ersatz for actually destroying that person,
thus withdrawing our initial positive evaluation of her.

Actions of that kind are not done to bring about some-
thing good or desired. This does not entail, however, that
they are disconnected from value. They are done to
establish evaluative coherence between what one has
come to value and the new information questionning that
very evaluation. Emotional actions of the kind mentioned
are thus consequences of reasons that the agent once
took as reasons for valuing a person and his relationship
to her. As consequences of such reasons they need not be
considerations that the agent takes as reason-giving at the
time of emotionally acting on them. The actions are
nonetheless rational in the sense that they can be
explained by the reasons for which the agent came to
value a person in light of the fact that he encounters new
relevant information which now questions his evaluation.
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4. Conclusion

There are emotional actions which are done for reasons.
This does neither entail that the agents acted for particu-
larly good reasons, nor that all emotional actions are done
for reasons of that kind.

Reasons for action, however, are neither exhausted by
what agents take as reasons at the time of acting, nor are
they exclusively connected to the good purpose that an
action is taken to serve. This result lends support to the
view that there are various kinds of rational actions one of
which is that some actions are done for reasons ensuing
from an agent's evaluations when confronted with new
information. Such actions are rendered intelligible by the
function they serve: Evaluative coherence and re-adaption
to new circumstances. | have to leave if for another
occasion to sort out the difference between these various
kinds of rational action.
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Uber den Wert der Geflihle

Christian Beyer, Erfurt, Deutschland

In der Philosophie hat sich weitgehend die Auffassung
durchgesetzt, dal Gefilhle mehr sind als arationale Emp-
findungen nach Art des Magendriickens oder (gunstigen-
falls) verworrene, unausgegorene Werturteile, die dringend
nach einsichtiger Begriindung verlangen. Schon Blaise
Pascal (um nur einen &lteren Autor zu erwéhnen) hatte
dem menschlichen Gemdlitsleben eine ,eigene Logik des
Herzens" attestiert. Ein Gedanke, der im 20. Jahrhundert
etwa von dem Phanomenologen Max Scheler (Scheler
2000, 31ff.) und dem analytischen Philosophen Ronald de
Sousa weiterverfolgt wurde.

1. Der Gefuhlsbegriff

Wenn in der philosophischen Literatur von ,Gefuhlen” die
Rede ist, dann sind in der Regel diejenigen Ph&nomene
gemeint, die im angelsachsischen Sprachraum gemeinhin
mit dem Terminus ,emotion“ bezeichnet werden: also
keine ,bloRen Empfindungen“ oder raw feelings wie etwa
Schmerzen oder farbige Nachbilder, sondern vielmehr (in
derlei Empfindungen allenfalls fundierte) emotionale Phéa-
nomene wie z.B. Angst, Furcht, Bewunderung, Liebe, HaR3,
Eifersucht, Empoérung, Wut, Scham, Ekel, Freude, Ver-
legenheit, Reue, Trauer, Liebeskummer oder Sehnsucht.
Einige dieser Phanomene sind kurzzeitige seelische
Episoden — etwa die Wut, die zum Ausbruch kommt, oder
die Scham, die jemanden erréten laBt. Andere Gefiihle
haben eher den Charakter von Langzeit-Dispositionen —
beispielsweise der latente Hal? auf eine Person, die einen
vor langerer Zeit erniedrigt hat. Manche Gefiihle sind
hinsichtlich ihres Objekts unbestimmt oder gar richtungs-
los, so z.B. die Angst, die einen plotzlich ohne er-
sichtlichen Grund uberkommt. Andere haben ein ganz
bestimmtes Objekt, beispielsweise die Person, die man
liebt, oder die eigene Handlung, die man bereut. Einige
Gefuhle sind bewuf3t, andere hingegen — etwa das bereits
erwahnte latente HaRgefiihl — schlummern im Unbe-
wuldten.

Angesichts dieser ziemlich heterogenen Reihe von
Merkmalen erscheint es unwahrscheinlich, dal3 sich der
Gefuhlsbegriff prézise durch die Angabe logisch notwendi-
ger und zusammengenommen hinreichender Bedingungen
definieren oder sich ins Korsett einer bestimmten On-
tologie zwéngen lalt — etwa, wie Richard Wollheim (2001,
23ff.) annimmt, der Dispositions-Ontologie. Statt dessen
bietet sich eine Wittgensteinsche Diagnose des Phano-
mens an: ,Gefuhl“ scheint ein Familienéhnlichkeitsbegriff
zu sein, fur dessen korrekte Anwendung es sehr wohl
brauchbare Kriterien gibt, die aber nur in geeigneten Kon-
texten greifen und gelegentlich auch miteinander konfli-
gieren (Alston 1996, 486). Den Kern der Familie bilden die
paradigmatischen Falle, anhand derer man den Gefuhls-
begriff erlernen kann. Das sind naturlich nicht so sehr
latente Langzeit-Dispositionen, als vielmehr manifeste
Gefuhlserlebnisse und deren VerhaltensduRerungen. Die-
se paradigmatischen Falle haben, scheint mir, allesamt
den Bezug auf gewisse Empfindungen gemein, und zwar
auf solche, die den Gefuihlen den Ruf des Arationalen oder
rein Triebhaften eingetragen haben: Es handelt sich hier
namlich um kérperliche Empfindungen, mit denen wir al-
lenfalls ,hedonistische* Werte wie angenehm (sprich: posi-
tiv) oder unangenehm (negativ) verbinden; man koénnte sie
als emotionale Empfindungen bezeichnen. Wer etwa

angstlich disponiert ist, tendiert in gewissen Kontexten zu
erhdhter Herzfrequenz und Adrenalinausschiittungen, die
wiederum subjektiv als unangenehm empfunden werden.
Angst qua Disposition manifestiert sich also in gewissen
Erlebnissen, die mit negativen Empfindungen verbunden
sind. Diese Erlebnisse kénnen sich ihrerseits in bestimm-
ten Formen des Ausdrucksverhaltens &ufern, etwa im
Aufsetzen eines &ngstlichen Gesichtsausdrucks. Jene
emotionalen Erlebnisse und diese offentlichen Gefiihls-
artikulationen fungieren dann je nachdem als innere oder
auBere Kriterien dafur, dal jemand Angst verspiirt, und im
Wiederholungsfalle auch als Kriterien fur das Vorliegen
einer Angstdisposition.

.m Wiederholungsfalle* — das besagt: wenn sie unter
ahnlichen Umsténden erneut auftreten. Was zéhlt dabei
als Ahnlichkeit? Bestimmte Dinge, Ereignisse oder Si-
tuationen scheinen das negativ oder positiv empfundene
Geflhlserlebnis regelméaRig auszulésen; diese auslosen-
den Faktoren erinnern das Subjekt an Dinge oder Kon-
stellationen, die solch eine Empfindung (nach seinem
Eindruck) bereits friher hervorgerufen haben. De Sousa
spricht in diesem Zusammenhang von der ,situativen Kom-
ponente* eines ,Schlisselszenarios”; ich werde diese
Komponente als Schlusselsituation bezeichnen (de Sousa
1997, 298ff.). Angenommen etwa, ein Subjekt assoziiert
ein ihm anschaulich gegebenes Objekt, etwa eine soeben
wahrgenommene Spinne, mit einer Schllsselsituation; das
koénnte hier z.B. das — vielleicht durch eine Warnung des
Erziehers kommentierte — Krabbeln einer Spinne auf der
eigenen Haut sein. Im Falle einer Angstdisposition tritt
dann automatisch auch die entsprechende Angst-
empfindung auf, und man kann sagen, daf} unser Subjekt
sich in einem bewuRten Zustand der Angst befindet. Das
angstlich disponierte Subjekt hat mit anderen Worten ein
Angsterlebnis, sobald es sich mit einer Situation kon-
frontiert sieht, die es an eine einschlagige Schlussel-
situation erinnert.

Zu den Kriterien, die fur emotionale Dispositionen cha-
rakteristisch sind, geh6éren demnach: Schllsselsituationen,
damit assoziierte (positive oder negative) emotionale
Empfindungen als phdnomenale Momente von bewuf3ten
Geflihlsepisoden sowie — nicht zuletzt — deren Verhaltens-
aulerungen. Letztere bilden eine weitere Komponente des
Schlisselszenarios. Aul3erdem ist anzumerken, dal3 ein
und dieselbe emotionale Empfindung mit verschiedenen
Schliisselszenarien assoziiert sein kann, in Hinblick auf die
das zugehodrige emotionale Vokabular zu erlernen oder
auch zu sublimieren ist: wie etwa bei der Lektlre eines li-
terarischen Werkes, das uns ein bis dato unbekanntes
Schliisselszenario fir ein schon vertrautes Gefiihl vor den
Blick bringt. Auch die einzelnen Sorten von Gefiihlen
bilden also Familien&hnlichkeitsbegriffe, und die diversen
zugehdrigen Schlisselszenarien stellen dem Subjekt Kri-
terien gleichsam fur die Anwendung des betreffenden
Gefiuhls bereit. Diese kodnnen, wie gehabt, auch mitei-
nander konfligieren. So kann sich Bewunderung z.B. auf
das bewundernswert erscheinende Verhalten verschie-
dener Personen beziehen, und womdglich gar mit Blick auf
diametral entgegengesetzte Aspekte ihres Verhaltens,
etwa Brutalitdt und Sanftmutigkeit. Dies ist immer dann der
Fall, wenn das Subjekt die widersprichlichen Aspekte
jeweils mit einem Schliisselszenario fiir das Gefiihl der

37



Uber den Wert der Gefiihle — Christian Beyer

Bewunderung verbindet und dementsprechend emotional
disponiert ist.

Nun liegt im Begriff einer emotionalen Disposition of-
fensichtlich der Verweis auf ein entsprechendes Ge-
fuhlserlebnis beschlossen, also auf einen Bewuf3t-
seinszustand, der eine emotionale Empfindung involviert
und die betreffende Disposition dabei je nachdem initiiert
oder in dem sie sich aktualisiert — sofern sie schon
besteht. Wer z.B. niemals mit den fur Eifersucht charak-
teristischen Empfindungen auf ein bestimmtes Verhalten
des Ehepartners reagiert oder wenigstens in hinlanglich
pikanten Situationen so reagieren wirde, der ist im hier
relevanten Sinne auch nicht zur Eifersucht disponiert.
Dagegen ist es begrifflich sehr wohl mdéglich, daR jemand
ein Geflhlserlebnis hat, ohne die entsprechende emotio-
nale Disposition zu besitzen beziehungsweise auch nur zu
erwerben: Denken Sie etwa an einen Angestellten, der
sich kurzzeitig Uber das Verhalten seines Vorgesetzten
argert und allenfalls im Nachhinein, wenn Uberhaupt, eine
Abneigung gegen ihn entwickelt. Das Konzept eines
Gefuhlserlebnisses ist also offenbar grundlegender als das
einer emotionalen Disposition (Déring und Peacocke 2002,
95). Ich werde mich daher im Folgenden thematisch auf
Gefihlserlebnisse beschranken.

Es ist inzwischen ein Gemeinplatz der Philosophie der
Gefilhle, dal3 sich Geflihlserlebnisse nicht nach dem Mu-
ster von Uberzeugungen, Urteilen oder Wiinschen model-
lieren lassen. Uberzeugungen und Urteile zielen namlich
stets auf Wahrheit ab, und Winsche stets auf etwas fir
das Subjekt irgendwie Gutes (Doring und Peacocke 2002,
90f.). Gefuhlserlebnisse hingegen besitzen kein einheitli-
ches formales Objekt, auf das sie allesamt abzielen. Viel-
mehr hat jede Sorte von Geflihlserlebnissen ihr eigenes,
fur das jeweilige Gefiihl konstitutives Formalobjekt, wie
z.B. Bewundernswaurdigkeit, Liebenswurdigkeit oder die Ei-
genschaft, furchteinflolend zu sein (de Sousa 1997,
206ff., 211). Es fallt auf, da derlei Formalobjekte eine
evaluative Komponente enthalten, also auf eine Bewer-
tung des Gefiihlsgegenstandes seitens des flihlenden
Subjekts verweisen. Ich komme auf diese Wertbezogen-
heit der Geflihlserlebnisse noch zuriick.

Daraus, daf sich die Gefiihlserlebnisse nicht den Uber-
zeugungen und Winschen angleichen lassen, scheint nun
prima facie zu folgen, dal} das klassische Muster einer
Handlungserklarung in Begriffen der Belief/desire-Psycho-
logie keinen Raum fur dergleichen wie rationales Handeln
aus gefuhlsbedingten Motiven 1aR3t. Diese Schluf3folgerung
erscheint mir jedoch bei genauerer Betrachtung unzu-
lassig. Um dies zu verdeutlichen, werde ich die Gefiihls-
erlebnisse nachfolgend mit den aussichtsreichsten Kandi-
daten vergleichen, die die Erkenntnistheorie fir die Rolle
des Rechtfertigungsfundaments von Uberzeugungen an-
zubieten hat: den bewuBten Wahrnehmungszustanden,
sprich: den Wahrnehmungserlebnissen.

2. Gefiihle und Wahrnehmungserlebnisse

Wahrnehmungserlebnisse lassen sich ebenfalls nicht nach
MaRgabe der Uberzeugungen und Urteile modellieren.
Denn anders als bei doxastischen Zustanden ist es bei
Wahrnehmungserlebnissen im Prinzip immer moglich,
ihrem intentionalen Gehalt zu mifdtrauen, ohne dafl} das
Erlebnis deshalb aufhérte, ein Wahrnehmungserlebnis zu
sein. Man denke etwa an die Miller-Lyer-Streckentau-
schung:

38

Wir nehmen die beiden Strecken automatisch als ungleich
lang wahr — und zwar selbst dann, wenn wir dem Augen-
schein aufgrund unseres Hintergrundwissens mif3trauen,
also nicht das entsprechende Urteil fallen.

Dieser Befund illustriert gleichzeitig eine zweite Hinsicht,
in der Gefuhlserlebnisse bewuRten Wahrnehmungszustan-
den gleichen: Beide Erlebnisarten sind oftmals informatio-
nell eingekapselt, d.h. das Auftreten der entsprechenden
Erlebnisse in geeigneten Wahrnehmungssituationen ist
weitgehend unabhéngig von unserem jeweiligen Hinter-
grundwissen, soweit es die konkreten Wahrnehmungsum-
stande betrifft (contra de Sousa 1997, 258). Wer sich z.B.
vor Schlangen furchtet, der wird auch dann angesichts ei-
ner Blindschleiche Angst empfinden, wenn er weil3, daR
Blindschleichen eigentlich harmlos sind. Die &ngstliche Re-
aktion auf Schlangen ist in seinem Gehirn quasi fest ver-
drahtet.

Das impliziert freilich nicht, da3 Wahrnehmungs- und
Gefhlserlebnisse kraft ihres jeweiligen Gehalts nicht je
schon in ein Netzwerk von Hintergrundiiberzeugungen ein-
gebettet waren. Das Gegenteil ist der Fall: Ohne gewisse
Uberzeugungen (iber Schlangen kénnten wir weder be-
wuBt Angst vor Schlangen empfinden noch auch Schlan-
gen Uberhaupt als solche wahrnehmen. Dieser holistische
Charakter ihres Gehalts bildet einen dritten gemeinsamen
Zug zwischen paradigmatischen Gefiihlen und Wahrneh-
mungserlebnissen.

Eine vierte Gemeinsamkeit ist das beiderseits involvierte
Empfindungsmoment: Es fihlt sich irgendwie an, bewuf3t
eine Schlange zu sehen, und es fuhlt sich irgendwie an,
sich davor zu furchten.

Eine flinfte Hinsicht, in der Wahrnehmungs- und Ge-
fuhlserlebnisse einander gleichen, markiert der Umstand,
daR sie manchmal nicht-veridisch sind, uns also in die Irre
fuhren: Genauso wie manche Wahrnehmungserlebnisse
sich erkenntniskritisch als lllusion oder gar Halluzination
herausstellen, projizieren Gefihlserlebnisse gelegentlich
formale Objekte auf die Realitat, die entweder nicht zum
intentionalen Gegenstand des betreffenden Gefuhls pas-
sen — dies ware das Analogon zur lllusion — oder die gar
keinen Gegenstand haben, zu dem sie passen konnten,
weil das Gefuhl — wie eine Halluzination — géanzlich ins
Leere schiefdt. Zu den illusorischen Gefuhlen gehért bei-
spielsweise jemandes Bewunderung fir eine Person an-
gesichts einer Leistung, die sie nie vollbracht hat. Als
Exempel fur ein Gefuhlserlebnis, dem tberhaupt kein Ge-
genstand entspricht, kann uns die Bewunderung fir den
Schopfer einer kunstvoll anmutenden Gesteinsformation
dienen, die in Wahrheit durch puren Zufall entstanden ist.
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Wenn nun aber umgekehrt Geflihlserlebnisse — genau
wie Wahrnehmungserlebnisse — manchmal sehr wohl
veridisch sind, also ihren Gegenstand so erfassen, wie er
wirklich ist, so ist schwerlich einzusehen, weshalb sie nicht
auch als rechtfertigende Griinde (verniinftige Motive) fir
Uberzeugungen infrage kommen. Wenn das stimmt, dann
bietet die Belief/desire-Psychologie doch einen geeigneten
theoretischen Rahmen, innerhalb dessen die Frage nach
der Rationalitdt gefuhlsbedingter Handlungen zu beant-
worten ist.

3. Gefiihle als Rechtfertigungsgriinde

Wir haben bereits gesehen, da Geflhlserlebnisse formale
Objekte besitzen, die so etwas wie Wertungen bezuglich
ihres jeweiligen intentionalen Gegenstandes involvieren.
Nun bezeichnet jedes formale Objekt meines Erachtens ei-
ne Bedingung, unter der das jeweilige Gefuhlserlebnis sei-
nem Gegenstand angemessen ist — oder angemessen wa-
re, je nachdem. Das gilt nicht nur fir evolutionstheoretisch
erklarbare Emotionen wie der Furcht vor einer drohenden
Gefahr. Es gilt — obwohl einige Autoren (wie Steinfath
2002, 113f.) dies bestreiten — auch fur Gefihlserlebnisse
wie das der Bewunderung, also fur Erlebnisse, die prima
facie fur ihr formales Objekt konstitutiv sind. Auch diese
besitzen namlich sehr wohl eine Dimension der Angemes-
senheit. Wenn ich z.B. jemanden fiir eine Tat bewundere,
die er nie vollbracht hat, oder ihn fur personliche Eigen-
schaften liebe, die ich bloRR auf ihn projiziere, dann ist das
betreffende Geflhlserlebnis seinem Gegenstand doch
wohl schlicht unangemessen: Er ist es nicht wert, so be-
wundert oder geliebt zu werden. Halten wir also fest:

1. Das formale Objekt eines Gefiihlserlebnisses fixiert
die Bedingungen, unter denen das Erlebnis seinem Ge-
genstand angemessen ist (zu ihm paft)."

Gleichwohl gibt es unbestritten Gefilihlserlebnisse, die ih-
ren Gegenstand unter weniger objektiven, also starker
subjektabhéngigen Aspekten prasentieren als andere.
Dies gilt beispielsweise fur asthetische Empfindungen, die
der persoénlichen Vorliebe des Subjekts etwa fiir einen ge-
wissen Malstil entspringen. Man beachte jedoch, daRR der-
lei Geflihlserlebnisse flr &sthetische Subjekte mit anderen
Vorlieben oder asthetischen Standards immerhin nachvoll-
ziehbar sind. Das wére ein Mirakel, wenn es keine Mdg-
lichkeit gabe, eine asthetische Empfindung relativ zu ge-
wissen Vorlieben und Standards als ihrem Gegenstand
angemessen zu beurteilen.

Tatséchlich kénnen wir einfach nicht umhin, auf formale
Objekte mit ihrer Dimension der Angemessenheit und Un-
angemessenheit zu rekurrieren, wenn es darum geht, Ge-
fuhlserlebnisse verschiedener Sorten voneinander abzu-
heben; eine Aufgabe, um die niemand herumkommt, der
eine adaquate Theorie der Gefiihle entwickeln mdchte.
Denn gemaR welchem Kriterium sollten wir Gefiihls-
erlebnisse sonst klassifizieren? Gewif3 nicht nach dem Kri-
terium des Gefiihlsgegenstandes. SchlieRlich kann ein und
derselbe Gegenstand Gefiihle ganz unterschiedlicher Art
auf sich ziehen. Ein anderes Unterscheidungskriterium ist
aber weit und breit nicht in Sicht, d.h.:

2. Die einzige Mdglichkeit, Gefiihlserlebnisse zu klassi-
fizieren, besteht im Rekurs auf formale Objekte.”

1Entsprechendes gilt fur alle Formalobjekte. Wenn der jeweilige Gegenstand
des ¢-ens eine Eigenschaft E hat, dank derer das formale Objekt (F) des ¢-
ens zu diesem Gegenstand passt, dann ist das ¢-en seinem Gegenstand an-
gemessen. Beispiele fur F: Wahrheit / Fur's-Subjekt-gut-sein / die Eigenschaft,
furchteinfléBend zu sein. Beispiele fur E: ein bestehender Sachverhalt / ein
Nutzen fur's Subjekt / Geféhrlichkeit. Vgl. de Sousa 1997, 204ff..

Die Thesen 1 und 2 ziehen folgende Konsequenz nach
sich:

3. Fur jedes Gefuhlserlebnis lassen sich (soweit es sich
Uberhaupt klassifizieren laRt) Bedingungen der Ange-
messenheit formulieren.

Nun muR} aber, was fir veridische Wahrnehmungserleb-
nisse recht ist, fir andere veridische Erlebnisse billig sein,
d.h.:

4. Ein Erlebnis, das seinem Gegenstand angemessen
ist, vermag das Urteil beziehungsweise die Uberzeu-
gung, dal der Gegenstand so ist, wie das Erlebnis ihn
reprasentiert, zu rechtfertigen (verniinftig zu motivieren).

5. Also (wegen 3 und 4): Gefuhlserlebnisse kommen als
Rechtfertigungsgriinde (verniinftige Motive) fur Urteile
und Uberzeugungen infrage.

Da die formalen Objekte der Gefuhle, wie schon hervorge-
hoben, eine evaluative Komponente aufweisen, dirfte es
sich bei den durch sie gerechtfertigten Urteilen um Wertur-
teile handeln. Wie bei den Wahrnehmungsurteilen erfolgt
die Rechtfertigung in der Regel nicht-inferentiell, also di-
rekt. Natiirlich kénnen die so resultierenden Uberzeugun-
gen mit anderen wertbezogenen Uberzeugungen des Sub-
jekts in Konflikt geraten; denken Sie etwa an das obige
Beispiel, in dem jemand die Brutalitét und die Sanftmditig-
keit zweier Personen gleichermalRen bewundernswert fin-
det. Die Mdglichkeit solcher internen Konflikte stellt eine
unweigerliche Konsequenz des kriterialen Charakters der
Schlusselszenarien dar, mit denen wir die Gefiihlserlebnis-
se verbinden, auf deren Grundlage wir unsere Werturteile
fallen.

Derlei Uberzeugungskonflikte sind unbefriedigend und
sollten im Regelfall dazu fihren, dal3 wir die zugrunde-
liegenden Gefiihlsmotive ihrerseits einer kritischen Bewer-
tung unterziehen (Goldie 2000, 49). Nicht selten bedeutet
dies, daR wir das System der internalisierten, also fir uns
zunéchst einmal bindenden Werte einer kritischen Revisi-
on unterwerfen mussen. Eine zu ihrer Rolle als ,Rechtferti-
ger* komplementare Funktion von Geflhlserlebnissen
besteht also darin, daR sie unseren Blick auf Spannungen
innerhalb unseres Wertesystems zu lenken vermogen.?

Es erscheint verlockend, nun noch einen Schritt weiter-
zugehen und zu behaupten, daR die paradigmatischen
Gefllhle nicht nur wie die Wahrnehmungserlebnisse als
unmittelbare Rechtfertigungsgriinde fungieren konnen,
sondern Wahrnehmungserlebnisse sind — mit der Beson-
derheit, daf3 sie ihren Gegenstand unter einem evaluativen
Aspekt prasentieren.

Gegen diese Gleichschaltung spricht allerdings der Um-
stand, dal3 es (weitere) gewichtige Unterschiede zwischen
paradigmatischen Wahrnehmungserlebnissen und Gefiih-
len gibt. So weisen Gefiihlsempfindungen (anders als
Wahrnehmungsempfindungen) keinen intrinsischen Raum-
Zeit-Bezug auf. Und die oben erwéhnten personlichen Vor-
lieben und Mafstabe scheinen nur im Falle der Gefihls-
erlebnisse eine signifikante Rolle zu spielen. Sie bilden,
wie Robert Solomon (1993, 19) es ausdriickt, ein ,surrea-
les* Sonderelement, das zur perzeptiven Schicht unserer
Wirklichkeitserfahrung noch hinzutritt.

2Die Eigenschaft F ist genau dann das Formalobjekt des ¢-ens, wenn man et-
was nur dann (sinnvoll) ¢-en kann, wenn man es als einen Trager (Einzelfall)
von F auffafdt. In diesem Sinne macht der Glaube an das Vorliegen von F
seitens des ¢-ers sein ¢-en verstandlich. Vgl. ebd..

3Solche internen Inkoharenzen treten aber natiirlich auch im Bereich unserer
nicht-evaluativen Uberzeugungen auf.
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Wir sollten uns daher mit der Schlu3folgerung begnu-
gen, dal es neben Werturteilen eigentimliche emotionale
Werterfahrungen gibt, die solche Urteile — und darauf
basierende Handlungen — verniunftig zu motivieren ver-
mogen. Pascals Idee einer ,eigenen Logik des Herzens*
besitzt also jedenfalls auch eine erkenntnis- und hand-
lungstheoretische Dimension.”
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Das visuelle Zimmer.

Phanomenologische Fragen in Wittgensteins Spatphilosophie

Elisabeth Birk, Aachen, Deutschland

1. Phdnomenologische Probleme in der
Spatphilosophie?

Zu Beginn der 50er Jahre notiert Wittgenstein in den
Bemerkungen Uber die Farben, es gebe keine Phanome-
nologie — ,wohl aber phanomenologische Probleme.* (UF
Il 8248) Wo solche phanomenologischen Probleme im
Kontext der Spétphilosophie ihren Ort haben kdnnten, ist
allerdings nicht ganz einfach festzustellen': Die unhinter-
gehbare Vielfalt der Sprachspiele ist mit der Auszeichnung
einer phanomenologischen Sprache nicht vereinbar, und
das Privatsprachenargument verabschiedet die Vorstel-
lung, Sinnesdaten als private Gegenstande der Bezug-
nahme konnten in unseren Sprachspielen eine Rolle
spielen. In den Philosophischen Untersuchungen sind Sin-
nesdaten (wie etwa Farbeindriicke) ebenso wie Empfin-
dungen, bloRe Vorstellungen von Gegenstanden und men-
tale Zustéande gleichermalRen Gegenstand einer Analyse,
die diesem traditionellen Inventar subjektiver Innerlichkeit
den Status grammatischer Fiktionen zuweist (vgl. PhU §
307), und sie samtlich an einen konstitutiv 6ffentlichen
Symbolgebrauch zurtickbindet.

Das Problem des Erscheinens und des Gegebenseins
von Gegenstanden und die Frage, wie eine phanomenolo-
gische Beschreibung mdglich ist, sind damit aber nicht aus
der Spétphilosophie verschwunden; allerdings stellen sie
sich unter voéllig veranderten Voraussetzungen: Sie
werden nur noch in Verbindung mit Fragen des Symbol-
gebrauchs untersucht und sind daher aufs engste mit
zentralen Fragen der Spatphilosophie verknlpft, insbe-
sondere mit der Frage des Regelfolgens.

2. Das visuelle Zimmer (PhU § 398)

Die Frage, auf welche Weise das Objekt im Wie seiner
Gegebenheit Gegenstand der Bezugnahme sein kann,
greift Wittgenstein im 8§ 398 der Philosophischen Unter-
suchungen auf. Die Bemerkung verbindet die Kritik an
einem bestimmten Subjektbegriff — der Vorstellung
Sinnesdaten hétten einen ,Besitzer* — mit der Frage nach
der sprachlichen ,Ausdrucksform®, die auf solche Daten
anzuwenden waére:

~»Aber wenn ich mir etwas vorstelle, oder auch wirklich
Gegenstande sahe, so habe ich doch etwas, was mein
Nachbar nicht hat.« — Ich verstehe dich. Du willst um dich
schaun und sagen: »Nur ich habe doch DIESES.« — Wozu
diese Worte? Sie taugen zu nichts. — Ja, kann man nicht
auch sagen »Es ist hier von einem ,Sehen’ — und daher
auch von einem ,Haben’ — und von einem Subjekt, also
auch vom Ich, nicht die Rede«? Konnte ich nicht fragen:
Das, wovon du redest und sagst, nur du habest es,—
inwiefern hast du es denn? Besitzt du es? Du siehst es
nicht einmal. [...] Es ist ja auch klar: wenn du logisch
ausschlief3t, daB ein Andrer etwas hat, so verliert es auch
seinen Sinn, zu sagen, du habest es. [...] Ich sagte ja, ich
wisse in meinem Innern, was du meinst. [...] Ich glaube,

! DaR phanomenologische Fragen in den Schriften der Ubergangszeit eine
wichtige Rolle spielen, ist weitgehend unumstritten (vgl. Glock 1996, 383),
bedeutsam fur die Interpretation des Gesamtwerkes werden sie z.B. bei
Hintikka/Hintikka 1990, Pears 1988 und Rigal 1992.

man kann sagen: Du redest (wenn du z.B. im Zimmer sitzt)
vom ,visuellen Zimmer'. Das, was keinen Besitzer hat, ist
das ,visuelle Zimmer'. Ich kann es so wenig besitzen, als
ich darin umhergehen, oder es anschaun, oder darauf zei-
gen kann. Es gehdrt insofern nicht mir an, als es niemand
anderm angehdren kann. Oder: es gehort insofern nicht
mir an, als ich ja darauf die gleiche Ausdrucksform anwen-
den will wie auf das materielle Zimmer selbst, in dem ich
sitze. Die Beschreibung des letzteren braucht keinen
Besitzer zu erwéahnen, es mul3 ja auch keinen Besitzer
haben. Dann aber kann das visuelle Zimmer keinen
haben.“ (PhU § 398)

Der fiktive Gespréachspartner vertritt die These, dal
Vorstellungen und Wahrnehmungen privat sind und daR
man auf sie als Gegensténde zeigen kann. Wie an vielen
Stellen der Philosophischen Untersuchungen kann man
die kritisierte Position nicht mit einer einzelnen Theorie
identifizieren; vielmehr steht sie fir einen Typus von
Theorie. In Hinsicht auf die Frage nach dem Subjekt der
Vorstellungen kann man die Position des fiktiven Ge-
sprachspartners im Sinne des Tractatus als ,solipsistisch*
bezeichnen, da sie beinhaltet, dal ,die Welt meine Welt
ist* (TLP 5.62). Zum anderen stimmt die Auffassung des
Gesprachspartners in gewissem Sinne (s.u.) mit der des
JPrivatsprachlers” der Bemerkungen 243ff tiberein.

Gegen diesen Typus von Position fuhrt der § 398
zunachst die Frage einer mdglichen Gebrauchssituation
an. Ein grundlegender Gestus der Spétphilosophie besteht
darin, ,Worter von ihrer metaphysischen, wieder auf ihre
alltagliche Verwendung zuriick[zufuhren]* (PhU §116), und
eine solche ist fur die AuRerung des Gespréachspartners
schwer vorstellbar (,Wozu diese Worte? Sie taugen zu
nichts.”). Damit ist seine Position ein Beispiel fur einen
Umgang mit der Sprache, der philosophische Probleme
allererst erzeugt — hier die Vorstellung eines privaten
Zugangs zur Welt —, indem er vom umgangssprachlichen
Gebrauch gerade absieht. Demgegentiber verhalt sich die
Philosophie als Therapie, die diese Fragestellung wieder
zum Verschwinden bringt (vgl. PhU § 255 und 133).

Zu belegen, daR eine AuRerung wie ,»Nur ich habe
doch DIESES.«* tatsdchlich in diesem Sinne leerlauft
(vgl. PhU 8§ 132), erfordert den Rickgang auf einige
Argumentationen, die im ersten Teil der Philosophischen
Untersuchungen grof3en Raum einnehmen. Sie widerlegen
drei Vorstellungen, die sich im Ausspruch des Gespréachs-
partners verbinden: (1) die Vorstellung, Sinnesdaten seien
(private) Gegenstande, (2) die Vorstellung, man kénne auf
private Gegenstéande zeigen, sowie (3) die Vorstellung,
Sinnesdaten hatten einen Besitzer, bildeten also eine
Sphare der Innerlichkeit, die das Subjekt ausmacht.

Erstens lehnt Wittgenstein die Vorstellung, Sinnesdaten
seien Gegenstéande strikt ab — Sinnesdaten nimmt man per
definitionem nicht wahr (,Du siehst es [das visuelle
Zimmer] nicht einmal.). Den Nachweis, daf3 das — selbst
wenn es so ware — keine Rolle spielte, erbringt aber erst
das Privatsprachenargument.

Weder die Frage der privaten Ostension noch die des
Solipsismus lassen sich — zweitens — ohne den Rekurs auf
das Privatsprachenargument und die vorhergehenden
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Passagen klaren. DalR ostensive Definitionen im allge-
meinen sprachliche Bedeutung nicht fundieren kénnen,
legt Wittgenstein zu Beginn der Philosophischen Unter-
suchungen gegen das Augustinische Bild der Sprache dar:
Weder ist das Benennen die einzige oder die grund-
legende Funktion von Sprache, noch kdnnen ostensive
Definitionen fir sich genommen eine Bedeutungszu-
weisung leisten, da sie eines Kontextes bedurfen, um
verstandlich zu sein, einen Sprachgebrauch also bereits
voraussetzten. Das Privatsprachenargument der 8§ 243ff.
bezieht diese Argumente auf die Frage der privaten
Gegenstande, um zu zeigen, daB fur solche Gegenstéande
ein entsprechender Kontext nicht vorstellbar ist, und daher
das Referieren auf einen solchen Gegenstand keinem
Zeichen Bedeutung geben kann®.

Weshalb ein solcher Kontext nicht vorstellbar ist, gibt
erst das Gedankenexperiment des § 258 an, das zu Recht
als das eigentliche Kernstiick des Arguments gilt. Es zeigt,
daf ein privater Gebrauch (wie das Notieren des Zeichens
,E“ im Tagebuch, wenn der Schreiber eine bestimmte
Empfindung hat) kein Kriterium fur die Unterscheidung von
richtigem und falschem Gebrauch des Zeichens bereit-
stellen konnte. In diesem Sinn formuliert der § 380: ,Auf
den privaten Ubergang von dem Gesehenen zum Wort
koénnte ich keine Regeln anwenden. Hier hingen die
Regeln wirklich in der Luft; da die Institution ihrer Anwen-
dung fehlt. (PhU § 380) Eine solche ist also — das ist das
Ziel der Argumentation — fur unseren Symbolgebrauch
unabdingbar.

Damit fallt aber auch — drittens — das emphatische ,Ich*
als Sphéare der Innerlichkeit. Denn das heil3t, dal3 ein
privater Gegenstand keine Funktion im Sprachgebrauch
haben kann — er kurzt sich weg wie das ,Ding in der
Schachtel* (PhU § 293): ,[...] wenn du logisch ausschlief3t,
daB ein Andrer etwas hat, so verliert es auch seinen Sinn,
zu sagen, du habest es.“ Mit anderen Worten, eine solche
Behauptung — Sinnesdaten seien privat — beruht auf der
Verwechslung von Fragen des Sprachgebrauchs mit
Sachfragen: Die Perspektivitat, die etwa der Solipsist
festzustellen meint, ist tatséchlich eine grammatische. Sie
formulieren heif3t, einen grammatischen Satz formulieren.
Der AuRerung des Solipsisten kommt damit derselbe
Status zu wie ,Empfindungen sind privat.“ und ,Patience
spielt man allein.” (vgl. PhU §248)

Das Privatsprachenargument und die vorhergehende
Analyse der Ostension legen, kurz gesagt, fest: Jede
Bezugnahme erfordert Symbolgebrauch, und jeder
Symbolgebrauch ist konstitutiv 6ffentlich. Damit ist auch
klar, daR AuRerungen der Art ,»Nur ich habe doch
DIESES.«" als Bezugnahmen mifilingen, obwohl hier in
einer nicht privaten Sprache, dem Deutschen, versucht
wird, auf etwas hinzuweisen, das privat sein soll, das
wisuelle Zimmer“. Weshalb das nicht funktionieren kann,
formuliert blindig der § 253: ,Die Antwort darauf ist, dal
man durch das emphatische Betonen des Wortes
»diesen« kein Kriterium der Identitat definiert.” (PhU § 253)
Der Fall des visuellen Zimmers ist in gewisser Weise die
Umkehrung der privaten Ostension: ,Privatsprachliches”
Hinweisen auf einen ,6ffentlichen” Gegenstand ist fur
Wittgenstein nicht mdglich — nichts anderes besagt ja die
Ablehnung der kontextfreien ostensiven Definition in den
88 28ff der Philosophischen Untersuchungen. Der
Gegenstand wird dann aufgefalt, als wére er privat, das
heil3t, als kénne der Sprecher das relevante Kriterium der
Identitéat vor jedem Symbolgebrauch festlegen und auf
diese Weise einen Sprachgebrauch begrinden. Der

Diese Formulierung des Privatsprachenarguments orientiert sich an einer
Darstellung von Kenny (1973, 181).
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umgekehrte Fall liegt ganz &ahnlich: Wer vom visuellen
Zimmer spricht, behandelt einen ,o6ffentlichen* Gegen-
stand, das materielle Zimmer, als privat. Privatheit von
Gegenstand und Ausdruck bedingen einander.

Das erklart auch, weshalb es méglich ist, die AuRerung
~»Nur ich habe doch DIESES.«" in gewissem Sinne zu
verstehen (,Ich sagte ja, ich wisse in meinem Innern, was
du meinst.). Das hat seinen Grund darin, dal der
Gesprachspartner sich seinen Gegenstand gleichsam
erschleicht: Verstandlich ist er nur, weil er in einer gemein-
samen Sprache Uber einen gemeinsamen Gegenstand
gesprochen hat.

DalR die Rede Uber das visuelle Zimmer eigentlich eine
Uber das materielle Zimmer ist, stellt die besondere Pointe
der 88 398ff dar: ,Du deutest die neue Auffassung als das
Sehen eines neuen Gegenstandes. [...] Du hast vor allem
eine neue Auffassung gefunden. So als héttest du eine
neue Malweise erfunden. [...].“ (PhU & 401) Die ,phano-
menologische Sprache* wird damit zu einer Darstellungs-
weise unter anderen. In diesem Sinn kann auch die
Bemerkung ,[...] es gehért insofern nicht mir an, als ich ja
darauf die gleiche Ausdrucksform anwenden will wie auf
das materielle Zimmer selbst, in dem ich sitze.” aufgefal3t
werden: Wenn man Uber das visuelle Zimmer mehr sagen
mochte, als dal} es eben ,dieses" ist, wenn man also zu
etwas wie einer phanomenologischen Beschreibung tber-
gehen mochte, spricht man darlber in derselben Sprache,
unserer Umgangssprache, wie Uber das materielle Zim-
mer. In dieser Sprache muf} aber kein ,Besitzer* des
Referenzobjektes angegeben werden, sodal3 mit der
Zwischeninstanz der Sinnesdaten-als-Gegenstande auch
der Schlu auf die Annahme einer Subjektinstanz fallt®.
Die Frage nach dem Besitzer des visuellen Zimmers wird
zu einem Kategorienfehler, wie ihn der Schluf? des § 398
beschreibt: Es ist, als wolle man den Besitzer des gemal-
ten Hauses auf einem Landschaftsbild bestimmen.

Mit den Uberlegungen der §§ 398ff. endet die Parallele
zwischen Empfindungen, mentalen Zustéanden, Vorstellun-
gen und Sinnesdaten. Was fiir sie aus der Aberkennung
des Status als innere Gegenstdnde folgt ist unter-
schiedlich.

3. Was heil3t hier ,phanomenologisch*?

In den zur Philosophie der Psychologie gehdrigen
Bemerkungen, die als zweiter Teil der Philosophischen
Untersuchungen verdffentlicht wurden, notiert Wittgenstein
hinsichtlich des Verhaltnisses von ,Benehmen“ und
LSeelenzustand“ (PhU Il v 497): ,Es ist hier wie mit einem
Verhéltnis: physikalischer Gegenstand und Sinnesein-
driicke. Wir haben hier zwei Sprachspiele, und ihre
Beziehungen zueinander sind komplizierter Art. — Will man
diese Beziehungen auf eine einfache Formel bringen, so
geht man fehl.* (PhU Il v 499) Man hat verschiedentlich
versucht, diese unterschiedlichen Sprachspiele zu
bestimmen — v.a. um Wittgenstein gegen des Vorwurf des
Behaviorismus in Schutz zu nehmen. Was bleibt, wenn ein
letztlich  solipsistischer  Subjektbegriff als ,gramma-
tischel...] Fiktion“ (PhU § 307) entlarvt ist, hat die Kom-
mentatoren v.a. hinsichtlich der mentalen Zustéande be-
schéftigt. H.J. Schneider hat z.B. vorgeschlagen, mentale
Zustédnde als ,metaphorisch erzeugte Gegenstéande*
(Schneider 1998, 209), d.h. weder als existent vorgefunde-
ne, noch als bloRe Fiktionen zu behandeln. Fur Fragen der

3 Alternativ kénnte man auch lesen: Der SchluB entféllt, wenn ich von
Sinnesdaten als Gegenstéanden in der Umgangssprache rede. Der Satz ist
aber in keinem Fall — wie Savigny (1996, 91) vorschlagt — dem Gegner in den
Mund zu legen.
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Wahrnehmung ist dieser Weg nicht gangbar und auch
nicht notwendig, denn der ontologische Status des Refe-
renzgegenstandes ist ja gerade nicht fraglich, wenn
phanomenologische Beschreibungen vom materiellen
Gegenstand selbst handeln. Fraglich ist vielmehr, worin
sich phanomenologische Beschreibungen tGberhaupt noch
von anderen Sprachspielen unterscheiden.

Die Antwort der Spatphilosophie lautet schlicht, daR wir
in vielen Fallen tatsachlich keinen Unterschied machen
zwischen einer ph&anomenologischen und einer physika-
listischen Sprache. In den Bemerkungen Uber die Farben
hei3t es lakonisch: ,Dall es den Menschen so scheint, ist
ihr Kriterium dafiir, daR es so ist.“ (UF Il § 98) Das
Auseinandertreten der beiden Sprachspiele — desjenigen
Uber das physikalische Objekt und desjenigen Uber die Art
und Weise, wie es erscheint — ist nicht die Regel, sondern
ein Ausnahmefall (UF 1l § 99). So wie das Thematisieren
eines Aspekts (,Ich sehe das jetzt als...“ (vgl. PhU Il xi
521)) die Ausnahme ist, das Sehen eines Aspekts aber die
Regel — und in diesem Regelfall spricht man eben nur von
einem ,Sehen*, nicht von einem ,Sehen-als*.

Was unter diesen Bedingungen als phanomenologische
Beschreibung gelten kann, zeigen die Bemerkungen tber
die Farben, etwa die Uberlegung, ob es in einem Bild
schwarze Glanzlichter geben kann (UF Il §22) oder die
Bemerkungen zu Griun als Zwischenfarbe zwischen Blau
und Gelb (UF Il §39ff)*. Diese Analysen zeichnen sich
durch eine Verschmelzung symboltheoretischer Analysen
mit der Untersuchung des Erscheinens aus: Die philoso-
phische Beschreibung von Wahrnehmung ist auf diese
Weise nicht von einer vielschichtigen Beschreibung des
Symbolgebrauchs zu trennen. Dieser Umstand wird es im
Ubrigen fur Wittgenstein in seinen letzten Schriften
notwendig machen, eine zentrale Frage der Spét-
philosophie wieder aufzugreifen, die Frage nach dem Ver-
héltnis von empirischen und grammatischen Satzen: ,Wo
trennen sich hier Logik und Erfahrung [...]?* (UF Il § 4)°

Damit gibt es fir die Spéatphilosophie, um die eingangs
zitierte Formulierung Wittgensteins wieder aufzugreifen,
keine Ph&nomenologie — in dem Sinne dall es keine
privilegierte Beschreibungssprache des Gegebenen und
keine dem Symbolgebrauch vorgangige Bezugnahme gibt.
Eines allerdings haben die Analysen der Spétphilosophie
mit einer Phanomenologie kontinentaler Provenienz
gemeinsam: Eine phanomenologische Beschreibung
handelt nicht von der Reprasentation des Gegenstandes,
sondern vom Gegenstand selbst.

4 DaR die Bemerkungen uber die Farben als phanomenologische Analysen
elesen werden kdnnen, hat tiberzeugend E. Rigal (1992, 10ff) dargelegt.
Vgl. dazu Rigal 1992, 12f.
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Analysis and the Elucidatory Interpretation

of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus

Andreas Blank, Berlin, Germany

1. The Elucidatory Interpretation

In a recent article, Marie McGinn has proposed an
“elucidatory” interpretation of Wittgenstein's Tractatus as an
alternative to postmodernist (or “resolute”) interpretations of
the concept of elucidation in TLP 4.112 and 6.54. According
to McGinn, the concept of elucidation is one that Witt-
genstein “intends to oppose to the concepts of explanation
and theory construction”. (McGinn 1999, 498) She regards
“the remarks in which Wittgenstein articulates his idea of
philosophy, makes use of the comparison between pictures
and propositions, develops the distinction between saying
and showing, or explores the role of logic, are ones which
exemplify the idea of philosophy as ‘essentially ... eluci-
dation.” (McGinn 1999, 498) In fact, such an interpretation is
made highly plausible by various statements from Wittgen-
stein’s Notebooks 1914-1916 such as the following: “Logic
takes care of itself; all we have to do is to look and see how
it does it” (NB, 11); “My difficulty is only an — enormous —
difficulty of expression.” (NB, 40); “We must recognize how
language takes care of itself” (NB, 43); “That a sentence is a
logical portrayal of its meaning is obvious to the uncaptive
eye” (NB, 5); or again: “lt is evident that we feel the
elementary proposition as the picture of a situation. (NB, 25)
Similarly, in the Tractatus Wittgenstein seems to regard the
picture theory of propositions as something that simply can
be seen: “It is obvious that a proposition of the form “aRb”
strikes us as a picture. In this case the sign is obviously a
likeness of what is signified.” (TLP 4.012) Passages such as
these convincingly support McGinn’s view according to
which elucidation has the function of making a difference in
the perception of the phenomena of language without
conveying any new information. At the same time, McGinn
tries to eliminate some aspects of Wittgenstein's early
thought from the elucidatory core of the Tractatus. In this
sense, she understands Wittgenstein's views as to the exist-
ence of elementary propositions, of a general propositional
form, and of simple objects, his theory of variables, and his
view of analysis as elements of the Tractatus which do not
belong to the elucidatory part of the work. (McGinn 1999,
500-501; 505-507) The present paper argues that this se-
cond part of McGinn's interpretation is problematic. In
particular, this part of her interpretation reflects Wittgen-
stein’s own retrospective critique of his earlier conception of
analysis, which partially distorts the role of analysis in his
earlier philosophy. Contrary to McGinn, in the early Wittgen-
stein there is a sense of analysis that is connected with the
idea of the descriptive nature of philosophy and thus, in-
directly, with the idea of philosophical elucidation.

2. Analysis and the Problem of Particular
Logical Forms

On first sight, the suggestion to separate the idea of
analysis from the elucidatory core of the Tractatus seems
to correspond well with some of Wittgenstein's retrospec-
tive remarks. For example, in the Philosophical Grammar
Wittgenstein writes:

The idea of constructing elementary propositions (as
e.g. Carnap has tried to do) rests on a false notion of
logical analysis. It is not the task of that analysis to dis-
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cover a theory of elementary propositions, like discover-
ing principles of mechanics.

My notion in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus was
wrong: 1) because | wasn't clear about the sense of the
words “a logical product is hidden in a sentence” (and
suchlike), 2) because | too thought that logical analysis
had to bring to light what was hidden (as chemical and
physical analysis does). (PG |, Appendix 4, A, p. 210)

However, what exactly is the point of Wittgenstein’s objec-
tion to his earlier conception of analysis? In conversations
with the Vienna Circle, Wittgenstein is reported to have
made the objection that “we cannot assume from the very
beginning, as Carnap does, that the elementary proposi-
tions consist of two-place relations, etc.” (WVC, 182) The
Philosophical Grammar sees Wittgenstein’s own earlier
conception of analysis in the same perspective: “This is all
connected with the false concept of logical analysis that
Russell, Ramsey and | used to have, according to which
we are writing for an ultimate logical analysis of facts, like
a chemical analysis of compounds — an analysis which will
enable us really to discover a 7-place relation, like an
element that really has the specific weight 7.” (PG II, 1l
sec. 15, pp. 311-312) Thus, Wittgenstein's critique seems
not only to be directed at the idea of the existence of ele-
mentary propositions and simple objects; it also is directed
at a determinate view as to the particular logical form of
elementary sentences and, thus, of simple objects.

However, this second aspect of Wittgenstein's retro-
spective critique involves a partial misrepresentation of his
earlier views. Seen from within Wittgenstein's early
philosophy, the a priori character of logic excludes that
logic answer questions concerning the particular logical
forms of elementary sentences or the particular logical
forms of simple objects. (cf. Blank 2000; 2002) This is the
point of the distinction between “logic” and the “application
of logic” in TLP 5.557. As Wittgenstein there emphasizes,
both areas must “touch” each other without “overlapping”
each other. Although this topological metaphor is difficult
to decipher, it involves the idea that logic is what makes it
possible to “invent” particular logical forms. (TLP 5.555)
Moreover, the analysis of particular logical forms is the
task of the application of logic, not of logic itself. For
example, it cannot be decided a priori whether there are
relational predicates, and thus relations, with 27 places.
(TLP 5.5541-5542) Therefore, Wittgenstein thinks that we
have “some concept of elementary propositions quite apart
from their particular logical form.” (TLP 5.555) Rather, “[i]f
we know on purely logical grounds that there must be
elementary propositions, then everyone who understands
propositions in their unanalysed form must know it.” (TLP
5.5562) Already in the Notes on Logic, Wittgenstein
emphasizes this independence of the realm of logic from a
theory of particular logical forms: “Not only must logic not
deal with things, but just as little with relations and
predicates.” (NB, 98) Accordingly, there is a type of
analysis that is irrelevant for logic: “Every statement about
apparent complexes can be resolved into the logical sum
of a statement about the constituents and a statement
about the proposition which describes the complex
completely. How, in each case the resolution is to be
made, is an important question, but its answer is not
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unconditionally necessary for the construction of logic.”
(NB, 101) Or, as the Notebooks 1914-1916 put it: “Could it
be said: Logic is not concerned with the analysability of the
functions with which it works.” (NB, 4) Thus, Wittgenstein's
early conception of analysis cannot be adequately under-
stood from the perspective of his retrospective critique.

3. Analysis and the Descriptive Nature of
Philosophy

The early Wittgenstein distinguishes a conception of
analysis that has to do with disentangling the composi-
tional structure of given examples of propositions from a
different conception of analysis that is connected with the
idea of the descriptive nature of philosophy. From the
beginning, Wittgenstein was aware of the fact that
according to his own view of the nature of propositions the
sentences of philosophy cannot be counted as descrip-
tions in the proper sense. (cf. NB, 101) Nevertheless, in a
programmatic passage in the Notes on Logic, Wittgenstein
connects his a priori approach to logic with a characteriza-
tion of philosophy as “purely descriptive”. (NB, 106) There,
Wittgenstein adds: “Philosophy consists of logic and
metaphysics: logic is its basis.” As Rush Rhees has
emphasized, Wittgenstein in this passage does not say
that logic is the basis of metaphysics. What Wittgenstein
says is that logic is the basis of philosophy. (Rhees 1970,
24-25) More specifically, this passage does not suggest
that metaphysics is something that is deduced from logic.
Quite to the contrary: if in philosophy there are no
deductions, there are no deductions from logic. The most
plausible reading of this passage seems to be that
metaphysics here is characterized as a part of logic.

This explains why the question around which much of
the thought of the Notebooks 1914-1916 turns is: “Can we
manage without simple objects in LOGIC?” (NB, 9.5.1915)
From this perspective, Wittgenstein connects the existence
of simple objects with a type of analysis that leads to a
kind of descriptive knowledge:

But it also seems certain that we do not infer the exis-
tence of simple objects from the existence of particular
simple objects, but rather know them — by description,
as it were — as the end-product of analysis, by means of
a process that leads to them.

For the very reason, that a bit of language is non-
sensical, it is still possible to go on using it — see the last
remark. (NB, 50)

Interestingly, at this place Wittgenstein holds a view of the
nature of philosophical sentences that — in contrast to the
“austere” view of nonsense at the end of both the
Notebooks and the Tractatus — could be called the “liberal”
view of nonsense. According to this liberal view, nonsensi-
cal philosophical sentences do not have to be “thrown
away” in a literal sense, but can have a communicative
function because they convey information that, in some
sense, can be characterised as purely descriptive. This
descriptive aspect of philosophical analysis clearly
distinguishes Wittgenstein early view of analysis from
theory construction. More precisely, the type of analysis
involved in this kind on knowledge is characterized as a
kind of presuppositional analysis:

The question might however also be presented like this:
It seems that the idea of the SIMPLE is already to be
found contained in that of the complex and in the idea of
analysis, and in such a way that we come to this idea
quite apart from any examples of simple objects, or of
propositions which mention them, and we realize the

existence of the simple objects — a priori — as a logical
necessity.

So it looks as if the existence of the simple objects were
related to that of the complex ones as the sense of ~p is
to the sense of p: the simple object is prejudged in the
complex. (NB, 60)

Obviously, the kind of analysis involved here does not
have to do with disentangling the simple semantic
components of complex signs. Thus, analysis in the sense
Wittgenstein has in mind here does not give an answer as
to the particular logical form of elementary propositions or
of simple objects. Rather, the existence of simple objects
is seen as something presupposed in the existence of the
complex constituents of the world.

Moreover, the kind of descriptive knowledge reached
through presuppositional analysis is seen as something
that, in some sense, is already known. This becomes clear
in a series of entries from the Notebooks in which
Wittgenstein makes use of an everyday conception of
tautology that diverges from his technical (truth-functional)
conception of tautologies. In these passages, he charac-
terises philosophical sentences as tautological in the
sense that they do not convey any new information. For
example, he writes, “A definition is a tautology and shews
internal relations between its two terms!” (NB, 18) In a later
entry, he applies this insight to his view about the nature of
propositions. There, he states that “complex sign” and
“proposition” are equivalent and adds, “Is it a tautology to
say: Language consists of sentences? It seems it is.” (NB,
52) Moreover, analytic knowledge concerning the
existence of simple objects is characterized as something
that is in this sense tautologous:

Is it, A PRIORI, clear that in analysing we must arrive at
simple components - is this, e.g., involved in the con-
cept of analysis —, or is analysis ad infinitum possible? —
Or is there in the end even a third possibility?

This question is a logical one and the complexity of
spatial objects is a logical complexity, for to say that one
thing is part of another is always a tautology. (NB, 62)

Finally, the same conception of the tautological nature of
philosophy is expressed when Wittgenstein states, “Simply
the happy life is good, the unhappy bad. And if | now ask
myself: But why should | live happily, then this of itself
seems to me to be a tautological question; the happy life
seems to be justified, of itself, it seems that it is the only
right life.” (NB, 78)

Thus, for the early Wittgenstein philosophical sentences
are descriptive and tautological at the same time, in the
sense that they direct attention to what already is implicitly
known. They can be at the same time nonsensical and
communicatively effective because they create no new
insights but rather influence the perception of what we
already know. The type of analysis that is involved in this
philosophical strategy, therefore, can make a difference in
our perception of the phenomena of language without
conveying new information. This closely corresponds to
the role McGinn ascribes to philosophical elucidation.
Thus, although in Wittgenstein's early view there is a type
of analysis that does not belong to logic and therefore is
irrelevant for philosophy, there is another conception of
analysis at work in the Tractatus, which is not adequately
represented in Wittgenstein’s retrospective remarks. This
type of analysis aims at making implicit knowledge about
the nature of propositions explicit. Therefore, the idea of
logical analysis should be seen as a part of the elucidatory
core of the Tractatus.
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Logic and the Nothing:

Carnap’s Critique of Heidegger and the Analytic/Continental Divide

Jon Rostgaard Boiesen, Aarhus, Denmark

1.

Philosophy in the latter half of the 20th century was
marked by a split between analytic and continental
philosophy. In this paper | will argue that one of the most
important origins of this split is to be found in Carnap’s
critiqgue of Heidegger in his 1932-article “The Elimination of
Metaphysics Through Logical Analysis of Language”, and
that the reason for Carnap’s critique of Heidegger is not
confined to what both Carnap and Heidegger considered
strictly philosophical issues, but is connected with
Carnap’s self-understanding as being part of a progressive
socialist movement, and the fact that Heidegger in this
period showed sympathy for Nazism. Further | argue that
the advent of Nazism plays an important causal role for the
establishment of the analytic/continental-divide.

2.

Carnap’s critique of Heidegger is found in a part of his
article entitled: “Metaphysical Pseudo-Statements”. Carnap
here wants to show that although metaphysical statements
seem to be meaningful statements, they are not. To show
this he uses “...a few sentences from that metaphysical
school which at present exerts the strongest influence in
Germany.” (Carnap 1959, 69). These sentences are taken
from Heidegger's “What is Metaphysics?” from 1929.
About his selection Carnap writes in a footnote: “We could
just as well have selected passages from any other of the
numerous metaphysicians of the present or of the past; yet
the selected passages seem to us to illustrate our thesis
especially well.” (Carnap 1959, 69) These remarks of
Carnap’s suggest a certain casualness in the choice of
Heidegger, but as | will show, there are strong reasons for
Carnap to choose exactly Heidegger.

Carnap’s critique of Heidegger is build upon his concep-
tion of logic and language. With the modern predicate logic
we have, according to Carnap, a tool to make philosophy
scientific. Modern logic has made it possible for philosophy
to make a fresh start, and become used logic. This should
be done by reducing all of our knowledge to “observation
sentences” which are simple predicative statements with a
method of verification, and to the logical connections
between these sentences. This is all there is to meaning.
Anything else someone might connect with a word is just
attaching certain emotions to the word, something which
has nothing to do with its meaning.

The problem with metaphysics is that it does not keep
this in mind. In metaphysics, language is used in a way
that is not reducible to observation sentences. And
unfortunately, our natural language is not constructed
logically correct, so it is possible to express sentences that
are meaningless, although they are grammatically correct.

According to Carnap, this is what happens in
Heidegger's text. Heidegger simply misconstrues the
logical form of the word “nothing” when he uses it in
sentences like “What about this Nothing?”, “Where do we
seek the Nothing?”, “Anxiety reveals the Nothing.”, and,
especially, “The Nothing itself nothings.” (ibid.). What
Heidegger misunderstands is that he uses the word

“nothing” as if it were a substantive, whereas it is in reality
a logical particle that expresses a negative existential
quantification, as can be shown by logical analysis.

Carnap notes that Heidegger himself is aware that his
questions and answers conflict with logic, when he writes:
“Question and answer in regard to the Nothing are equally
absurd in themselves.... The fundamental rule of thinking
commonly appealed to, the law of prohibited contradiction,
general ‘logic’, destroys this question.” (quoted in: ibid., 71)
And: “If thus the power of the understanding in the field of
questions concerning Nothing and Being is broken, then
the fate of the sovereignty of ‘logic’ within philosophy is
thereby decided as well. The very idea of ‘logic’ dissolves
in the whirl of a more basic questioning.” (quoted in: ibid.,
71-72). Which leads Heidegger to conclude: “The alleged
sobriety and superiority of science becomes ridiculous if it
does not take the Nothing seriously.” (ibid., 72). From this
Carnap concludes: “Thus we find here a good confirmation
of our thesis; a metaphysician himself here states that his
questions and answers are irreconcilable with logic and
the scientific way of thinking.” (ibid.)

3.

Carnap’s conception of scientific philosophy is connected
with the Neue Sachlichkeit-movement of his time (Fried-
man 2000, p. 18). Carnap describes this conviction in the
foreword of his major work The Logical Structure of the
World, in which he describes his book as belonging to a
certain scientific atmosphere. The negative side of this
atmosphere is the break with traditional philosophy, but,
more important, the positive side is that it gives the modern
philosopher the austere attitude of a scientific researcher.
And Carnap sees his attitude as being part of a larger
cultural movement: “We sense an inner kinship between
the attitude on which our philosophical work is based and
the spiritual attitude that currently manifests itself in
entirely different spheres of life. We sense this attitude in
trends in art, especially in architecture, and in the
movements that concern themselves with an intelligent
reshaping of human life: of personal life and the life of the
community, of education, of external organization at
large.... The belief that this orientation belongs to the
future inspires our work.”"(quoted from Friedman 2000, 17)
But there are indeed forces working against this attitude:
“We cannot hide from ourselves the fact that trends from
philosophical-metaphysical and religious spheres, which
protect themselves against this kind of orientation, again
exert a strong influence precisely at the present time.
Where do we derive the confidence, in spite of this, that
our call of clarity, for a science free of metaphysics, will
prevail? — From the knowledge, or, to put it more cau-
tiously, from the belief, that these opposing forces belong
to the past.” (ibid.)

Heidegger is exactly one of these opposing forces
belonging to the past, being, according to Carnap, a
reactionary because of his insistence on discussing
metaphysics. But not only that: Also politically there is a
deep opposition between Carnap and Heidegger.
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4.

For Carnap, a form of socialism is connected with his Neue
Sachlichkeit-attitude (Carnap 1963, 23). This somehow
conflicts with Carnap’s view on philosophy as being a pure
science that is neutral with respect to moral and political
issues. According to Carnap’'s view on meaning, such
issues are meaningless, since they have no method of
verification. Criticising Neurath, who was critical of this
neutralist attitude to philosophy, Carnap writes: “In our
view, logic, including applied logic, and the theory of
knowledge, the analysis of language, and the methodology
of science, are, like science itself, neutral with respect to
practical aims, whether they are moral aim for the
individual or political aims for a society... We...insisted that
the intrusion of practical and especially political points of
view would violate the purity of philosophical methods.”
(ibid.) The curious point is that in spite of his official view,
that philosophy is neutral with respect to political aims, he
nonetheless writes: “Philosophy leads to an improvement
in scientific ways of thinking and thereby to a better
understanding of what is going on in the world, both in
nature and society; this understanding serves to improve
human life.” (Carnap 1963, 24) Thus Carnap does not
consider his Neue Sachlichkeit-attitude as being political,
but nonetheless as part of progressive socialist movement.

It is this progressive, scientific and socialist way of
thinking that is threatened in what is nowadays called “Old
Europe™ Threatened by the return of an irrational,
metaphysical way of thinking, the ultimate expression of
which is Nazism. On his coming to USA, Carnap writes: “I
was not only relieved to escape the stifling political and
cultural atmosphere and the danger of war in Europe, but
also very gratified to see that in the United States there
was a considerable interest, especially among the younger
philosophers, in the scientific method of philosophy, based
on modern logic, and this interest was growing from year
to year.” (Carnap 1963, 34)

Thus, for Carnap, coming to USA was a fresh start, an
escape from old European culture, Nazism and meta-
physics — in a way similar to how he sees Logical
Positivism and the Neue Sachlichkeit-movement as a
break away from the old culture and philosophy with all its
metaphysics. These are to be replaced by a new,
progressive, scientific way of life.

5.

Heidegger only once commented on Carnap’s attack, and
this not in a published form. His “reply” is to be found in his
notes for his 1935-lecture series Introduction to Meta-
physics, but it does not occur in the first publication of it. It
was not until 1983 it was published in the Gesamtausgabe
of Heidegger's works. This means that it was first
published well after the deaths of both Carnap and
Heidegger. This indicates that it was not a matter of
importance to Heidegger to answer Carnap, and his “reply”
also shows that he does not take Carnap’s criticism very
seriously. However, interestingly enough, in his “reply” he
agrees with Carnap! Only he turns the table, and considers
this to be a criticism of Carnap. He writes on Carnap’s
article:

Here the most extreme flatting out and uprooting of the
traditional theory of judgement is accomplished under
the semblance of mathematical science... a mode of
thinking according to which truth is no longer disclosed-
ness of what is and thus accommodation and grounding
of Dasein in the disclosed being, but truth is rather
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diverted into certainty — to the mere securing of thought,
and in fact the securing of mathematical thought against
all that is not thinkable by it. The conception of truth as
the securing of thought led to the definitive profaning of
the world. The supposed “philosophical” tendency of
mathematical-physical positivism wished to supply the
grounding of this position. It is no accident that this kind
of “philosophy” wished to supply the foundations of
modern physics, in which all relations to nature are in
fact destroyed. It is also no accident that this kind of
philosophy stands in internal and external relation with
Russian Communism. And it is no accident, moreover,
that this kind of thinking celebrates its triumph in Amer-
ica. (cited from Friedman 2000, 22)

So Heidegger does indeed agree with Carnap on Carnap’s
conception of his own philosophy! Where he differs is in
whether to see the Logical Positivist conception of
philosophy as being a progress, or as being a decline —
and indeed Heidegger sees Logical Positivism as the
ultimate expression of the decline of Western Philosophy!

6.

A central element of Heidegger's philosophy is the
distinction between being (Sein) and beings (Seiende),
also called the Ontological Difference. According to
Heidegger, the problem of Western metaphysics is that it
only thinks beings as beings, that it only asks the question
what beings are, but not the question what it means that
there is anything at all. Western metaphysics has only
asked what beings are, and has given answers such as
“everything is matter”, or “everything is spirit”. But it forgot
to ask the more fundamental question of being.

Science only investigates beings. As Heidegger writes:
“What should be examined are beings only, and besides
that — nothing; beings alone, and further — nothing; solely
beings, and beyond that — nothing.”* (Heidegger 1929, §7)
This is what leads Heidegger to ask the question: “What
about this Nothing?” (ibid.) What is it that science does not
want to know, when it secures itself as investigating only
beings qua beings?

To answer this question, Heidegger starts with what he
terms “the common nothing” which is defined as: “...the
complete negation of the totality of beings.” (Heidegger
1929, 816) But how can we comprehend what the totality
of beings mean? Heidegger's point is: We cannot! But
even though we cannot comprehend it, we are indeed in
the midst of the totality of beings. And although we are not
able to comprehend it, we can “feel” it, in what Heidegger
terms “attunements” (Stimmungen).

The most important of these attunements is anxiety.
Heidegger distinguishes between anxiety and fear.
Whereas fear is fear of something, anxiety does not have
an object. Anxiety is exactly fear of — nothing. But this
nothing is not the negation of the totality of beings. In
anxiety, everything slides away and turns against one. All
beings become alien to one. This is what Heidegger
means by the phrase “Nothing itself nothings”. But in this
alienation, the beings disclose themselves in their original
openness — that they are beings rather than nothing. But
the thinking of beings as beings, determined by what they
are, veils the original openness. This thinking hides that it
is necessary to transcend the beings in their totality to be
able to get close to them — a transcendence that is being

1 . . . .

Problematically, the English translation of Carnap’s text, misses the whole
point of the ontological difference, and writes “being” instead of “beings” in
Carnap’s citation from Heidegger.
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made possible by being held out in nothing. It is this being
held out in nothing that makes the disclosure of beings
possible which constitutes Heidegger’s notion of truth.

And it is exactly such a notion of truth that has been
forgotten through the history of Western metaphysics, and
especially by Carnap. It is this forgetting of the disclosing
of being that destroys all relations to nature. And,
unfortunately, this way of thinking is prevalent in both
Russian Communism and in America. Which is why they,
according to Heidegger, metaphysically are on the same
footing.

7.

After WWII the conception of philosophy as logical analysis
of language — or in short: analytic philosophy — came to
dominate Anglo-American philosophy, in large part
because of the influence of Carnap and the other Logical
Positivists. In 1935 Carnap fled to USA under the
impression of the growing Nazism in Europe. Here he
exerted a profound influence on Quine, whom for a
generation dominated American philosophy. Because of
this influence, Carnap’s critique of Heidegger has been
taken over unquestioned, along with his way of philoso-
phising. This meant that generations of Anglo-American
philosophers did not read Heidegger at all, since it had
once and for all been shown to be meaningless nonsense.
On the continent, Heidegger was one of the few important
philosophers left, and thus came to have a profound
influence on Continental philosophy in the latter half of the
20th century.

Today, the political frontiers are not the same as they
were in the 1930s. Nazism is, fortunately, no longer a living
threat, and a Carnapian form of rationalist socialism does
not seem a viable option either. The sharp line that divided
analytical and continental philosophy also seems to have
blurred. So today we perhaps have the opportunity to think
the relationship between analytic and continental philoso-
phy anew — as is the theme of this symposium.
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Does Metaphor Force Us to Study the Nature of Thought?

Ewa Bolinska, Krakow, Poland

The subject of metaphor and its relations to other classical
tropes has been the focus of much interest since Aristotle’s
Rhetoric where the philosopher presented his highly
influential theory of tropes. Regardless of the significance
that Aristotle’s philosophy has for contemporary thinkers, it
is neither ancient philosophy nor contemporary rhetoric
that is concerned with the subject of metaphor nowadays.
But why bother with metaphor anyway? Would not it be
enough for its appraisal to admit its importance to poetic
activity? One of the most fundamental, and at the same
time obvious reasons for not ignoring metaphor is the fact
that metaphor together with the rest of the tropes is in a
very large proportion central to our ordinary language use.
A traditional assumption would be to treat the presence of
metaphoric utterances as a kind of a linguistic misbehavior
that violates certain rules of cooperative use of language.
Most of the time yet we communicate using metaphors
without causing any communication-jams. Where is the
problem then, if metaphors cannot, as Davidson argues,
be explained via their semantic content? Can the
pragmatics of communication shed light on the
understanding of that phenomenon? Before | present
Grice’s opinion on metaphor, | would like to describe some
of Davidson's ideas presented in his very well known
article "What metaphors mean” where he argues for a non-
semantic treatment of metaphor.

I. Semantics of metaphor — Davidson on
metaphorical meaning

The constant presence of metaphor in language requires
obvious consideration and for a long time a semantic ac-
count contributed most to the study of metaphor. There are
two traditional approaches to the interpretation of meta-
phor that are both usually construed as semantic theories.
The “comparison theory” posits a comparison or similarity
between two objects and takes every metaphor to be a
condensed or elliptic simile while the “interaction view” in-
volves opposition or interaction between two semantic con-
tents. Within the “interaction theory” metaphors are special
uses of linguistic expressions where one “metaphorical”
expression (focus) is embedded in another "literal” expres-
sion (frame), such that the meaning of the focus interacts
with and changes the meaning of the frame, and vice
versa (see Levinson 1983, 148). The semantic theories of
metaphor relate to what seems to be natural for every user
of language, that is the ability to differentiate between
literal and metaphorical uses of language. Every such
theory implicite assumes the existence of such utterances,
that is, utterances in which the speaker means meta-
phorically something that is different from what the ex-
pressed sentence means literally. This very assumption
raises problems that are expressed in a set of questions.
Why do we use expressions metaphorically instead of say-
ing exactly and literally what we mean? How do metaphors
work, that is, how is it possible for speakers to communi-
cate to hearers when speaking metaphorically inasmuch
as they do not say what they mean, and above all, how
can we recognize that a certain utterance should be under-
stood metaphorically rather than literary if we cannot refer
to anything like metaphorical meaning? The matter of met-
aphorical meaning becomes a crucial factor for the critique
of the above-mentioned theories expressed intensely in
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Davidson’s distinction between what words mean and
what they are used to.

According to Davidson metaphor belongs exclusively to
the domain of use (Davidson 1984, 247). For Davidson the
idea of additional metaphorical meaning and the concept of
metaphor as a vehicle for conveying ideas are both wrong
and mistaken when concerning the phenomenon of meta-
phor. In a metaphorical utterance there is no modification
of meaning in any of the elements of the metaphoric ex-
pression. Metaphorical utterances mean simply what they
say and their composite elements bear only the meanings
that they have in literal utterances. Thus metaphors cannot
be paraphrased, as a paraphrase, whether possible or not,
is appropriate to what is said. So a metaphor does not say
anything beyond its literal meaning. But given that it still
remains necessary for a theory of metaphor to explain the
fact that the recognition of metaphoric significance of
certain utterances takes place within linguistic processing,
it may involve the inference to the meaning intended by
the speaker as distinguished from the meaning of the sen-
tences as uttered (Searle 1993, 83). For Davidson it in-
volves an exercise of the hearer's interpretive activity.
When theories assume that they provide a method for
deciphering an encoded content of a metaphor, they just
tell us something about the effects metaphors have on us.
The common error of those theories, as Davidson de-
scribes it, is that they fasten on the contents of the
thoughts a metaphor provokes and they read these con-
tents into the metaphor itself. He argues that a metaphor
by making a literal statement inspires an insight, evokes a
certain response. There is no requirement that the
meaning induced by the sentence, that is the interpretation
the hearer imposes on it, corresponds with a meaning
intended by the speaker. Davidson explicitly denies any
such correlation. The problem then is how we should
understand the process of producing that insight if we
cannot appeal either to a special meaning or to a specific
cognitive content according to Davidson's judgment.
Whatever the author of the metaphor may have intended
to communicate, he must have done it via the literal
meaning of the utterance. As it is only when a sentence is
taken to be false we accept it as a metaphor and start to
look for the hidden implications (Davidson 1984, 258).

The problem is that Davidson explains neither how we
can arrive at these “hidden implications” nor how the
metaphor is related to what it makes us see, that is
aspects of things we did not notice before, surprising
analogies and novel similarities. At the same time
Davidson does not want to be associated with the tradition
of considering metaphors as “confusing, merely emotive,
unsuited to serious, scientific, or philosophic discourse”
(1984, 246). On the contrary, he professes that “metaphor
is a legitimate device not only in literature, but in science,
philosophy and the law” (1984, 246).

There are two important points in Davidson’'s argumen-
tation against metaphorical meaning that are crucial for our
further discussion:

1. Aspects of language which are not context-independent are
not aspects of language meaning, but of language use.

2. Metaphorical interpretation is context-bound, hence it is
not a question of meaning but of use.
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Il. Pragmatics of metaphor — Grice’s theory
of conversational implicature

Grice's concept of implicature is, generally speaking, a
theory of how people use language. The notion of
implicature provides an explicit account of how it is
possible to mean, in a general sense, more than what is
actually ‘said’ (i.e. more than what is literally expressed by
the conventional sense of the linguistic expression
uttered)" (Levinson 1983, 97). It allows to claim that natural
language expressions tend to have simple and unitary
senses, but this stable semantic content often has a
context-specific set of implicatures. The character of a
conversational implicature depends on whether the
maxims of conversation are being observed or exploited.
Grice argues that maxims are formulations of a set of over-
arching assumptions guiding the conduct of the conversa-
tion that arises from rational considerations and that they
are general principles underlying the efficient co-operative
use of language. There are four maxims — of Quality,
Quantity, Relevance and Manner — that jointly express a
general Cooperative Principle. These maxims specify what
participants have to do in order to converse in a maximally
efficient, rational and co-operative way. To converse that
way we should always speak clearly and relevantly, while
providing sufficient information. It may be difficult to
imagine that ideal situation, but Grice argues that even
though no one really speaks that way the whole time,
when talk does not proceed according to these maxims,
the principles are still being adhered to at some deeper
level of conversation. Metaphors are interpreted or rather
recognized as floutings of the maxim of Quality®, especially
it's one more specific maxim: do not say what you believe
to be false. So when during conversation, | would hear
“Man is a wolf” or “You are the cream on my coffee” then
without rejecting the assumption that the speaker is
observing the overall Cooperative Principle, | would have
to think of what he is implicating when saying that, given
the circumstances. The calculation that a particular
conversational implicature is present requires contextual
and background information and knowledge of what has
been said. The semantics provide only a characterization
of the literal meaning or conventional content of the
expressions; from this, together with details of context and
background knowledge, the pragmatics provides an
interpretation. There may be various possible specific
explanations of a conversational implicature; the list of
these implicatures may be open (Grice 1989, 40).

! Grice uses the phrase what is said as a technical term for the truth-
conditional content of an expression.

2 The maxim of Quality: try to make your contribution one that is true,
specifically (i) do not say what you believe to be false (ii) do not say that for
which you lack adequate evidence (Levinson 1983, 101).

Grice does not present or acquire any theory of meta-
phor. What he is interested in, among other things, are the
conditions governing conversation. When he says that the
metaphor is an example of flouting the maxim of Quality,
he takes a metaphor as an expression that taken literally is
a categorical falsehood. The effect that an appearance of
such an utterance has when conversation is to be held is
that it forces the speaker to work out the implicature. But
this characterization gives just a criterion that allows
participants to recognize the metaphor, but not to explain
its nature. The criterion itself is only partial, as other tropes
like irony or metonymy are taken to be either equally
conversationally inadequate or they share with metaphor
the same property of flouting the maxim of Quality. In
general, Grice gives us the description of how any trope or
non-literal use of language as in the examples "Man is a
wolf* and "You are the cream on my coffee" triggers the
need for inference. He gives us the principles of recogni-
tion, but not the principles of interpretation. As to infer
implicatures in cases like those with flouting the conversa-
tional maxim, we need to know how to determine what kind
of trope the expression is and then apply reasoning
characteristic to that trope.

Davidson argues that to construe the metaphor we must
know what effect it has on us. But it seems that to describe
the effect metaphors have on us, as Grice showed, it is not
sufficient to appeal either to the nature of language or
language use. The metaphoric expressions that we
perceive in language are manifestation of our most
fundamental capacity for analogical reasoning. The effect
that metaphors have on us forces us then to examine the
nature of thought.

Bibliography
Davidson D. 1984 Inquiries into Truth and Interpretation, Oxford
University Press.

Grice H.P. 1989 Studies in the Ways of Words, Cambridge
University Press.

Levinson S.C. 1983 Pragmatics, Cambridge University Press.

Levin S.R. 1993 Language, concepts, and worlds: Three domains
of metaphor [in:] Metaphor and Thought ed. A. Ortony, Cambridge
University Press.

Searle J.R. 1993 Metaphor, [in:] Metaphor and Thought ed. A.
Ortony, Cambridge University Press.

51



Is Nagel Davidsonible?

Cristina Borgoni and Makmiller Pedroso, Brasilia, Brazil

1. Are Phenomenological Factors
Non-Physical?

In “What Is It Like to Be a Bat?”, Nagel holds that if we
attribute “conscious mental states” to some organism,
inevitably we are also committing ourselves to the claim
that “there is something like to be that organism —
something it is like for the organism” (Nagel 1991, 422)"
So, according to his view, an organism’s consciousness
and the subjective way in which that organism copes with
its environment — the phenomenological element — are
conceptually dependent. Therefore, every explanation of
the mental must take into account the presence of these
phenomenological properties. However, Nagel continues,
physicalist approaches are unsatisfactory, since the
subjective factors of organisms’ experiences are not liable
to be explained physically. Any physical approach will
leave out these phenomenological properties. Inner
experiences, the product of the relation with the world, are
not identical to physical structures.

The Nagelian reasons to follow this path stem from his
conception of experience. For him, inner experiences are
necessarily restricted to a certain point of view. There are
no experiences without particular “systems of representa-
tion”. As he himself comments, bats and ourselves have
different points of view because we have a different
physical apparatus to answer to the world than bats. For
bats have structures as sonars and wings which do not
exist in human bodies. Therefore, the variation in points of
view is promoted by physical distinctions. Since we have
not the physical structure of bats we will never take up the
bat's point of view and, accordingly, we will never know
what it is like to be a bat.

Nagel also states that our knowledge of the physical
world, in contrast to the way we grasp mental states, is
free from any point of view. A physical description of an
organism tells us how this organism is without any
particular lens. And, for this reason, it leaves out phe-
nomenological elements and, consequently, its conscious
mental states. For inner experiences can only be seen with
particular lenses. Thus the subjective character of
experiences is not identical to physical structures.

That mental phenomena cannot be identified with
physical events implies that human beings are their bodies
plus something else. The problem, therefore, is to explain
satisfactorily what this “something else” is. A way of doing
this is to appeal, as Descartes did, to a dualism of
substances. That is to say, this “something else” would be
a substance different from the physical substance.
Therefore, according to that view, human beings would be
“mental substances” plus “physical substances”. To hold
the existence of two substances in turn means to hold also
that these substances are self-sufficient. Then our
knowledge of mental states does not require any knowl-
edge of physical states. So, if we are disposed to accept
the plausibility of an externalist conception of mind — the
thesis that the specification of some mental state must
involve the environment too or, as Putnam (1975) puts it,

1 -
All quotes here are to page numbers of Nagel's paper unless indicated
otherwise.
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“meanings just ain't in the head” — this path will appear
untenable.

The mental and the physical appear to be in constant
interaction. Mental states depend upon physical structures
to occur — without brain processes there is no room for
mental states — as well as many bodily movements are
caused by mental states. So, an account of the mental
must be compatible with these interactions. However,
while the dualistic account appears to ground the intuition
that there is a deep contrast between the mental and the
physical, it seems that it leaves us without an answer to
the question of how the mind and the world are related.
For how can something non-physical interfere with
something physical and vice-versa?

In addition, we could be suspicious of the very idea of
substance and, therefore, doubt whether it gets us further
concerning the attempt to explain the mental/physical
contrast. Another distinct problem we could have with the
Cartesian approach is that it refuses the causal closure of
the physical world. For the acceptance of the existence of
a mental substance entails that we can have two systems
being physically equivalent such that in one of them the
physical laws work very well whereas in the other they do
not — in virtue of the presence of mental states in the latter.

An attempt to save the intuition that there are phenome-
nological elements of the mental which cannot be grasped
by a physical description suggests strongly a dualism of
substances. However, as we tried to point out in the last
paragraphs, this route appears to be not an alternative
easy to swallow. And, if we reject the Cartesian landscape,
the only route apparently available is a materialistic view
according to which all that exists is physical. This
perspective in turn leaves us with the alternative that if
there is something special to the mental domain — as
phenomenology — it must be physical. But, if we accept as
a whole the Nagelian reasoning, this is false. So, would it
be possible, in opposition to Nagel, to save the phenome-
nology of our mental states in front of a materialistic
background? Or can there be a background which is
neither materialistic nor dualistic?

2. Can Phenomenology Be
Non-Conceptual?

As we stated earlier, Nagel holds that the way we know
physical states, in opposition to mental states, is free from
whatever particular point of view. As he himself says,
physical events are

a domain of objective facts par excellence — the kind that
can be observed and understood from many points of
view and by individuals with differing perceptual systems
(p. 425).

So, he seems to accept the idea according to which the
world is itself without a point of view. Accordingly,
someone’s point of view should be understood as the
product of one’s contribution plus the world’s contribution.
Otherwise, the distinction between the world without and
with some point of view would not make sense. In addition,
since phenomenological factors are understood as the
world with a particular point of view, they will have no
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objectivity. They will not reach the world as it is in itself but
with some dust, so to speak.

Davidson (1984) argues against this Nagelian image,
according to which the world is free from points of view but
accessible through many points of view. In his own
terminology, this image is committed to the dualism
between conceptual schemes and empirical content.
Davidson says that this image depends on the presup-
position — which he believes to be false — that we can be
justified in holding that an organism has a different point of
view without having beliefs in common with it. So, if this
assumption is false, the same will happen with the
Nagelian notion of the world as free from points of view. In
short, the reasons to hold this thesis is because in a
situation where we have no shared beliefs with some
organism, we will never recognize this organism as having
any point of view.

The rejection of the dualism between empirical facts and
conceptual schemes seems to entail the following
restriction: if we can say something about the subjective
way organisms cope with their external environment it has
to be inside the bounds of the conceptual. That is to say,
we cannot explain inner experiences appealing to a
relation which comprises an authority outside our
concepts’.

In the first section we tried to suggest that the Nagelian
conception of phenomenology as non-physical prompts us
in the direction to the complicated notion of dualism of
substances. In this present section in turn we suggested
that Nagel's view hangs on a false premise: the dualism
between conceptual scheme and empirical content. But
does that mean that we have to give up any notion of
phenomenology?

3. Why not Phenomenology?

It seems that the intuition which instigates the talk about
phenomenology is the feeling that conscious states have
something which cannot be grasped by any physical
explanation. It is the belief that there is some difference
between the physical description of, for instance, some-
one’s perception of the colour red and the very experience
of redness. One strategy, the Nagelian one, is to suppose
that the way organisms cope with the world includes
something outside the conceptual domain. It would be
something non-conceptual which defines the experience of
redness. So, if the defense of a notion of phenomenology
depends on this supposition, the very idea of phenome-
nology seems to vanish together with it. But would not
there be an alternative route? Why not a phenomenology
understood as inside the bounds of the conceptual? It is
exactly this path that we will suggest in the next para-
graphs.

Let's consider a particular situation where one person
asserts that another is acting. That assertion commits itself
to the idea that there is something in advance of the bodily
movements — the mental states — which are responsible for
the observed bodily movements (it would be strange to
hold, for example, that heart beats are genuine actions).
When we ascribe mental states to an agent we are also
ascribing to it the ability to envisage different alternatives
and to choose to act according to one of them. Of course
in many situations in virtue of an external impediment — as,

2 In Pedroso (2003) is suggested a way of understanding the belief in non-
conceptual contents as committed to the dualism between institution and
application of rules which appears false if we accept the plausibility of
Wittgensteinian remarks concerning rule-following.

for instance, a physical barrier — it is not possible to act
upon the choice. However, even so, the ability to be
conscious of different alternatives remains and, in a
situation where there is not an external impediment, it will
enable the agent in question to behave in a specific way.
So, those conscious states will ground the idea that
persons are responsible for their actions and, accordingly,
the fact that many times we are free to act.

It seems that this way of thinking can be extended to our
practices of justification as a whole. Because, as in the
case of actions, the very assumption that there are
reasons in favor or against some statement only makes
sense to agents which are free to hold different state-
ments. So, as in the case of actions, since believing is
always believing some particular statement and not
another, beliefs necessarily endorse responsibility. Then
freedom seems to be a central notion to understand the
functioning of our conceptual practices. If we remove this
notion, our very ability of recognizing world states seems
to vanish. The notion of freedom in turn has no room in our
explanation of physical behaviour. For physical objects
behave according to physical laws and, therefore, in a
deterministic way. Thus, the fact that mental states are
conceptually dependent on the notion of freedom entails
an image according to which the world is sharply divided
into mental and physical events. So, it seems we save the
idea that inner experiences involve something non-
physical without going outside the conceptual domain.

To say that we cannot understand mental processes
without the notion of freedom is equivalent to the thesis
that we can only understand the way we cope with the
world with the mediation of the notion of freedom. That is,
we have inner experiences about the world in so far as it is
tenable to attribute some degree of freedom to us.
Otherwise, there would be nothing distinctively mental and,
therefore, we would be deterministic beings or, in other
words, automata. There is a fact about what it is like to be
a human being because we can make choices and be
responsible for them. But does not appealing to the idea of
something distinctively mental have the risk to fall in a
dualism of substances?

A tempting way to follow in order to get away from a
charge of dualism is to embrace a type identity between
mental and physical states. So, according to this view, for
each mental type (as desiring) there would be a unique
physical type identical to it (as the discharge of a certain
kind of nerve cell) and vice-versa. In other words, this
reductionist view holds that we can know psychophysical
laws between mental and physical events. However, a
reductionist route does not take into account the intuition
that there is a difference between perceiving and the
respective physical description of it. Because for a
reductionist landscape any peculiar mental feature is
always a certain peculiar physical structure.

Another way to be a monist is to accept the plausibility of
Davidson’'s anomalous monism (Davidson 1980). This
route in turn appears to be at hand if we are disposed to
reject the idea of non-conceptual content. For the notion of
non-conceptual content seems to presuppose the notion of
psychophysical laws. When someone asserts that
conscious states are constituted by non-conceptual
contents, one is holding that there is some object outside
the conceptual sphere which gives us some specific
mental representation. So, this way of conceiving
subjective experiences hangs on the idea that we can
know nomic relations between the mental and the
physical. We can know, given some physical state, what
conscious mental state will appear in a person after the
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perception. Therefore, it becomes clear why Nagel cannot
accept Davidson’s anomalous monism since it rejects the
very idea of psychophysical laws.

But if we jettison the idea that what is distinctive in the
phenomenological domain is devoid of non-conceptual
factors, a Davidsonian route appears tempting. For if we
repel the idea of psychophysical laws then we can also
hold that mental explanations have their own place.
Physical descriptions will never replace mental descrip-
tions once and for all. The difference between the physical
description of the experience of a red patch and the very
experience of redness is maintained. However the
rejection of the notion of non-conceptual contents entails
something Nagel was not apt to accept. It is the idea that
animals don't have conscious states®. Can we afford this?
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Experience, Thought, and Language.

Some Reflections on Bermudez's Approach

to Nonlinguistic Cognition

Johannes L. Brandl, Salzburg, Austria

1. Introduction

A common starting point for a theory of mind has been the
contrast between sensory experience and conceptual
thinking, not as something to be taken for granted, but as
something to be clarified and explained. Since the
linguistic turn in philosophy, however, this approach no
longer appears so straightforward. This turn consisted not
merely in giving the old contrast a new clothing by
replacing “thought” by “language”. The important change
lies in the fact that experience is now contrasted with a
highly specific form of cognition, namely the ability to
speak a language, thereby opening up the space for a
third category on the map of fundamental mental activities.
Instead of a twofold distinction we thus get a threefold
distinction between experience, nonlinguistic thinking and
language-based reasoning.

This paradigm shift raises the question of how to de-
velop a specific theory of nonlinguistic thinking. In his
recent book Thinking without Words (2003), José
Bermldez takes up this problem and highlights its
importance for a general theory of the mind. Drawing on a
wealth of empirical data, Bermudez argues that a theory of
nonlinguistic thinking must not be “minimalist’ in the
following sense: it should not deny that nonlinguistic
thinking shares some important features with language-
based reasoning; in particular, it may involve the formation
of structured thoughts with a propositional content. This
makes the concepts we use in explaining human behav-
iour, like “belief” and “desire”, also suitable as tools for
explaining the behaviour of nonlinguistic creatures.

In this paper | will argue that we can — and should — go a
step further in rejecting a minimalist approach to nonlin-
guistic thinking. We should not only accept that animals
and prelinguistic infants have propositional attitudes, we
should also grant that they have the ability to use primitive
concepts. This is an issue that Bermldez deliberately sets
aside in his book. Without taking a stance on this question,
however, his attack on minimalist explanations remains
half-hearted, or so | shall argue. In the end the old contrast
between experience and conceptual thinking still retains its
force.

2. The minimalist approach

The linguistic turn in philosophy is generally considered to
have been a methodological innovation, but it was much
more than that. In philosophy of mind it had a tremendous
impact on how the basic types of cognitive activity should
be defined. The basic idea here was that language is not
just a tool for expressing one’s thoughts, but a medium or
vehicle in which we form our thoughts. The language that
plays this cognitive role could either be a public language,
like English, or it could be an “inner code” with its own
syntax and semantics. In the latter case, the language-of-
thought-hypothesis could be taken to apply to all kinds of
reasoning (see Fodor 1975, ch. 3). In the former case, the
claim was meant to apply only to higher-level cognition
and to thoughts that are accessible in introspection.

In what follows, | am concerned with the claim that
language is a medium of certain forms of thinking, but not
of thinking in general. (I will come back to Fodor's
hypothesis below.) Taken in this form, the claim implies
that a different strategy is needed for dealing with
nonlinguistic forms of cognition. One idea that seems
useful at this point is Gilbert Ryle’'s distinction between
“knowing-that” and “knowing-how”. It suggests that a more
general distinction along this line might be drawn between
two concepts of “thinking™ propositional thinking or
“thinking-that”, and nonpropositional thinking or “thinking-
how”. This suggestion has been exploited by various
theories for which Bermidez uses the label “minimalist
approaches”.

An example how this strategy may be implemented is
provided by Michael Dummett's theory of protothoughts
(see Dummett 1988, ch. 12). This theory rests on two
assumptions. Dummett assumes that a mental act should
count as a genuine act of thinking only if it has a content
that can be assessed as true or false. Furthermore he
assumes that this truth-oriented form of thinking presup-
poses that language is the medium in which these
thoughts are formed. Thus, Dummett is forced to deny that
thoughts formed without language can be assigned a
propositional content that would make them true or false.
He therefore introduces the term “protothoughts” for those
acts of cognition that are not genuine thoughts according
to his theory.

Protothoughts are said to differ from genuine thoughts
by being tied to current perceptions and current activities.
They occur, for instance, when an animal decides whether
it should fight or flee, or when we try to estimate the speed
and direction of oncoming traffic. They cannot occur “free
of the environment” or independently of what we are doing.
Most importantly “they do not have the structure of verbally
expressed thoughts” (Dummett 1988, engl. transl.: 122).
They can be mistaken only in the sense that they lead to
successful or unsuccessful behaviour, but “it would be
ponderous to speak of truth or falsity in application to
them” (ibid.).

These are strong claims, and Dummett says little in
support of them. He tries to convince us by examples that
a lot of nonlinguistic reasoning can be analysed as a
context-bound activity that is success-oriented, but not
truth-oriented. But what should motivate us to accept this
kind of analysis? Additional force can be gained here from
a principle that Gareth Evans introduced and called the
“Generality Constraint” (Evans 1982, 100f). It says that in
attributing thoughts to others (or to ourselves) we attribute
to a person the capacity to entertain a whole range of
thoughts structurally similar to the one we actually ascribe
to her. For instance, one cannot attribute to a child the
belief that mother has gone out, unless there is a range of
similar thoughts that one would be willing to attribute to the
child as well, e.g. mother is in the garden, father has gone
out, etc. The claim here is not just that the ability to ascribe
a thought to someone is subject to the Generality
Constraint, but the ability to form a thought with a
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propositional content. Propositions are compositionally
structured entities, and there is no way that one can grasp
them without grasping their structure, and hence without
the ability to entertain a range of thoughts that share this
structure.

Building on this principle, we may see the minimalist
position as derivable from the following argument:

(M1) All propositional thoughts are compositionally
structured.

(M2)  Thoughts that are compositionally structured have
a conceptual content.

(M3) Thoughts that have a conceptual content occur
only in subjects capable of expressing them ver-
bally in their language.

Therefore: All propositional thoughts occur only in subjects
capable of expressing them verbally in their lan-
guage.

I will use this argument in what follows as background for
considering how the minimalist position may be criticised.
Objections will have to be directed at one of the three
premises. One might also dispute more than one premise,
of course, but we should first of all try to single out what
seems to be the weakest link in this chain.

3. Bermldez's attack on the minimalist
approach

In his book Thinking Without Words, Bermidez claims that
the current practice in studies of animal behaviour and
developmental psychology is at odds with the minimalist
approach. Scientists in these areas, he says, frequently
make use of psychological explanations that involve the
attribution of beliefs and desires to nonlinguistic creatures.
This is done with certain restrictions however. Psychologi-
cal explanations of this order are appealed to only in those
cases where lower-type explanations fail. Such lower-type
explanations would be explanations in terms of instincts or
conditioning processes, or some other function that can be
described as an invariant response to some detected
stimuli. But there are types of intelligent behaviour that
“cannot be understood in the context-bound and essen-
tially perceptual manner proposed by the minimalist
account.” (Bermudez 2003, 62)

One example of a behaviour that requires a full-blooded
psychological explanation, discussed in detail by Ber-
mudez, is a classical study by Tolman, Richie, and Kalish
about the navigational skills of rats locating food in a maze
(ibid., 103ff). In these experiments the structure of the
maze and its position in the environment is changed in
such a way that simpler types of explanations of how rats
succeed in locating the food under varying conditions are
ruled out. The only explanation left is that rats are not just
following a trail they somehow remember, but that they are
using thoughts with a particular structure. From examples
like this Bermudez draws the following general moral:

The practice of giving psychological explanations of the
behavior of nonlinguistic creatures rests crucially on those
thoughts being structured. Psychological explanations can
only be predictively useful and genuinely explanatory if the
thoughts that they involve are composed of distinguishable
thought-constituents that can feature in further thoughts.
(Bermudez 2003, 95)

An advocate of the language-of-thought-hypothesis
might take this observation to be a vindication of his
position. Bermddez, however, has set aside this option
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already. This hypothesis, he says, would not give us any
clues about how to solve the epistemological problem of
which thoughts we should attribute to nonlinguistic
creatures. To this extent it will not give us “the whole story”
about how forms of intelligent behaviour that rats are
capable of are to be explained (ibid., 31).

Let us, then, return to the minimalist approach. If we look
back at the argument supporting this position, we see that
Bermudez has no objection to the first premise. On the
contrary, he emphasises that we ascribe a propositional
content to nonlinguistic thoughts whenever the empirical
data indicate that these thoughts have a compositional
structure. It is rather one of the other premises (M2) or
(M3) that he must reject.

There are only a few hints in the present book that
indicate which option Bermudez chooses here. The
clearest hint is the following reference to his earlier book
on the Paradox of Self-Consciousness (1998):

| proposed that genuine concept mastery involves an
ability not simply to make judgments involving those
concepts but also to justify those judgments and to
reflect on the grounds for them. Since these are para-
digmatically language-dependent activities, it follows that
concept mastery requires the possession of a language.
(Bermudez 2003, ix)

Bermudez picks up this thread later when he endorses a
certain view of human cognition that he takes from Andy
Clark. According to Clark, what is distinctive about human
cognition is that it provides us with a “second order
dynamics”, i.e. a “cluster of powerful capacities involving
self-evaluation, self-criticism and finely honed remedial
responses” (ibid., 158). We may take this as suggesting
that second-order capacities are essential for concept-
possession. Unless a subject has those capacities we
should not treat her as a concept-user; and since second-
order capacities are acquired together with the capacity to
speak a language, only linguistic creatures qualify as
concept-users.

We may conclude, then, that Bermldez also accepts the
third premise in the argument supporting the minimalist
position. What he must reject, therefore, is the second
premise (M2). On his view, there can be no necessary
connection between having thoughts with a compositional
structure and being a concept-user. Compositional
thoughts must have some thought-constituents, that is
clear, but these constituents need not be concepts. They
might be what Dummett calls “protoconcepts”. In this case,
it is arguable, however, that the thoughts formed would not
be genuine thoughts either, but merely protothoughts. It
seems, therefore, that the minimalist has not been yet
defeated.

4. Primitive concepts

As | pointed out at the beginning, the nature of nonlinguis-
tic thinking becomes an acute problem when we divide the
realm of cognitive activities not just into two, but into three
basic categories: experience, nonlinguistic thinking, and
language-based reasoning. A proper theory of nonlinguis-
tic thinking must therefore answer two questions: How is
this form of thinking related to the level of experience? And
how is it related to the level of linguistic thinking?

It seems to me that both the minimalist approach,
criticised by Bermudez, and the view offered by him as an
alternative, fail in providing adequate answers to both
questions for the following reason: each of them intro-
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duces a criterion for drawing the distinction between
nonlinguistic and linguistic thinking, but they do not tell us
what their criterion is for distinguishing between sensory
experiences and thinking in general.

What kind of criteria do we have for drawing this latter
distinction? How do we distinguish, for instance, between
a sensory experience — e.g. a sensory experience of red —
from the belief that a red object is before one’s eyes?
There are only two promising candidates for drawing this
distinction:

(a) experiences — in contrast to beliefs and thought
episodes — do not have a propositional content, and
(b) experiences — in contrast to beliefs and thought

episodes — do not have a conceptualised content.

If one follows the minimalist line, one cannot use criterion
(a) for separating experiences and non-linguistic thoughts,
because one uses this criterion already for distinguishing
between non-linguistic and linguistic thinking. Conversely,
if one follows Bermudez line, one cannot use criterion (b).
As long as we have another choice here, this is no
problem. A minimalist can characterise experiences by the
fact that they do not involve any concepts, not even
protoconcepts, whereas Bermuldez might characterise
them in terms of the fact that they do not have a
propositional content.

But do we really have that choice? As Bermudez makes
clear, we are not considering here two approaches that are
in competition with each other. There is no conflict
between them apart from the fact that they disagree about
how much a minimalist account explains. According to
Dummett and other “minimalists”, such an account applies
to all types of nonlinguistic thinking; for Bermudez it covers
only a part of it. There is no question of completely re-
jecting the minimalist approach. Bermuidez fully acknowl-
edges its merits when he says that it “allows us to avoid
some of the key problems that arise in explaining how
nonlinguistic creatures can have states with propositional
content”, that “low-key psychological explanations” of the
minimalist type “are frequently applicable” and that “many
cases of thinking without words (no doubt, in fact, the
majority of such cases) are not best described as involving
structured and context-independent thoughts that are lin-
guistically expressible” (Bermidez 2003, 62, my empha-
sis).

The upshot of his book therefore comes to be this: what
we need is a complex theory of nonlinguistic thinking that
will be partly minimalist and partly propositional. But how
can these two approaches be integrated into a single
theory? And what will be the criterion in such a theory that
distinguishes nonlinguistic thoughts from the realm of
experiences?

At this point, | think, what is needed is an account of the
constituents of nonlinguistic thoughts that accords with
both explanatory models. These constituents cannot be
full-blown concepts that require a second-order dynamics
and hence a language. Neither can these constituents be
protoconcepts in the sense of Dummett, however. If they
were just protoconcepts they would only lead to the
formation of protothoughts, not to genuine thoughts with a
propositional content.

The alternative that might fit both models is to say that
nonlinguistic thoughts involve genuine concepts, but
concepts of a primitive sort. They are primitive in two
respects: they do not presuppose a second-order
dynamics, and they are part of a conceptual framework
that is much simpler than the concepts associated with
language-based reasoning. This explains why nonlinguistic
thoughts — even though they have a compositional
structure — have only relatively few inferential relations to
each other. And it explains how nonlinguistic creatures can
satisfy Evans’s Generality Constraint, since the generality
it requires depends on the conceptual framework within
which we apply the constraint.

| conclude, then, that contrary to what Bermidez sug-
gests, we should not give up the second premise of the
minimalist argument. What has to go is the assumption
that concept-possession is a privilege that only language-
users enjoy. The common feature of both linguistic and
nonlinguistic thinking is that concepts are required to form
thoughts of any kind. A theory of primitive concepts will
therefore shed the most light on the specific nature of
nonlinguistic cognition. And the old contrast between
experience and thought keeps its force.
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Biological Kinds and the Causal Theory of Reference

Ingo Brigandt, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

1. Introduction

Theories of reference often invoke causal factors in quite
general ways. For instance, the reference of a term may
be inherited from other members of a linguistic community.
In this paper, | am not concerned with and will not
challenge these general causal-historical determinants of
reference. The focus of my critique is on causal theories of
reference for natural kind concepts. The original picture of
how reference to a natural kind is established is given by
Putnam (1975). The idea is that we pick out a sample of
the kind by ostension or stereotypical description and the
referent is that natural kind to which the sample belongs.

This original account had to be modified and refined.
Natural kinds in science may not be observable, even
though their effects are. Thus, reference to a natural kind
may be established by describing its causal effects.
Stanford and Kitcher (2000), however, point out that if we
say that the referent is that kind which causes the
observable properties, then ‘cause’ cannot be the total
cause of the properties (otherwise the kind would
necessarily have the stereotypical properties). They solve
this problem of picking out the relevant subset of the total
cause by offering a very sophisticated causal theory of
natural kind concepts. On their account, reference is
determined based on a set of samples of the kind and a
set of foils, and a set of stereotypical properties that is
shared by all members of the kind, but not by all foils. A
further relevant refinement of causal theories is that they
are not purely causal theories of reference. It is nowadays
acknowledged that apart from causal factors descriptions
also have an impact on how the reference of natural kind
concepts is determined (Devitt and Sterelny 1999,
Stanford and Kitcher 2000).

| criticize the causal theory based on an example from
biology — the homology concept. Nowadays there are
actually two distinct homology concepts used, which differ
in reference. Thus, a theory of reference determination has
at least to account for the difference between these two
natural kind concepts. | argue that the standard tools of
causal theories — samples, foils, and their properties —
cannot do this job. My proposal is that even in the case of
natural kind concepts, reference is determined based on
other factors as well.

2. Phylogenetic and Developmental
Homology

For the purposes of this paper, | can only give a very brief
discussion of the two homology concepts; a detailed
argument as to why they are actually two distinct concepts
is given by Brigandt (2003) and Brigandt (n.d.). My
discussion will explain why we have two natural kind
concepts that differ in reference without invoking the core
features of the causal theory — samples and their
stereotypical properties. Instead, the difference is
explained in terms of the scientific use of these two
concepts and the epistemic and explanatory goals for
which they are used. | start with the phylogenetic homol-
ogy concept, which is the original homology concept that
emerged in the 19" century and is still used in current
comparative and evolutionary biology.
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The phylogenetic homology concept is a relation used
for the comparison of organisms and their structures. Two
structures in different species are homologous to each
other in case they are inherited from one and the same
structure in the common ancestor. For example, the wing
of bats is homologous to the arm of humans because they
are both derived from the forelimb of the mammalian
ancestor. In fact, even the individual bones of the human
arm perfectly correspond to and are thus homologous to
the bones of the bat wing. Homologous structures are the
‘same’ or the ‘corresponding’ structures in different
species. Homology is an equivalence relation and thus the
structures that are homologous to a particular structure
form an equivalence class. The members of such a class
of mutually homologous structures are called homologues.
Homologues are often given the same name even if they
consist of structures from very different species. For
instance, we just talk about ‘the’ epithalamus (a part of the
brain), referring to a structure that exists across the large
and diverse group of vertebrates.

A class of homologues is a natural kind. As a class of
homologues is an equivalence class of the ‘is homologous
to’ relation, the homology concept actually defines a whole
set of natural kinds. Thus homology is in fact a natural kind
concept. Homologues form a natural kind for the following
reason. Homologues, e.g., the forelimb of land-living
vertebrates, are inherited from a particular structure in the
common ancestor. The common ancestry ensures that
many of the properties that hold for some homologues
hold for all homologues. Morphological, histological, and
developmental features can be (inductively) inferred from
one homologue to the homologous structure in other
species. Thus homologues are a natural kind in that we
can project their properties. This is very important for
comparative and evolutionary biology, and the reason why
homology individuates characters. Individuating characters
and structures by means of homology (rather than other
principles) allows for unified and general descriptions of
the properties of organisms that apply to large groups of
organisms. By telling us what the different homologues of
an organism are, homology breaks an organism down into
its natural parts. Homology literally carves nature at its
joints. Whether something is really a part of an organism
depends on whether we can identify the same part in other
organisms and species. The fact that homology is a natural
kind concept is also shown by the fact that biologists were
originally unclear about the ‘essence’ of homology that
makes two structures homologous. The homology concept
was introduced in pre-Darwinian comparative biology, and
metaphysical notions such as Platonic ideas were
sometimes invoked to explain what makes two structures
homologous. With the advent of Darwinism it became clear
that common ancestry is the defining feature of homology.
Nowadays not only morphological structures are viewed as
homologous, but also tissue types, cell types, genes, and
proteins. This is the reason why homology is viewed by
some biologists as the most important concept of biology.

The discussion so far was about the phylogenetic
homology concept as still used in comparative and
evolutionary biology. In the last few decades, however, a
new homology concept emerged among biologists with a
developmental perspective on evolution. Evolutionary
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developmental biology is a relatively new field that tries to
synthesize knowledge from the historically separate fields
evolutionary and developmental biology. | call this new
homology concept the developmental homology concept. It
is a distinct concept because evolutionary developmental
biology uses its homology concept for different purposes
than traditional evolutionary and comparative biology. The
traditional phylogenetic homology concept is used to make
inferences and obtain unified descriptions of different
species. Evolutionary developmental biology, however, is
not primarily interested in the comparison and classifica-
tion of organisms. Instead, the focus is on the explanation
of how structures originate in development. The goal is to
have a causal-mechanistic explanation of why the same
(homologous) structures develop in different organisms
such as in parent and offspring. The phylogenetic
homology concept makes reference to common ancestry,
but notions such as common ancestry or the inheritance of
‘genetic information’ do not yield any causal understanding
of why and how structures emerge in subsequent
generations — and the latter is what is important for a
developmental approach (Wagner 1989, Roth 1991). The
phylogenetic homology concept can be used to make
inferences, but it does not underwrite causal-mechanistic
explanations.

A consequence of this conceptual difference is that the
two homology concepts have a different extension.
Developmental homology has a larger extension in that it
includes so-called serial homologues. Sometimes an
organism has a structure that occurs repeatedly, for
instance hair in mammals, leafs in plants, the vertebrae in
vertebrates, or the segments in segmented animals. This
multiple occurrence of the same structure is called serial
homology. Thus structures within one and the same
individual (rather than structures of different species) are
serially homologous. Biologists using a developmental
homology concept acknowledge the existence of serial
homologues (Wagner 1989, Roth 1991). The existence of
a repeated pattern is an important starting point for
developmental research. The question is whether this
pattern is due to some underlying developmental com-
monality, e.g., something like a duplication of genes or a
duplication of a developmental program (at work in dif-
ferent parts of an organism). The developmental homology
concept is intended to give a causal-mechanistic account
of why the same structures develop and re-appear within
and between organisms. Serial homologues are one in-
stance where the ‘same’ structure re-occurs and call for a
developmental explanation. The traditional phylogenetic
homology concept, however, does not include serial hom-
ologues. The reason is that phylogenetic homology is used
for the comparison of different species, and comparative
biologists sometimes reject the very idea of serial homo-
logy on this ground (Ax 1989).

3. Toward a Broader Account of Reference
Determination

My brief discussion of the phylogenetic and developmental
homology concept explained their difference—including
the difference in reference—based on how these concepts
are embedded in the conceptual practices of these fields
and for what scientific purposes they are used. The
phylogenetic homology concept supports inferences and is
used to obtain unified comparative knowledge of different
species. The developmental homology concept under-
writes causal-mechanistic explanations and is used to
explain why structures reappear in subsequent genera-
tions and sometimes several times within an individual. My

claim is that these pragmatic and epistemic aspects of
concepts are a crucial factor of reference determination,
and that standard causal theories of natural kind concepts
do not address these factors adequately. To be sure,
causal theories can acknowledge that these factors have
some influence on reference determination. Epistemic and
pragmatic aspects can be claimed to influence which
samples and stereotypical properties are used, while the
latter are the real determinants of reference. However, my
point is that samples and stereotypical properties alone do
not determine the reference of natural kind concepts, and
that instead the epistemic and pragmatic aspects of
concepts have a direct influence on reference that goes
beyond picking out certain samples and properties.

Sophisticated causal theories such as Stanford and
Kitcher (2000) view samples, foils, and some of their
properties as the core determinants of the reference of
natural kind concepts. While samples surely played a role
when the phylogenetic homology concept emerged,
samples, foils, and properties alone cannot account for
reference. In fact, these factors are not even sufficient to
account for the difference of reference between the
phylogenetic and the developmental homology concept.
Proponents of the causal theory might try to argue that the
reference of developmental homology is fixed by means of
samples (and properties) that actually include serial
homologues, while phylogenetic homology is defined using
(besides standard homologues as samples) alleged serial
homologues as foils. However, this does not fit biological
practice. Labeling alleged serial homologues as foils was
of no importance for 19" century comparative and
evolutionary biologists, but their comparative research
agenda determines the extension of ‘homology’. The
current debate with developmental biologists about the
existence of serial homologues is not the origin but the
consequence of the existence of two different homology
concepts. When nowadays an evolutionary biologist insists
that there are no such things as serial homologues, then
this is not a statement that fixes the reference of her
homology concept, but it is just the expression of the
previously established fact that her homology concept
does not refer to serial homologues.

One could point out that current causal theories allow for
descriptive factors as determinants of reference. So the
difference between phylogenetic and developmental
homology could be explained by using theoretical
statements about the referents of these two concepts.
Maybe this is the case. Some descriptions of homologues
surely have an impact on the reference of ‘homology’. But
if by descriptive elements one has some necessary or
sufficient properties in mind that the user associates with
the concept or that are analytically linked to the concept,
then it is not clear whether this can really yield a satisfac-
tory account. The discussion of the last section tried to
make clear that there are actually two distinct concepts of
homology in use, but it did this neither by relying on
samples and foils, nor by invoking any special descriptions
of homologues. Our best evidence for there being two
concepts that differ in reference is the fact that these two
concepts are used for different epistemic and theoretical
goals. And my claim is that the reference of these
concepts is determined by the way these concepts are
embedded in different conceptual practices.

My critique of standard causal theories of the reference
of natural kind concepts was based on one example—the
phylogenetic and the developmental homology concept.
But I think that the same point applies to other natural kind
concepts as well. Another likely candidate is the species
concept, which has figured prominently in philosophical
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discussion as an example of a natural kind concept. My
assumption is that a close look at how reference is actually
determined by scientists and their practice in the case of
species and other examples reveals that real cases cannot
be adequately accounted for by current causal theories of
reference. My proposal is that even in the case of natural
kind concepts we need a broader account of reference
fixing. Apart from samples, stereotypical properties, and
descriptions of a kind, there are other factors that have a
crucial influence on reference. These are aspects of how
concepts are scientifically used and for what epistemic
purposes they are used.
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Leibniz und Whitehead tber Perzeption

Hans Burkhardt, Miinchen, Deutschland

1. Vorbemerkung

Viele Leibnizleser und sogar manche Leibnizforscher
haben Probleme mit dem Terminus Perzeption. Perzeptio-
nen sind zunachst wohl Wahrnehmungen und sie sind
damit auf den die Sinne bezogen. Diese Bedeutung
kommt bei Leibniz auch vor, doch sie stellt eher einen
Grenzfall dar, denn wenn Leibniz davon spricht, dass die
Monaden dank ihrer Perzeptionen die ganze Welt
widerspiegeln, d.h. alle anderen Monaden samt deren
Perzeptionen, dann kann es sich wohl nicht um sinnliche
Wahrnehmung handeln, sondern um eine andere we-
sentlich abstraktere Art von Beziehung der Monaden un-
tereinander.

Bisher hatte mancher Leibnizforscher angenommen,
dass diese Konzeption von Perzeption typisch fur Leibniz
ist, der damit einen Terminus aus der philosophischen
Psychologie in die Ontologie verfrachtet hat, um ihn als
Werkzeug fiur seine sehr abstrakte Metaphysik zu
verwenden. Bei der Lektlire eines Textes von Francis
Bacon, den Whitehead in seinem Buch Science and The
Modern World zitiert, wird jedoch sofort klar, dass es
schon vor Leibniz eine Bedeutung des Wortes perception
gab, die mit Sinneswahrnehmung nichts zu tun hat,
sondern sich im Gegenteil gerade von dieser Bedeutung
klar abgrenzt.

2. Bacons Text

Der Text, den Whitehead in seinem Buch zitiert und den er
auch grundlegend fir seine Philosophie halt, lautet:

It is certain that all bodies whatsoever, though they have
no sense, yet they have perception: for when one is
applied to another, there is a kind of election to embrace
that which is agreeable, and to exclude or expel that
which is ingrate; and whether the body be alterant or
alterated, evermore a perception precedeth operation;
for else all bodies would be alike one to another. And
sometimes this perception, in some kind of bodies, is far
more subtle than sense; so that sense is a dull thing in
comparison of it: we see a weatherglass will find the
least difference in heat or cold, when we find it not. And
this perception is sometimes at a distance, as well as
upon the touch; as when the loadstone draweth iron: or
flame naphtha of Babylon, a great distance off. It is
therefore a subject of a very noble inquiry, to enquire of
the more noble subtile perceptions; for it is another key
to open nature, as well as the sense; and sometimes
better. And besides, it is a principal means of natural
divination; for that which in these perceptions appeareth
early, in the great effects cometh long after.

Aus diesem Text ergibt sich eine Reihe von Uberra-
schenden Thesen, die man in acht Punkten zusammen-
fassen kann:

1. Korper jeglicher Art haben Perzeptionen
2. Nicht alle Kérper verfiigen uber Sinne

3. Perzeptionen entscheiden darlber, was fir einen
Kdrper angenehm oder unangenehm ist, was fur ihn
akzeptabel oder was inakzeptabel ist, was ihm nitzt

und was ihm schadet. Perzeptionen gehen damit den
entsprechenden Operationen voraus. Wére das nicht
so, dann wirden sich alle Kérper &hneln.

4. In manchen Fallen sind diese Perzeptionen auch
subtiler als die sinnliche Erfahrung, so z.B. bei der
Temperaturmessung.

5. Perzeptionen kénnen sowohl auf Distanz als auch
bei Bertihrung wirken.

6. Perzeptionen sind ein zweiter Schlussel zur Natur,
zusatzlich zu den Sinnen.

7. Perzeptionen sind ontologisch friiher als die sinnliche
Erfahrung; was den Sinnen friher erscheint, kommt
in Wirklichkeit spater.

8. Perzeptionen organisieren die Selbstkonstitution der
Dinge und begriinden damit deren Individualitat.

3. Perzeption bei Leibniz

In der spaten Leibniz’'schen Metaphysik gibt es nur drei
Sorten von Entitéten. So schreibt er in einem Brief vom 30.
Juni 1704 an den niederlandischen Physiker und Philoso-
phen Burcher De Volder:

Imo rem accurate considerando dicendum est nihil in
rebus esse nisi substantias simplices et in his perceptionem
atque appetitum.

Wenn wir die Sache genau betrachten, dann muss man
sagen, dass in den Dingen nichts ist auBer einfachen
Substanzen und in ihnen Perzeption und Appetitus.

Was sind Perzeptionen bei Leibniz? Im 8§14 der Monado-
logie finden wir folgende ausfiihrliche Beschreibung von
Perzeption:

Der vorlbergehende Zustand, der eine Vielheit in der
Einheit oder in der einfachen Substanz entfaltet, ist
genau das, was Perzeption genannt wird. Man muss sie
von der Apperzeption und vom Bewusstsein unterschei-
den, was aus dem Folgenden hervorgehen wird.

Aus dieser Definition wird klar, dass jede Perzeption
sowohl repréasentiert als auch eine Einheit stiftende Kraft
besitzt. Nach derselben Definition scheint die Quelle fir
die Einheit stiftende Kraft darin zu liegen, dass die
Perzeption einer Monade inhariert und Monaden eine
naturlich Einheit schon deshalb besitzen, weil sie keine
substantiellen Teile haben. Danach erhalt eine Perzeption
ihre Einheit stiftende Kraft aus der atomistischen Einheit
der Monade, in der sie inhériert. Eine andere mogliche
Quelle fir die Einheit stiftende Kraft der Perzeption be-
stdnde darin ein vereintes Ganzes aus seinen Teilen zu
sein, d.h. dass nur Perzeptionen, die echte Ganze sind,
Uber eine Einheit stiftende Kraft verfligen wiirden. Andrer-
seits konnte eine mereologisch atomistische Perzeption
oder eine perzeptionelle Monade sehr gut, kraft ihrer
atomistischen Natur, die perzipierten Gegenstande verei-
nen, doch sie ware unfahig eine Vielheit getreu wieder-
zugeben. Deshalb kann die vereinende plus représen-
tierende Fahigkeit einer Perzeption nicht in ihrer etwaigen
mereologischen Atomizitat liegen, so dass nur komplexe
Perzeptionen echte Perzeptionen im Sinne der Definition
des 8§14 sind.
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Eine andere wichtige Idee, die Leibniz im zweiten Teil
der zitierten Passage formuliert, ist die ausdrticklich nicht-
psychologische Definition des Begriffs der Perzeption. Er
unterscheidet nachdriicklich Perzeptionen von typisch psy-
chologischen Begriffen oder Entitaten wie Apperzeption
und Bewusstsein.

3.1 Die Klassifikation von Perzeptionen

Perzeptionen werden von Leibniz und anderen Philoso-
phen des 17. Jahrhunderts wie Descartes oder Spinoza
nach zwei Skalen klassifiziert:

Durch die Skala von dunkel bis klar
Durch die Skala von verworren bis deutlich

Das epistemische Ideal, das es zu erreichen gilt, ist die
klare und deutliche Perzeption. Nichtsdestoweniger gibt es
auf Grund metaphysischer Notwendigkeit und deshalb
auch metaphysischer Unvermeidbarkeit klare aber ver-
worrene Perzeptionen. Beide Skalen muissen eher konti-
nuierlich oder wenigstens dicht als diskret gesehen wer-
den.

Die erste Skala (dunkel bis klar) grindet wohl in der
intensiven Natur der Perzeptionen und ist deshalb auch
nicht Gegenstand mereologischer Betrachtungen. Andrer-
seits findet eine Perzeption ihren Platz in der zweiten
Skala (verworren bis deutlich) durch ihre extensive Natur.
Deshalb schlagen wir vor, die verworren-deutliche Dimen-
sion auf der Basis einer mereologisch definierbaren Re-
lation der Représentation aufzufassen. Um es vorlaufig
und ganz grob zu nehmen: die Perzeption P reprasentiert
die Entitdét E via h, wenn h ein Teil-Ganzes Homomor-
phismus der Teile von E in die Teile von P ist. Je mehr der
Homomorphismus h sich einem Isomorphismus néhert,
desto deutlicher wird die Reprasentation von E durch P
sein und desto deutlicher wird auch P selbst sein. In 8§16
der Monadologie schreibt Leibniz dazu:

Wir erfahren selbst eine Vielheit in einer einfachen
Substanz wenn wir finden, dass der schwéchste Ge-
danke, den wir wahrnehmen eine vielfache Wirkung in
seinem Gegenstand entfaltet. Daher muss jeder, der
feststellt, dass die Seele eine einfache Substanz ist,
auch diese Vielheit in der Monade feststellen.

In diesem Text zeigt Leibniz, dass die Monade eine
Vielheit von Perzeptionen zur selben Zeit durch direkten
Zugang zur inneren Erfahrung umfasst, d.h. durch die
Erfahrung der Inhalte unseres Bewusstseins. Unser Be-
wusstsein beruht offensichtlich auf Perzeptionen. Leibniz
setzt diese Passage aus der Monadologie fort mit dem
Satz: und Mr. Bayle sollte damit keine Schwierigkeiten
haben. d.h. mit der gleichzeitigen Atomizitat von Monaden
in Hinsicht auf substantielle Teile und der Gegenwart einer
Vielheit von Perzeptionen in einer Substanz, d.h. der
Monade.

3.1.1 Intentionalitat

In der gegenwartigen Philosophie wird Intentionalitat als
das wichtigste Charakteristkum psychischer Akte
angesehen. Obwohl Perzeptionen und Apperzeptionen
eine wichtige Rolle in der Leibniz’schen Metaphysik
spielen, sucht man in seinen Schriften die Worter Intention
und Intentionalitat vergebens. Nichtsdestoweniger muss
der Begriff der Intentionalitét in seinem System prasent
sein. Ein zweiter Blick zeigt, dass Leibniz im Gegensatz zu
moderner Philosophie der Psychologie, in der Intentiona-
litat vorwiegend als primitiver Begriff behandelt wird, den
Rahmen aufzeigt, in der Intentionalitdt definiert werden
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kann: eine Perzeption intendiert ihren Gegenstand via der
Teil-Ganzes Homomorphie h, wie in 3.1 erklart wurde. In
anderen Worten: wir identifizieren die Relation der In-
tentionalitat genau mit einem solchen Homomorphismus h,
der die perzipierten Gegenstande auf die Teile der per-
zipierenden Perzeption abbildet.

3.2 Perzeptionen als Reprasentationen

Wahrend Spinoza in einem Brief an Oldenbourg (GP |
131) den Begriff der Perzeption wie den von Existenz, Ich,
dasselbe und Veranderung etc. als unaufloslich und
deshalb als undefinierbar ansieht, definiert Leibniz
perceptio als repraesentatio variationis externae interna.
(GP VIl 329)

Es ist sehr wichtig, dass fur Leibniz im Gegensatz zu
Spinoza die Perzeption kein primitiver Begriff ist, sondern
dass er durch Représentation definiert werden soll, d.h.
Perzeption haben keine Reprasentationen, sondern sind
Représentationen. Diese Definition lasst die Frage nach
der materialen Natur von Perzeption = Reprasentation
offen. So kdnnen sowohl Korper als auch Prozesse als
Perzeptionen fungieren, vorausgesetzt dass sie eine
aulRere Mannigfaltigkeit durch eine innere Mannigfaltigkeit
reprasentieren. Doch angesichts der Einschrankung dass
Perzeptionen in Monaden inhéarieren sind korperliche
Entitéten ausgeschlossen.

Es gibt viele Texte, in denen Leibniz explizit behauptet
und implizit andeutet, dass Perzeptionen und appetitus
Uber eine ziemlich komplexe mereologische Struktur
verflgen, d.h. sie erlauben eine mereologische Analyse in
beiden Richtungen. Die mereologische Struktur der Per-
zeptionen wird benutzt, um ihre fundamentale Funktion zu
erklaren, namlich die der Repréasentation. In der beriihm-
ten Passage aus einem Brief an Arnauld aus dem Jahre
1687 kennzeichnet Leibniz die Relation der Reprasen-
tation durch zwei Bestimmungen: sie soll (1) konstant und
(2) geregelt sein. Als typisch fir eine solche konstante und
geregelte Relation erwdhnt er Relation einer geometri-
schen Reprasentation, die, soweit ihr formaler Charakter
reicht, all die anderen Arten von Repréasentationen ein-
schlief3t, wie die durch Wahrnehmen, Fiihlen und Denken.

Ein Ding représentiert in meinem Sinn ein anderes,
wenn es eine konstante und geregelte Beziehung gibt
zwischen dem, was von dem einen und dem anderen
ausgesagt werden kann. In diesem Sinne drickt eine
perspektivische Projektion eine geometrische Figur aus.
Ausdruck ist allen Formen gemein und ist eine Gattung
von der natlrliche Perzeption, animalisches Gefiihl und
intellektuelles Wissen Arten sind.

Wenn man den Begriff von Perzeption spricht, ist es
wichtig zu beachten, dass der Leibniz’'sche Begriff der
Perzeption sehr weit gefachert ist: er schlief3t einerseits so
verschiedene Dinge wie sinnliche Erfahrung und Denkakte
intelligenter Lebewesen und andrerseits ein rein struktu-
relles Widerspiegeln durch Monaden der untersten Stufe
ein. Was allgemein Ubersehen wird, auch von Leibnizfor-
schern, ist die gemeinsame quasi-mathematische Struktur,
die all diese verschiedenen Arten von Perzeption teilen.

Dieser weite Bereich von Perzeption ist verbunden mit
drei verschiedenen Arten von Monaden: einfache
Monaden, sinnenbegabte Monaden und geistige Mo-
naden, die zusatzlich Uber Apperzeptionen und Bewusst-
sein verfugen. Die Beziehung ist kumulativ: Monaden
héherer Ebene enthalten die Strukturen der Monaden
unterer Ebenen. So ist das rein strukturale Widerspiegeln
allen drei Arten von Monaden gemeinsam, und es kann
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deshalb auch korrekterweise Gegenstand mereologischer
Analyse sein.

3.3 Teile von Perzeptionen

Was sind die Teile von Perzeptionen? Nach Leibniz
mussen wir annehmen, dass jeder Teil einer Perzeption
selbst wiederum eine Perzeption ist. Nichtsdestoweniger
kénnen diesen Teilen einer Perzeption Eigenschaften
fehlen, die die Perzeption selbst besitzt. In einer Passage
in den Nouveaux Essais schreibt Leibniz:

Ich mdchte gerne zwischen Perzeption und Wahrneh-
mung unterscheiden. Die Perzeption von Licht oder
Farbe z.B., die wir wahrnehmen, ist aus einer Menge
von kleinen Perzeptionen zusammengesetzt, die wir
nicht wahrnehmen, und ein Gerdusch, das wir perzipiert
haben, aber das wir nicht beachten, wird durch eine
kleine Hinzufuigung oder Vermehrung wahrnehmbar.

Die Leibnizsche Behauptung, dass Perzeptionen aus so
genannten kleinen Perzeptionen zusammengesetzt sind,
ist unzweideutig, So ist es klar, dass Perzeptionen fir
Leibniz eine mereologische Struktur aufweisen. In diesem
Text diskutiert Leibniz wie Perzeptionen wahrgenommen
werden kénnen oder den Prozess der Wahrnehmung von
Perzeptionen. Von diesem Gesichtspunkt aus sind Per-
zeptionen aus kleinen oder nicht wahrgenommenen oder
nicht wahrnehmbaren Perzeptionen zusammengesetzt
und sie offenbaren damit eine mereologische Struktur.
Durch ausreichende Vermehrung, Verkettung oder Ag-
gregation von petites perceptions gelangen wir endlich zu
einem Zustand in dem wir fahig sind, sie wahrzunehmen
und genau dieser Zustand wird Perzeption genannt. Der
Unterschied zwischen petites perceptions und grandes
perceptions kann offenbar nur mithilfe ihrer mereo-
logischen Struktur erklart werden. Unter Benitzung un-
serer mereologischen Analyse kénnen wir den Ubergang
von nicht wahrnehmbaren petites perceptions zu wahr-
nehmbaren und wahrgenommenen grandes perceptions
durch den Ubergang von homomorpher zu isomorpher
Abbildung erkléren.

Bereits in einem frilhen Text, namlich in den Medi-
tationes de Cognitione, Veritate et Ideis von 1684 sieht
Leibniz gewodhnliche Farb- und Geruchsperzeptionen als
zusammengesetzt aus kleineren Perzeptionen als deren
Teile an, namlich aus Perzeptionen von Figuren und
Bewegungen.

Dariliber hinaus, wenn wir Farben und Geriiche wahr-
nehmen, haben wir nichts anderes als eine Perzeption
von Figuren und Bewegungen, doch von Figuren und
Bewegungen, die so komplex und kurzzeitig sind, dass
unser Bewusstsein in seinem gegenwartigen Zustand
unfahig ist eine jede deutlich und zu beobachten und
deshalb auch nicht wahrnimmt, dass seine Perzeption
aus einzelnen Perzeptionen tberaus kleiner Figuren und
Bewegungen zusammengesetzt ist. Wenn wir also
gelbes und blaues Pulver mischen und griine Farbe
perzipieren, dann nehmen wir tatséchlich nichts als gelb
und blau sorgfaltig gemischt auf, doch wir bemerken das
nicht und nehmen daftr eine neue Natur an. (GP IV,
426)

In diesem Text sind die grundlegenden Perzeptionen
offenbar Perzeptionen von Figuren und Bewegungen.
Doch diese Perzeptionen werden nicht als solche wahr-
genommen, sondern als Farben, Gerdusche oder Ge-
riche. Die Einheit der Teilperzeptionen, also die Per-
zeption, ist in diesem Fall von anderer Art als die Teil-
perzeptionen selbst. Wahrend die Teilperzeptionen in die

Kategorie der Quantitat gehoren ist die wahrgenommene
Perzeption eine Qualitat, namlich eine Farbe und analog
kann es auch ein Geréausch oder ein Geruch sein.

Wenn wir diese Analyse von Perzeptionen bei Leibniz im
Auge haben, dann sehen wir mereologisch zwei Arten von
Perzeption, namlich eine homogene und eine heterogene.
Im ersten Fall gehoren die Perzeption und ihre Teile
derselben Kategorie an und im zweiten Fall nicht. Leibniz
Theorie der Farbe stitzt sich auf Quantitdten wie Figuren
und Bewegungen.

4. Perzeption bei Whitehead

In einem kurzen Kommentar zu Bacons Text schreibt
Whitehead

Also in the previous letter | construed perception (as
used by Bacon) as meaning taking account of the
essential character of the thing perceived, and | con-
strued sense as meaning cognition. We certainly take
account of things of which we have at the time no
explicit cognition. We can even have a cognitive memory
of the taking account, without having had a contempo-
raneous cognition. Also, as Bacon points out by his
statement, ..."” for else all bodies would be alike one to
another,” it is evidently some element of the essential
character which we take account of, namely something
on which diversity is founded and not mere bare logical
diversity.

Whitehead versteht in diesem Text offensichtlich Per-
zeption in der Bedeutung von Zurkenntnisnahme des
wesentlichen Charakters des perzipierten Gegenstandes
und Sinn in der Bedeutung von kognitiver Erkenntnis. Wir
nehmen sicherlich Dinge zur Kenntnis, von denen wir zur
selben Zeit keine explizite kognitive Erkenntnis haben. Wir
kénnen sogar ein kognitives Gedachtnis von der Zur-
kenntnisnahme von Dingen haben, von denen wir keine
gleichzeitige kognitive Erkenntnis gehabt haben. Offenbar
nehmen wir etwas vom wesentlichen Charakter eines
Gegenstandes wahr, namlich etwas, auf dem die reale
Verschiedenheit beruht und nicht blof3 die logische.

Whitehead nimmt im folgenden Text eine terminologi-
sche Veranderung vor. Er ersetzt das Wort “perception”
durch “prehension’, weil man unter “perception” kognitive
Erkenntnis versteht. “Prehension” soll im Gegensatz zu
“perception” auch fir nicht-kognitive Erkenntnis stehen,
denn Uberraschenderweise kann auch kognitive Erkennt-
nis damit gemeint sein.

The word “perceive’ is, in our common usage, shot
through and through with the notion of cognitive appre-
hension. So is the word “apprehension’ even with the
adjective “cognitive™ omitted. | will use the word “prehen-
sion” for uncognitive apprehension: by this | mean
apprehension which may or may not be cognitive.

Doch das sind epistemische Unterscheidungen. White-
head zitiert den Baconschen Text aus einem anderen
Grunde. Prehensions haben wie die Leibniz'schen percep-
tions durchaus eine ontologische Funktion. Sie sind fir die
Konstitution der grundlegenden Whitehead’'schen Entita-
ten, d.h. der actual entities, verantwortlich, indem sie das
aus der Umgebung auswahlen und begunstigen, was die-
ser Konstitution nitzt und das zuriickweisen und be-
hindern, was ihr schadet.

Wenn man den Bacon’schen Text kennt, dann kann
man auch seine manchmal etwas befremdliche Haltung
gegenuber Leibniz verstehen. Obwohl sein System auf-
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fallende Ahnlichkeiten mit dem von Leibniz zeigt, zitiert er
die Leibniz'sche Konzeption der Perzeption im Sinne einer
ontologischen Relation zwischen den Dingen nicht. Er war
wohl der Ansicht, dass Leibniz diese Konzeption aus der
Tradition Ubernommen hat. Er zitiert Leibniz jedoch regel-
maRig, wenn es um die Widerspiegelung geht, die ja auch
in seinem System eine grundlegende Rolle spielt. Diese
Theorie hat er wohl als die origindre Leistung von Leibniz
angesehen.
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Children’s Philosophizing

(and Reasoning Judgment as Its Constitutive Element)
as a Source of Tolerant Consciousness Formation

Marina Chebakova, Ekaterinburg, Russia

The modern stage of development educational concept is
not only a problem of the Russian society, but one of the
world’'s societies. This is the problem of the dovish
interethnic conflicts. The events, connected with religious
wars in the different regions of the world, barbarous and
very amplitudinous facts of terrorism set up a problem of
tolerant consciousness formation during the last few years.
Education at every its level is one of the social institutes
which are the worst fitted to a solution of such problem.
That is why the theme of my research “Children’s
philosophizing as a source of tolerant consciousness
formation” appears to be very interesting and topical in
theoretical and practical meaning.

School educators in Russia discuss the necessity of
tolerant lessons, of special composition of humanitarian
sciences according to cultural environment in order to
create tolerant comprehension of history and culture
evolution. There are a few scientific interdisciplinary
researches. Therefore, the investigation in this direction
should be very important and useful for the theoretical
researches and the practical education.

The expansion of visual culture, preferring television to
book takes toll of the human and trouble the formation of
imaginative thinking. For this reason philosophers and
educators of America endeavor to balance influence of
visual culture. Matthew Lipman solved this problem. He
established The Institute for the Advancement of Philoso-
phy for Children in 1974 in New Jersey, USA. This institute
elaborated the programme “Philosophy for Children” which
involves logic and ethics elements being investigated by
examples of different life situations.

The training of young people for rationality habits
qualifies them for becoming intelligent citizens, associate
and parent — this is the aim of the “reflective education” of
Lipman that he uncovered in his book “Thinking in
education”. The programme of teaching philosophy at
school was elaborated under the direction of Lipman. This
programme received wide spreading in many countries of
the world.

Lipman maintains that Philosophy for Children is a
powerful tool for moral education. He regards moral
education as something much broader than the simple
teaching of what is “good”. Genuine ethical inquiry requires
critical and creative thinking, all of which, he claims, are
cultivated through children’s “doing” philosophy. The goal
of Lipman’s pedagogical thinking is reasonable judgment.
He states that the greatest disappointment of traditional
education has been its failure to produce people approxi-
mating the ideal of reasonableness. For Lipman, the
cultivation of reasonableness is the goal of education for
democracy. This entails an effort to develop higher-order
thinking, which includes a combination of critical, creative
and caring thinking. Reasonableness, says Lipman,
cannot be reduced to pure rationality; but reasonableness
is rationality tempered by self-criticism, deliberation and
judgment. Furthermore, reasonableness, Lipman claims,
can be internalized only by experiencing it through
reasoning together in a community of inquiry.

Philosophical inquiry is characterized by a concern with
important contestable concepts but also by a particular
type of procedure. Philosophers join together and try to
discover the meaning — to make sense of things that are
puzzling, problematic or ambiguous. They create a
“community of inquiry” in which they come to understand
things better through the dialogue with each other. This
type of philosophical dialogue uses certain agreed
strategies of reasoned inquiry, examples of which are
asking for evidence, striving for consistency, constructing
inferences, formulating and using criteria and making
predictions. The participants share a respect for each other
as persons, a commitment to truth and a concern for the
procedures of inquiry. This concern for procedure implies
an ongoing interest in reflecting on and evaluating the
quality of the reasoning and thinking in any particular
inquiry.

There are three areas of critical thinking: reasoning,
judgment and the ability to see the other’s point of view.
The first two areas reflect two major components of
philosophical training. Piaget pointed out how the
development of logical reasoning is largely depended upon
a person’s increasing sensitivity to counterexamples, i.e. to
a capacity to find cases, which might falsify a conclusion
derived from one’s premises. The exercises in deductive
reasoning and inference are meant to provide practice in
precisely those capacities.

Judgment involves reasoning, plus the ability to evaluate
relations, including similarity and difference, as well as
relevance and appropriateness. The exercises involve
hasty versus authorized generalization, analogies,
metaphors and comparisons between situations and
contexts. In addition to reasoning and judgment, one must
add the third component, namely the ability to take
another’s point of view seriously and with respect. This is
seen as the hallmark of the critical thinker. In fact, this
ingredient is central to educating for democracy.

To these three components we must add the fourth,
namely metacognitive awareness. This factor, which
appears in the writings of Piaget and others, stresses the
importance of being conscious of one’s own cognitive
processes. Furthermore, at early ages metacognitive
capacities can develop — with knowledge about general
strategies and personal strengths and weaknesses —
enhancing performance on such tasks as inference,
classification and analogy.

The standard form of a Philosophy for Children class is
the reading of the text aloud, followed by the discussion.
The Lipman’s storybooks don't introduce philosophical
concepts in philosophical language, but present them as
issues that the children in the text struggle to explore. At
the same time the characters model how children might
talk about these things, using the thinking skills that
promote effective inquiry.

The sharing of the story is an important point of depar-
ture, after which the teacher asks for the children any
comments and questions that arise out of what they have
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read. These are written up and the class decides together
on where to start the discussion. It is important at this point
that the question to be explored is one that is really
concern to the children and engages their passionate
interest. In contrast to the common perception of effective
thinking as a matter of cold rationality, Lipman believes
that thinking has an emotional dimension and develops
through intense involvement with ideas. The teacher’s role
is not to answer questions, but to help the children to
generate contestable questions that occupy their imagina-
tions.

The discussion, which follows, takes place within the
classroom community of inquiry, of which the teacher is
just a member, rather than a person who can provide
answers. The teacher acts as a facilitator of the discus-
sion. However, it is not sufficient simply to allow the
discussion to ramble from one point to another. A
philosophical inquiry is supposed to move forward. So the
teacher has the responsibility for directing the inquiry
according to procedures of philosophy. This may include
reminding the children of the question under discussion,
assisting them to see how their perspectives are the same
or different, asking for reasons, questioning assumptions,
etc.

Philosophy for Children programme promote formation
of child ability to express his own individuality, to persist in
his own opinion. Without this capacities self-actualization
and formation of tolerant consciousness are impossible.

One of the other tasks of this programme is to train a
vision of human rights. Federal Constitution (USA) is one
of the first documents where human rights were clearly
stated. Comity of nations is based on the human rights of
Federal Constitution.

All that is a condition of the relevance of perscrutation
the American experiment of developing Philosophy for
Children programme and it would be useful to employ this
experiment in modern Russian society. Modern school in
Russia is still based on the authoritarian teaching. High-
school children can assimilate only that teacher said; they
can't debate and reason their cases. It goes without saying
that abstract thinking degrades affected by visual culture
among young people. In short a man can't think about
something if it firstly is not represented in a picture
example (visually).
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We must not only copy the experiment of American
society but explore and analyze it because Russian culture
has its own characteristics and traditions. Theorists of
pedagogic chair of Ural State University, namely M.N.
Dydina and her followers work this way. Under their
guidance at the school number 13 in Ekaterinburg pupils
are working at philosophy from the elementary school: they
read storybooks, ask questions, hypothesize and try to
answer.

Children’s philosophizing is a natural and ordinary
phenomenon, but very difficult to scratch it up from groovy
life, to show up the moment of child’s philosophical
conceptualization in current everyday perception of life. In
this case philosophy encourages questions so much
fundamental and important so that attempts to answer
them are naive. Our society needs a man who asks very
simple (infant) question to make people to reconsider what
they accept as an obvious.

Often philosophizing begins with wonder and doubt in
ordinary and trivial phenomenon. And very often philoso-
phy doesn't solve the problems but points out the doubt.
That is why child’s gquestion is a starting point for investi-
gation children’s philosophizing. It is important to point the
child active observation of environment, unorthodoxy of
child thinking, its openness to ordinary side of human
being.

Having begun with wonder and doubt the children’s
philosophizing is lasting in play. The play permits to the
person to perform the part of somebody, to change masks
and thus to change own functions. Because our object of
exploration is child’s consciousness, the special play we
are interested — is the play of mind. This play is a process
in which it is possible to overwhelm unidimensional
comprehension of some notion. So unlike the common
sense, the philosophical mind aims not at closing but at
opening a problem. It asks questions that lead to the field
of the new, the paradoxical and the unknown; and it
discloses potential qualities of the world.

This way the tolerant consciousness is formed in the
course of the process of cognition. Philosophizing, to my
mind, is a method of critical cognition and it facilitates
foregoing process of formation tolerant outlook. In my
view, people will solve conflicts only due to collaborative
asking questions, reasoning together, co-elaborating their
propositions and judgments.



Explaining the Seemingly Self-Interpreting Character of a Formula

Kai-Yuan Cheng, Min-Hsiung, Taiwan

I. The Puzzle About the Self-Interpreting
Character of a Formula

In the notable discussion of rule-following, Wittgenstein
(1974) sharply and rightly brings our attention to the fact
that meaning is essentially normative, in the sense that the
meaning of a linguistic term sets a standard of correctness
and incorrectness for the application of the term. It is only
because a person uses a particular term to mean a
particular thing that the person’s linguistic performances
with regard to the application of the term can be evaluated
as correct or incorrect. Take the term “add 2" as an
example where it is most clear and uncontroversial that
there is a uniquely correct answer for each step of
application. To say that a person understands “add 2" to
mean the mathematical rule add 2, is tantamount to saying
that the person’s performances, past, present, and future,
are subject to the regulation of an infinite number of
instances sanctioned by the add 2 rule. Hence, the
meaning of a term, by its nature, contains a normative
element in it, and a person’s understanding of the meaning
of a term constrains the person’s linguistic performance
with regard to the application of the term in a certain way in
each particular case.

However, a philosophical conundrum arises when we
begin to ask what meaning or understanding consists in.
What is it that is capable of delivering the normative force,
and of bringing about the evaluative effect regarding the
application of a term, such as “add 2"? One of the
proposals that Wittgenstein considers is a natural
suggestion that when a person understands the meaning
of “add 2", the person has a verbalized formula, e.g., f (x) =
2x + 2, occurring in her introspective consciousness. It is
this verbalized formula that guides and constrains a
person’s performance in each particular case when one
continues a certain numerical series.

This formula proposal is prima facie implausible, given
the fact that not all of the speakers who understand “add
2" and are capable of continuing a numerical series
accordingly, have a formula in mind. Nevertheless, the
formula proposal is tempting. Suppose that those who
understand the term “add 2" do have a certain formula in
mind. Doesn't it seem natural to them that the formula is
self-interpreting, in the sense that it determines the
procedure for each step that they should take in order to
be correct? A formula, say f (x) = 2x + 2, clearly interprets
itself in such a way that a certain series is specified as
follows: f (x) is 2 given that the value of x is O, f (x) is 4
given that the value of x is 1, f (x) = 6 given that the value
of x is 2, and so on. Hence, this intriguing self-interpreting
character of a formula seems sufficient to determine the
rule referred to by the term “add 2", and hence seems
sufficient to constitute a person’s understanding of the
term.

Wittgenstein has convincingly shown us, however, that
the formula is unable to determine the rule being followed,
because the signs in the formula, such as “+”, can be
interpreted in different ways. Any chosen interpretation
would require further interpretation to fix its content. This
thus leads to an infinite regress. Kripke’s (1982) discussion
of the counting case is illuminating in this regard. Consider
the proposal that one’s following the plus rule consists in

one’s being guided by a basic counting rule or algorithm
which specifies a finite set of simple procedures. For
example, to add 2 and 3 one should first count out a group
of two things, one at a time, and then count out a group of
3 things, also on at a time, and finally put the two groups
together, and count the totality, again one at a time.
Nobody would deny that this procedure of counting is a
legitimate way of adding. Some of us may use this
procedure to add on some occasions. However, Kripke
rejects it on the ground that it leads to an infinite regress,
because the set of instructions involves the term “count-
ing”, which is in need of a further interpretation to
determine its meaning. As a result, a set of instructions
such as the counting procedures does not fix the rule
being followed. This result appears counter-intuitive, but it
is a solid point.

The puzzle that is the main concern of this paper can be
made clear: a formula seems to be self-interpreting, but is
in fact insufficient to determine the rule to be followed. We
may put the puzzle in another way. There appears to be
no gap in our phenomenology, between a verbalized
formula and its interpretation, because of the seemingly
self-interpreting character of the formula. However, in
reality, a formula is insufficient to fix the rule to be followed.
How may this puzzle be explained? In what follows, |
explain why the formula seems self-interpreting, when it is
not.

Il. Explaining the Puzzle

In my account, a person’s understanding the term “add 2"
as meaning the f (x) = 2x + 2 function does not consist in
her having the formula in mind. Rather it consists in the
person’s possessing a disposition to perform in a certain
way. Furthermore, it is by virtue of the special way in which
the person perceives her disposition, that she does not
feel in her phenomenology any gap, between the formula
and the interpretation of the formula.

My account has two parts. The first part is to character-
ize a disposition in terms of a functionalist account, which
is regarded by McLaughlin (1995) as the leading theory of
dispositions today. Functionalism is well known as a theory
of mind in which states of mind and mental properties are
construed as functional states and properties. Though
there are a variety of functionalist theories, the basic and
common idea of a state’s possessing a functional property
is for the state to occupy a certain causal role, relative to
other states. A mental property or state has to be analyzed
not merely in terms of its input cause and output effect, but
also by reference to other mental properties or states.
These other mental states in the network, such as
believing that P and desiring that Q are to be in turn
characterized by reference to their causal relations with
other states in the network.

We may equally view a disposition to follow a rule as
being a functional state, which is defined by its causal role
in the person’s functional organization. As a result, a rule-
following disposition can be viewed as a complex
functional property of a person, having a potentially infinite
pairing of input-stimuli and output-responses, and having
interrelations with other inner dispositional or functional
states.
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The second part is to show, given that a rule-following
disposition is functionally characterized, how its possessor
comes to know about such a functional state. How does a
subject gain conscious introspective access to the complex
causal network that she embodies? Dennett (1978) offers
a plausible functionalist account of introspection in terms
of a computer model that will help illuminate this issue.
Roughly put, Dennett's account is that introspection is the
series of processes by which Control, a higher executive
component in the brain, directs questions to the buffer
memory, gets the answers after some possible editions
and transformations, and sends them to the speech
center, which if so commanded, publishes them in a
written or verbal form or in an internal voice. The process
of introspection is best described as asking questions and
receiving answers, rather than a direct monitoring or
tracking of one’s first-order inner processes. Dennett
proposes that what a person is conscious of depends on
what the person can introspect, and what the person can
introspect is explained as a routine by means of which he
gain access to and reports on the contents of his buffer
memory.

Taking the two parts together, we may now explain the
seemingly self-interpreting character of a formula. In my
account, a person’s use of “add 2" is determined by the
person’s disposition to behave in a certain way. More
specifically, the person is disposed to answer f (x) = 2
given x =0, f (x) = 4 given x = 1, f (X) = 6 given x = 2, and
so on. Moreover, given Dennett’'s account of introspection,
in which the process of introspection is depicted as asking
guestions and receiving answers, the objects of introspec-
tion when a person exercises his dispositional power of
following a rule are the numerical series that figures in the
contents of the person’s utterances or written sentences or
inner voices such as f (x) = 2 given x = 0, f (X) = 4 given X
=1, f (x) = 6 given x = 2, and so on. These contents are
exactly “rooted” in a disposition which one perceives
through directly expressing them or having thoughts about
them. In our introspective consciousness, therefore, the
formula makes us feel that it commands us to perform in a
certain way in which a certain numerical series is
generated. So, phenomenologically, there seems to be no
gap, between the verbalization of the formula and its
interpretation.

In the Dennettian picture, we may not know exactly how
we get, say, f (X) = 4 given x = 2, which is achieved by a
complex first-order process that is not accessible to our
introspective consciousness. In a functionalist account of
cognitive processes and introspection, what we introspect
is that there is a mechanism which produces 4 when 2 is
put in. However, we cannot introspect what that mecha-
nism is. The formula is the hypothesis we form about our
own inner workings when we reflect on the output that a
dispositional state gives when given input. The hypothesis
is the result of our taking the interpretive stance towards
the behaviors or the disposition. Therefore, Wittgenstein is
right that the rule is not the mechanism. The verbal report
of the introspected formula is merely the report that there
is some mechanism.
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What is important to note is that, in my account, a
verbalized formula is a mere hypothesis that | am following
a certain rule, and that hypothesis may not be correct. It
might not correctly capture my disposition or behaviors.
The mathematical function that | am actually following has
to be determined by the underlying disposition that |
possess. | do not interpret a formula when | follow a rule. |
simply act on my disposition. The verbalized formula is the
appearance that my disposition takes on to my introspec-
tive consciousness. This explains why a formula seems to
be self-interpreting.

lll. Conclusion

A dispositional account can nicely explain the seemingly
self-interpreting character of a rule or formula, by showing
why the gap, between a verbalized formula or rule and its
interpretation, is not phenomenologically apparent. We
never noticed that a formula fails to be self-interpreting,
because we don't interpret it when exercising our linguistic
competence. When we exercise our linguistic competence,
we simply act on our dispositions. This account does
justice to our intuition that rule-following and linguistic
meaning are transparent to the speaker, and do not need
interpretation. At the same time, | preserve Wittgenstein's
insight that a verbalized formula or algorithm does not
constitute rule-following.
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The Necessity of the Ethical or Why Murder Must Be Wrong

Anne-Marie Christensen, Aarhus, Denmark

In the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus we find Wittgen-
stein’s first published investigation of ethics. Furthermore,
together with the “Lecture on Ethics”, this is the last time
he makes any longer investigation into this subject, as the
Nachlass reveals only a few, scattered remarks on ethical
matters after 1929. | will argue that if the ethical sections of
the Tractatus are seen in connection to the concept of
showing, they then reveal a coherent and radical alter-
native to traditional conceptions of ethics; an alternative
which sheds light on the necessity of ethics. It is a
standard dilemma in moral philosophy, that on the one
hand we want to make absolute claims like ‘Murder is
always wrong’, while on the other we admit that there
might be cases when it is possible to give ethical reasons
to why a particular murder is not wrong, the murder of
Adolf Hitler being the standard example.

As everyone is probably well aware of, the interpretation
of the Tractatus has again become a living area of
research over the last decades. This revival has primarily
grown out of a need to find a better understanding of the
ending of the Tractatus where Wittgenstein claims that the
reader who really understands him does this by recogniz-
ing his sentences as nonsensical (6.54). The traditional
explanation of how meaningless sentences can yield a
substantial philosophical outcome has been that Wittgen-
stein uses the concept of showing to express how
nonsense can point to truths about the world which cannot
be stated directly, but out of the recent discussion of this
claim a ‘new’ interpretation of the Tractatus has risen
according to which Wittgenstein writes that his sentences
are meaningless, because he means just that! This means
that none of the sentences of the Tractatus contain any
real or lasting meaning or have any inherent role of their
own, but they can be used as provisional helpers in the
reader’s therapeutic process of overcoming metaphysical
illusions.

What is interesting from my point of view is that this new
interpretation poses a specific problem for anyone who
wishes to work with Wittgensteinian ethics, as most of
Wittgenstein’s remarks on ethics are found in the Tractatus
and thus must be just as senseless as the rest of the book.
A related problem appears if you for a moment allow
yourself to regress and attempt to read the Tractatus as
having sense, for here ethics is explicitly claimed to be
impossible to state. Wittgenstein writes that there are no
ethical sentences, and he continues: “Es ist klar, daf3 sich
die Ethik nicht aussprechen 1a3t.” (6.421) This means that
any reader wanting to work with Wittgenstein’s utterances
on ethics faces a double demand for silence: The first rises
from the fact that if you want to free yourself from
metaphysical illusions, you must see that the sections on
ethics in the Tractatus are just sheer nonsense. And if you
cheat and try to do this anyway a second demand for
silence arises as Wittgenstein works with an idea of ethics
that doesn’t admit of the ethical being uttered at all.

| think the best way to handle both of these problems is
to focus on what | find to be the two least convincing
aspects of the new interpretation. First, even though | find
it well-argued that Wittgenstein only allows for an austere
concept of nonsense, | simply do not think that he is
completely consistent when claiming that all of the
Tractatus is nonsensical, both because this does not fit

well with the way in which he continued to work in many of
the areas treated in the Tractatus and because many of
his remarks seem to be straightforwardly meaningful by
any standards. Secondly, when the new reading claims
that Wittgenstein dismisses any concept of showing | think
this is based on a wrong interpretation of the concept.
Showing is thought to concern cases where meaningless
utterances are used to refer to something outside
language and the world, that is, attempts to use nonsense
to get a grip of ineffable truths; the very thing that
Wittgenstein wants to liberate us from by means of the
Tractatus." But Wittgenstein never ties the concept of
showing to ineffable truths as it only occurs in connection
with  tautologies, contradictions or straightforwardly
meaningful sentences, something which makes it possible
to combine acceptance of the fact that the Tractatus only
offers an austere concept of nonsense with a new
interpretation of showing.

Wittgenstein uses showing to denote the way the
conditions of a structure stand out in its use, for example
the way in which the conditions of meaning stand out in
meaningful sentences, and it is introduced in an intimate
connection to saying: "Der Satz zeigt, wie es sich verhélt,
wenn er wahr ist. Und er sagt, dass es sich so verhalt.”
(4.022) Even though logic and language are the cases
where Wittgenstein primarily uses the concept of showing,
it is also used in other connections to bring out the
unutterability of the particular conditions within a particular
area. “Wenn es ein Kausalitatsgesetz gabe, so kdnnte es
lauten: ,Es gibt Naturgesetze'. Aber freilich kann man das
nicht sagen: es zeigt sich," (6.36) When we do work in the
natural sciences, causality shows itself, but within the
natural sciences we are not able to state the very
existence of causality. In general, what shows itself is thus
the conditions for a specific type of descriptions of the
world, the way a specific structure manifests itself in the
use of particular descriptions. (See 6.124) What is shown
is not something in the world, but something that shapes
our dealings with the world, and as such it applies to the
world with necessity. This necessity does not mean that
one has to regard for example logic or causality as platonic
or autonomous, as these conditions can be viewed as
intimately tied to the practical dimension of mastering a
language. If you view logic in this way, the necessity of
logic comes from its being a practical ability, which we
have to possess in order to speak about the world.?

Following my first objection to the new reading of the
Tractatus | can return to the sections on ethics, where it is
presented as a part of the category 'das Mystische' which
is characterised by its showing itself (6.522). This indicates
that ethics, in some way or other, should also be seen as a
condition for descriptions or meaning, and the analogy
between logic and ethics is emphasised both by the fact
that ethics, like logic, is referred to as transcendental, and
that ethics, through the concept of the mystical, is later tied
to the fact that the world is (6.432). In 6.41 Wittgenstein
connects ethics to the meaning of the world, which makes

: Diamond thinks a central part of Wittgenstein's project is to make us give up
“the attempt to represent to ourselves something in reality ... as not sayable
but shown by the sentence.” (Diamond 1991, 184). See also Conant 2000,
196.

2 This interpretation of logic in the Tractatus is very close to the one given in
McGinn 2001.
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it possible to argue that ethics in the Tractatus is a
condition of the description of the world seen as a
meaningful whole.® Or, to put it in another way, what
Wittgenstein calls die Ethik is not itself a fact but rather
what constitutes the possibility of relating to the world as
meaningful or valuable, and thus at the same time the
condition for our everyday morality or judgements about
value.

As the condition for value and morality ethics must be
necessary and | want to argue that this necessity shows in
our attitude to particular expressions within ethics. It is thus
possible to see what Bernard Williams calls the 'thin’ moral
concepts — like right, wrong, virtuous etc. — as pointers
which reveal the structure of ethics. We are not able to
give any further reasons for the fact one ought to do the
right actions, and this is so because the concept ‘right’
simply shows a part of the rules of ethics; it is a defining,
not a describing term. Parallel to this, whole sentences can
function as a kind of tautologies by showing necessary
ethical connections, as for example the sentence ‘Murder
is wrong'. | want to claim that according to a Tractarian
view of ethics, a sentence like this has no meaning when
seen isolated from any context, it describes nothing, but it
shows the limit of our ethical understanding, as it is a rule
which necessarily applies within morality. It is possible to
claim that anyone who does not understand this sentence
is unable to participate in an ethical discourse, unable to
have an ethical outlook on the world. The necessary
character of sentences like ‘Murder is wrong’ also explain
why we want to hold on to them no matter what, even
when we are confronted with what we ourselves agree are
counterexamples. We are afraid that acting against a
sentence like ‘murder is wrong’ would compromise its
status as rule, and therefore change the very system of
ethics and our entire moral outlook. | think this is what
Wittgenstein is trying to express in the following quote:
"Wenn das gute oder bdse Wollen die Welt andert, so
kann es nur die Grenzen der Welt &ndern, nicht die
Tatsachen; nicht das, was durch die Sprache ausgedrtckt
werden kann. Kurz, die Welt muf3 dann dadurch Uberhaupt
eine andere werden.” (6.43)

When we treat some sentences as definitions or ethical
tautologies we thus determine the ethical conditions for
any dealings with value. To see this clearly is at the same
time to see that the ethical must be constituted by us, it
cannot be given any external justification, and we cannot
cite any more fundamental reasons to justify the ethical,
there is simply nothing more to say on the matter. The
silence of Wittgenstein's ethics is thus a silence which
shows us that we alone have the absolute responsibility for
the structure of our ethical worldview, as well as for what
we actually do. The Danish philosopher K.E. Lggstrup also
notes the connection between silence and the radical
responsibility connected with the ethical. Working within a
phenomenological framework, he thinks that the very
existence of life, of other people, gives rise to a one-sided
ethical demand which is “silent in the rather dramatic
sense that any formulation of it as an explicit demand is
unavoidably a misrepresentation of it. ‘What is demanded
is that the demand should not be necessary.’ ” (Fink 2004,
6)* Because the ethical in both Wittgenstein and Lagstrup
is completely dependent on us, and because the demand
it makes on us is absolute, it cannot be stated.

The question arising from Wittgenstein’s claim that there
are no ethical sentences was whether we are then forced

That ethics is an investigation of the meaning of life is one of the synonyms
presented in the beginning of Wittgenstein's “A Lecture on Ethics”.

The last line is a quote from Lagstrup: The Ethical Demand, p.146.
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to employ meaningless propositions in our dealings with
ethics. | think the Tractarian conception of ethics shows
that the answer to the question is twofold. First, when it
comes to the attempt to say the ethical, the attempt to
state the very existence of the ethical structure, | believe
that the answer is in the affirmative. We can demonstrate
or show this existence, but we cannot say it. This also
sheds light on a comment from “A Lecture on Ethics”,
where Wittgenstein says that the attempt “to write or talk
ethics ... was to run against the boundaries of our
language” (Wittgenstein 1965, 12). But if we, secondly,
look at how values or moral actions unfold on the
background of the ethical, these are in no way nonsen-
sical. The existence of the ethical shows in our meaningful
actions, in the meaningful conversations we have about
doing this or that, in our meaningful reactions to other
people’s actions or to the world as such, et cetera® It is
therefore important to distinguish between the general and
metaphysical question of the existence of ethics and the
question of how morality and value unfolds in the
meaningful lives we, hopefully, all live — and philosophy is
the activity which brings us an understanding of this
difference.

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein wants to show that it is an
essential condition of our world that we act ethically
towards it, perceive it in terms of good and evil. There is no
escaping the ethical, it is given together with the way we
experience the world as a form of natural or pre-conven-
tional normativity.® But it is of vital importance for Wittgen-
stein that the transcendental necessity of the ethical in
itself says nothing about what we actually do find good or
evil, or what we ought to find good and evil. Wittgenstein
thinks philosophy should shed light on how our world is
structured by various norms, ethical and others, but as far
as ethics goes, it can say nothing about what these ought
to consist of. The investigation of ethics in the Tractatus
therefore in no way determines the content of a normative
ethics.

Literature

Conant, James 2000 “Elucidation and Nonsense in Frege and the
Early Wittgenstein”, in: A. Crary and R. Read (eds.): The New
Wittgenstein, London: Routledge.

Diamond, Cora 1991“Throwing away the Ladder”, in: The Realistic
Spirit, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.

Diamond, Cora 2000 “Ethics, Imagination and the Attractions of
Wittgenstein's Tractatus”, in: A. Crary and R. Read (eds.): The New
Wittgenstein, London: Routledge.

Fink, Hans 2004 “The Conception of Ethics and the Ethical in K.E.
Lagstrup’s The Ethical Demand” (manuscript, to be published)
Lagstrup, K.E.1997 The Ethical Demand, Notre Dame: Notre Dame
University Press.

McGinn, Marie 2001 “Saying and Showing and the Continuity of
Wittgenstein’s Thought”, in: The Harvard Review of Philosophy 9.
Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1961 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Lon-
don: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1965 “A Lecture on Ethics”, The Philosophical
Review 74.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1984 Vermischte Bemerkungen, in: Werk-
ausgabe Band 8, Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

| thus disagree with Diamond'’s interpretation, according to which
Wittgenstein says that all utterances connecting to morality or value are
nonsensical. See Diamond 2000.

This is another point of similarity with Lagstrup, see Fink 2004 p.8.



Brentano und Aristoteles Uber

die Ontologie der intentionalen Beziehung

Arkadiusz Chrudzimski, Salzburg, Osterreich — Zielona Goéra, Polen

Die Philosophie Franz Brentanos war in mehrfacher
Hinsicht von Aristoteles abhéngig. Auch an den Stellen,
wo er seine Intentionalitatstheorie bespricht, beruft er sich
auf Aristoteles, und zwar oft in der Form, als ob beinahe
alles, was man heute als Verdienste der Brentanoschen
Intentionalitatstheorie betrachtet, im Grunde schon bei
Aristoteles latent vorhanden ware. (Vgl. z.B. Brentano
1874/1924, S. 124f.; Brentano 1982, S. 26.) Ich will in-
dessen zeigen, dass es zwischen der Aristotelischen und
Brentanoschen Ontologie der Intentionalitat doch betracht-
liche Unterschiede gibt. Die Aristotelische Ontologie der
intentionalen Beziehung sieht auf den ersten Blick viel
einfacher und eleganter aus. Es zeigt sich allerdings, dass
die groRere Komplexitat, die Brentano in Kauf nimmt,
durch gewisse theoretische Vorteile aufgewogen wird.

1. Brentano

So etwas wie die Intentionalitatstheorie Brentanos gibt es
nicht. In verschiedenen Phasen seines Denkens hat Bren-
tano sehr verschiedene Intentionalitétstheorien formuliert.
Ich konzentriere mich hier auf die Theorie des immanenten
Objekts, die er um 1890 vertreten hat und die am besten in
den Vorlesungen zur Deskriptiven Psychologie (1890/91)
(Brentano 1982) dokumentiert ist. Diese Theorie fiihrt
immanente Objekte als eine Art Vermittler zwischen dem
Subjekt und dem &auReren Referenzobjekt der intentiona-
len Beziehung ein.

Der Grund, warum man solche vermitteinden Entitéten
einfuhrt, besteht darin, dass die intentionale Beziehung
nicht als eine normale Relation zwischen dem Subjekt und
dem Objekt betrachtet werden kann. Ein Zeichen dieser
Anomalie ist das Scheitern von zwei wichtigen logischen
Regeln in intentionalen Kontexten, und zwar der Regel der
Existenz-Generalisierung: Fa o 3IxFx und der Regel der
Substituierbarkeit: Fa A a=b o Fb.

Die intentionale Beziehung zwischen dem Subjekt und
dem (auBeren) Objekt der intentionalen Beziehung ist also
keine extensionale Relation, nach der Theorie Brentanos
kénnen wir aber in einer ,tieferen Schicht” jeder intentio-
nalen Beziehung doch eine extensionale Relation finden.
Jedes Subjekt a, das sich intentional auf Objekt b bezieht,
stehe namlich in einer extensionalen Relation (die ich hier
als ,IMM” bezeichne) zu einem immanenten Objekt.

Der Mechanismus der intentionalen Beziehung besteht
nach Brentano darin, dass das immanente Objekt
dieselben Eigenschaften hat, die dem (potentiellen)
Referenzobjekt intentional zugeschrieben werden. Denkt
jemand an einen Zentauren, dann muss er, laut Brentano,
in der Relation IMM zu einem immanenten Objekt stehen,
das die Eigenschaft Zentaurheit hat. Diese Art des Habens
einer Eigenschaft, die fir immanente Objekte charakteris-
tisch ist, unterscheidet sich jedoch von einer ,normalen”
Exemplifizierung. Brentano sagt, dass die immanenten
Objekte die fur die intentionale Beziehung relevanten
Eigenschaften (hier: Zentaurheit) im uneigentlichen Sinne
haben. (Brentano 1982, S. 26f.)

Wenn es in der bewusstseinsunabhangigen Welt ein
geeignetes Referenzobjekt gibt, steht natirlich das im-

manente Objekt zu ihm in einer bestimmten Relation, die
ich hier die Reprasentationsrelation nenne, und als
.REPR” bezeichne.

Das uneigentliche Haben einer Eigenschaft wird im
Folgenden (nach der Konvention Zaltas) durch eine
Umstellung der Reihenfolge der Symbole gekennzeichnet.
Wenn ein Gegenstand a in einem normalen Sinne F ist,
schreibe ich ,Fa”, wenn er hingegen die Eigenschaft F im
uneigentlichen Sinne hat, schreibe ich ,aF”. (Vgl. Zalta
1988, S. 16f.)

Wenn man einen intentionalen Kontext: ,a bezieht sich
intentional auf b” (bzw. ,a stellt b vor”) als ,INTab”
bezeichnet, kann Brentanos Intentionalitatstheorie folgen-
dermalen zusammengefasst werden:

(BT) INTab = 3Ix{IMMax A 3g(x¢ A [IVYy(gy =y ist b)]
A JylXy A 032(gz A ~yw2z)]}

(BR) REPRab =Df. 3)ad) A Vy(ay > yb)

Die Formel (BT) sagt uns, dass Subjekt a Objekt b genau
dann vorstellt, wenn es ein in Bezug auf a immanentes
Objekt (x) gibt, das im uneigentlichen Sinne eine Eigen-
schaft (¢) hat, die so ist, dass notwendigerweise jedes
Objekt, das ¢ im normalen Sinne hatte, eo ipso b ware;
wobei ferner gilt, dass x keine Eigenschaft y hat, die
sozusagen ,Uber die Eigenschaft ¢ hinausgeht”, d.h. dass
es moglich ist, dass ein Gegenstand ¢ aber nicht yist.

Die Definition (BR) sagt uns, dass die Reprasentations-
relation zwischen zwei Gegenstanden a und b genau dann
besteht, wenn a eine gewisse Eigenschaft im uneigentli-
chen Sinne hat und alle Eigenschaften, die a im uneigent-
lichen Sinne hat, von b im normalen Sinne gehabt werden.

Die Bezeichnung ,y ist b”, die in den Formeln auftritt, ist
bewusst zweideutig. Sie kann sowohl die Identitat (wenn
,b” ein singuldarer Term ist) als auch die Pradikation (falls
.b” ein genereller Term ist) bedeuten.

2. Aristoteles

Aristoteles hat seine einflussreiche Intentionalitétstheorie
in der Abhandlung Uber die Seele entwickelt. (Vgl. ibid.
424a 11-17.) Nach dieser Theorie besteht eine intentio-
nale Beziehung darin, dass die sich intentional beziehende
Seele die Form des Referenzgegenstandes aufnimmt. Die
Aristotelische Form kdnnen wir dabei als eine Eigenschaft
betrachten und das Aufnehmen der Form F durch den Ge-
genstand a bedeutet, dass a die Eigenschaft F exemplifi-
ziert bzw. instantiiert.

Aristoteles sagt, dass die Seele, die an etwas Rotes
denkt, gewissermal3en selbst rot wird, der Zusatz ,gewis-
sermaflen” ist hier aber sehr wichtig. Die Seele wird
namlich dadurch nicht zu einer roten Sache. Das ganze
ontologische Geheimnis steckt darin, dass Aristoteles zwei
Arten der Instantiierung unterscheidet. Eine Form (Eigen-
schaft) F kann durch den Gegenstand a in einer normalen
Weise instantiiert werden, was dazu fuhrt, dass a F wird.
Sie kann aber auch in einer anomalen Weise instantiiert
werden, was zur Folge hat, dass der Gegenstand, der sie
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in dieser Weise instantiiert, sich intentional auf einen
Gegenstand, der F ist, bezieht. Ich will diese ungewodhnli-
che Instantiierungsweise ,Instantiierung*’ nennen und sie
symbolisch als ,a{F}" bezeichnen. Die Aristotelische Theo-
rie sieht dann folgendermaRen aus:

(AT)  INTab =3ga{d » Vy(dy =y ist b)] A =T ufa{v} A
03z(gz A ~y2)]}

Subjekt a bezieht sich intentional auf Gegenstand b genau
dann, wenn es eine Eigenschaft ¢ gibt, die so ist, dass (i) a
die Eigenschaft ¢ instantiiert*, (ii) notwendigerweise gilt,
dass ein Gegenstand die Eigenschaft ¢ genau dann hat,
wenn er b ist, und (iii) a keine Eigenschaft y instantiiert*,
die ,uber ¢ hinausgehen wiirde” in dem Sinne, dass es
mdoglich ist, dass es einen Gegenstand gibt, der ¢ aber
nicht  hatte.

Die Aristotelische Version der Relation REPR ist sehr
einfach und deswegen relativ uninteressant. Sie besteht
namlich zwischen einer Eigenschaft ¢ und einem Ge-
genstand x genau dann, wenn x ¢ instantiiert:

(AR) REPR(Fb) =Df. Fb

3. Ahnlichkeiten und Unterschiede
zwischen Aristoteles und Brentano

Wie wir gesehen haben, weisen die Theorien von
Aristoteles und Brentano tatséchlich gewisse Ahnlichkeiten
auf. (i) Beide Theorien fuhren spezielle Entitaten ein, die
den intentionalen Zugang zu den &uReren Referenzob-
jekten vermitteln. (ii) Beide sehen den Mechanismus der
intentionalen Beziehung darin, dass dieselbe Eigenschaft,
die dem &auReren Referenzobjekt zukommen muss, auch
vom Subjekt der intentionalen Beziehung in einer
bestimmten Weise ,erreichbar” sein muss. (iii) Beide
sprechen auch von zwei Weisen des Habens einer
Eigenschaft, was uns den ontologischen Mechanismus der
intentionalen Beziehung erklaren soll.

Es gibt aber auch betréchtliche Unterschiede. Was den
Punkt (i) betrifft, so sind die vermittelnden Entitaten, die wir
bei beiden Philosophen finden, sehr verschieden.
Brentano fuhrt ontologisch ziemlich komplizierte imma-
nente Objekte ein, die die relevanten Eigenschaften im
uneigentlichen Sinne haben sollen, wahrend Aristoteles
einfach ,nackte” Eigenschaften verwendet, die er in seiner
Metaphysik auch zu anderen Zwecken braucht. (ii) Die
Weise, in der die relevanten Eigenschaften dem Subjekt
zuganglich sind, ist auch verschieden. Bei Brentano
mussen sie ,zuerst” von einem immanenten Objekt im
uneigentlichen Sinne gehabt werden; und ,dann” muss
noch das Subjekt zu diesem Objekt in der Relation IMM
stehen. Bei Aristoteles hingegen braucht die relevante
Eigenschaft vom Subjekt nur schlicht und einfach ins-
tantiiert* zu sein. (iii) Dementsprechend sind auch die zwei
ungewdhnlichen Sinne, in denen immanente Objekte (bei
Brentano) und bewusste Subjekte (bei Aristoteles) Eigen-
schaften haben kénnen, keineswegs gleichzusetzen.

Was bei diesem Vergleich herauskommt, ist der schwer
abzuweisende Eindruck, dass der Vorteil der Einfachheit
eindeutig bei Aristoteles liegt.

4. Ist die Theorie von Aristoteles deshalb
besser?

Die Theorie von Aristoteles sieht tatsachlich viel einfacher
aus. Wenn sie also dasselbe leisten kénnte wie die Theo-
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rie von Brentano, ware diese Einfachheit ein starkes prima
facie Argument fUr Aristoteles. Bei genauerem Hinsehen
bemerkt man allerdings, dass Aristoteles mit ein paar Pro-
blemen kédmpfen muss, von denen die Theorie Brentanos
frei ist:

(1) Vor allem, wenn wir die Theorie Brentanos etwas
genauer unter die Lupe nehmen, bemerken wir, dass die
Relation zwischen dem Subjekt und dem immanenten
Objekt IMM fur diese Art der Intentionalitatstheorie absolut
zentral ist. Das betrifft Ubrigens nicht nur die Theorie
Brentanos, sondern die ganze Gruppe, die man die
Theorien der vermittelnden Entitdten nennen kann. Fir
jede Theorie, die das Problem der Intentionalitdt dadurch
I6sen will, dass sie zusatzliche Entitaten einfuhrt, die den
intentionalen Zugang zu den Referenzobjekten vermitteln,
wird die Relation zwischen dem Subjekt und der entspre-
chenden vermittelnden Entitdt zum zentralen Punkt. Die
allgemeine Form einer solchen Theorie ist folgende:

(TVE) INTab = 3x[IMMax A (I¥y(y ist b = REPRxy)]

Nach TVE bezieht sich ein Subjekt a intentional auf einen
Gegenstand b, genau dann, wenn (i) es einen Gegenstand
x gibt, zu dem das Subjekt in der Relation IMM steht, und
(i) notwendigerweise, der Gegenstand x in der Relation
REPR genau zu denjenigen Gegenstéanden steht, die b
sind.

Wenn man die Formulierung TVE betrachtet, hat man
den Eindruck, dass die Relation IMM zu einer vermit-
telnden Entitdt gewissermalen den Platz der (angeb-
lichen) Relation INT zu der (potentiellen) Referenzentitat
einnimmt, und dieser Eindruck ist vollig gerechtfertigt. Die
intentionale Beziehung INT besteht laut TVE genau darin,
dass das Subjekt in der IMM-Relation zu einer vermit-
telnden Entitat steht. Die Relation REPR braucht es, wie
wir wissen, nicht zu geben. Diese zentrale Funktion der
Relation IMM hat aber zur Folge, dass diese Relation in
gewisser Hinsicht nicht weniger ratselhaft ausfallt als die
ursprungliche Pseudo-Relation.

Das Ersetzen von INT durch IMM ist natirlich nicht
zwecklos. Einige Rétsel werden dadurch doch aus der
Welt geschafft. Vor allem ist IMM im Gegensatz zu INT
eine logisch regulare Relation, die die Regeln der
Existenz-Generalisierung und der Substituierbarkeit
respektiert. Nichtsdestoweniger bleibt immer noch das
groBe Ratsel, wie eigentlich durch das Bestehen der
Relation IMM die intentionale Beziehung zustande kommit.
Dass die vermittelnden Entitaten die Existenz-Bedingung
und die Bedingung der epistemischen Immanenz erfiillen,
erklart uns immer noch nicht, wie es durch das Bestehen
der Relation IMM zwischen dem Subjekt und einer
vermittelnden Entitdt dazu kommt, dass das Subjekt an
etwas denkt, dass es etwas zum Objekt einer mentalen
Beschéftigung macht, dass es sein eigenes ,An-Sich”
transzendiert, oder wie auch immer man das Ph&anomen
der Intentionalitat noch umschreiben mag.

Die Erklarung dieses Faktums muss in der materialen
Eigenart der Relation IMM liegen, die wahrscheinlich nicht
weiter zerlegt werden kann. Es scheint, dass wir es hier
mit einem Ph&nomen zu tun haben, das sich nicht weiter
analysieren lasst. In diesem Sinne kann man durch eine
Definition wie TVE das Phanomen der Intentionalitat
eigentlich nicht wirklich definieren, wenn man unter einer
wirklichen Definition eine Reduktion des definierten Phéa-
nomens auf Phanomene einer radikal anderen Art ver-
steht. Dass das Bestehen der IMM-Relation eine intentio-
nale Beziehung konstituiert, wurde vielmehr vorausgesetzt;
und es scheint, dass sich diese Voraussetzung in keiner
Weise umgehen lasst.
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Die Theorie von Aristoteles ist naturlich auch eine
Theorie der Art TVE, in der als vermittelnde Entitaten
.hackte” Eigenschaften fungieren. Das bedeutet aber,
dass sie auch eine Entsprechung der Relation IMM
braucht, die den ganzen ontologischen ,Inhalt” des Sich-
intentional-Beziehens Ubernehmen muss; und bei Aristo-
teles gibt es natlrlich diese Entsprechung. Es ist die
Relation der Instantiierung*.

Das heif3t aber, dass die Aristotelische Instantiierung* in
Wahrheit die ganze ontologische Komplexitat und
theoretische Aufgeladenheit der Relation IMM Uber-
nehmen muss. Den Eindruck, dass wir es bei dieser
Relation mit einem ontologischen Nexus zu tun haben, der
ontologisch ahnlich harmlos ist wie die normale Instantiie-
rung, trigt also. In dieser Hinsicht ist die Theorie von
Aristoteles nicht einfacher, sondern weniger klar artikuliert,
indem sie die groRten Rétsel in dem unscheinbaren Begriff
der Instantiierung* versteckt.

Dieser Punkt wére allerdings zu verbessern, indem man
anstatt von Instantiierung* explizit von einem mentalen
Erfassen einer Eigenschaft spricht (wie z.B. Chisholm).
Eine solche ,Aristotelische” Theorie scheint im Vergleich
mit Brentano noch immer sparsamer zu sein, denn sie
fuhrt keine immanenten Objekte ein, die als merkwirdige
~Trager” der reprasentierenden Eigenschaften fungieren.

(2) Diese Komplizierung der Theorie Brentanos ist al-
lerdings nicht ganz grundlos. Betrachten wir folgende zwei
Falle:

(A) Hans denkt an einen Kreis und (zu gleicher Zeit)
an ein Dreieck.

(B) Hans denkt an ein rundes Dreieck.

Im Rahmen der Theorie Brentanos kénnen wir zwischen
(A) und (B) leicht unterscheiden. Im Fall (A) haben wir zwei
Vorstellungen, weil wir zwei verschiedene immanente
Objekte haben, wovon eines die Eigenschaft Rundsein
und das andere die Eigenschaft Dreieckig-Sein (im
uneigentlichen Sinne) hat. Im Fall (B) haben wir nur eine
Vorstellung, weil es nur ein einziges immanentes Objekt
gibt, das beide Eigenschaften (im uneigentlichen Sinne)
hat. Bei Aristoteles finden wir hingegen zunéchst keine
Methode, zwischen (A) und (B) zu unterscheiden. In
beiden Fallen haben wir eine Seele, die beide Eigen-
schaften instantiiert*. Die ontologischen Kosten der Theo-
rie Brentanos, die mit dem Begriff des immanenten Ob-
jekts zusammenhéangen, wurden also von ihm keineswegs
umsonst in Kauf genommen.

(3) Damit hangt noch ein weiteres Argument zusammen,
das zugunsten der Theorie Brentanos spricht, und das
man als ,ph&nomenologisch” bezeichnen kann. Viele
Philosophen neigen dazu, in allen Fallen der intentionalen
Beziehung, in denen das bewusstseinsunabhéangige Re-
ferenzobjekt fehlt, dennoch ein ph&anomenologisch auf-
weisbares Ziel der Intention zu postulieren. Es ware ge-
wiss von Vorteil, wenn man in dieser Funktion einfach die
vermittelnde Entitat anstellen kdnnte. Das immanente Ob-
jekt Brentanos, das eine ontologische Einheit bildet, die an
die Einheit der &auReren Gegenstdnde erinnert, kann
wabhrscheinlich diese Rolle viel leichter Gbernehmen als die
Aristotelische Form, die als solche eine ,nackte” Eigen-
schaft (bzw. eine Konjunktion von Eigenschaften) ist.

Endnote

Die Arbeit an diesem Aufsatz wurde vom Fonds zur Férderung der
wissenschaftlichen Forschung (FWF) unterstutzt. Ich bedanke mich
auch bei Johannes Brandl fir die sprachlichen Korrekturen.
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Wittgenstein’s Criticism of Husserl’s

Synthetic A Priori Propositions

Roberto Ciuni, Genoa, Italy

Wittgenstein's refusal of synthetic a priori propositions is
well known, and constitutes, because of its structure and
form, an interesting model for an analytical-style criticism
of a rival theory: it is a concise, direct and plainly
expressed reductio ad absurdum of Husserl's ideas.
However, Wittgenstein's criticism is valid only provided that
a certain definition of synthetic propositions is accepted.
The aim of this paper is to show that this definition was not
at all the one accepted by Husserl, and that Wittgenstein’s
criticism is consequently inadequate.

1. Wittgenstein’s criticism

The neat criticism of the Husserlian definition lies in the
conversations with some members of the Vienna Circle,
recorded by Waismann and edited as Wittgenstein und der
Wiener Kreis (henceforth WWK):

Gesetzt nun, die Aussage: ‘Ein Gegenstand kann nicht
rot und grin sein’ wére ein synthetisches Urteil und die
Worte ‘kann nicht’ bedeuten die logische Unmdglichkeit.
Da nun ein Satz die Negation seiner Negation ist, muss
es auch den Satz geben ‘Ein Gegenstand kann rot und
grun sein’. Dieser Satz wére ebenfalls synthetisch. Als
synthetischer Satz hat er Sinn, und das bedeutet, die
von ihm dargestellte Sachlage kann bestehen. Bedeutet
also 'kann nicht’ die logische Unmdglichkeit, so kommen
wir zu der Konsequenz, dass das Unmdgliche doch
mdoglich ist. Hier blieb Husserl nur der Ausweg, dass er
erklart, es gabe noch eine dritte Mdglichkeit.

(WWK, 67-68)

Husserl is explicity mentioned in a question asked by
Schlick that opens the debate. Indeed, the locus classicus
of the definition of a synthetic a priori proposition is
precisely in Husserl's Dritte Logische Untersuchungen
(henceforth DLU):

Jedes reine Gesetz, das sachhaltige Begriffe in einer
Weise einschlielt, die eine Formalisierung dieser Be-
griffe salva veritate nicht zuldsst, ist ein synthetisches
Gesetz a priori. (DLU, 260)

Why does Wittgenstein criticise the acceptance of
synthetic a priori propositions? The answer is to be found
in two fundamental features of both TLP and later works
(until the first half of the thirties): the conception of
analyticity and the bipolar theory of propositions. Let me
analyse the former.

2. Wittgenstein’s conception of analyticity

The class of logical truths individuated in TLP coincides
with the class of tautologies. Indeed, the latter are defined
as those expressions whose truth-value is T for every
combination of the constituent propositions, and that
matches exactly our standard idea that a logical truth
keeps the value T for every value assignment to the terms,
predicates and propositions that appear in it. Since TLP
employs only a propositional logic, tautologies are the only
logical truths.

So, according to TLP,
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[1] A proposition is a logical truth/falsehood iff it is a
tautology/contradiction.

TLP 4.4661 characterises tautologies by means of
something that we can reformulate in a syntactical way: it
says that non-logical constants play no role in determining
the truth-value of logical propositions they appear in. It
seems that the best way for rendering the passage is to
say that only the combination of logical constants (in this
case, connectives) plays a role in determining the truth-
value of a logical proposition. Thus, Wittgenstein's concep-
tion of logical truth is better expressed not by means of the
substitution instance method, but by the concept of a
syntactical structure.

Tautologies/ contradictions are the only kinds of well-
formed expressions that have an a priori truth-value. This
follows from the following passages: TLP 4.4661 (afore-
mentioned), the fierce assertion that logical propositions
do not depict any state of affairs (and hence they are not
Bilder) in TLP 4.462 and TLP 2.225. Hence, we have

[2] A proposition is a logical truth/ falsehood iff it has an
a priori truth-value.

Once we have established these points, the crucial one is
still to be developed. It concerns the relationships between
logical truth and necessity. From TLP 6.37 we have:

[3] A proposition expresses a necessary truth/ false
hood, iff it is a logical truth/ falsehood.

By [1]-[3] we have:

[4] No synthetic proposition expresses a logical truth
since its truth-value cannot be determined in purely
syntactical ways.

Therefore we have:

[5] No synthetic proposition has an a priori truth-value.

3. Wittgenstein’s conception of a synthetic
proposition

Wittgenstein’s criticism thus seems to be unassailable. But
the second way of justifying his rejection is helpful in
showing that this is not so. The key concepts here are that
of a depictive proposition and of the bipolarity of propo-
sitions. As Peter Hacker cleverly stressed (Hacker 1986),
the possibility for a proposition to have two truth-values is
essential to it. Indeed, propositions represent states of
affairs: they say something only as far as they are Bilder
(TLP 4.03). An important feature of states of affairs
concerns their ontological status: they are contingent (TLP
1.21, 2.0271). So, a proposition expresses something that
can or cannot happen and consequently it can be true or
false. TLP 2.25 and 2.0271 warrant that there is no
necessary state of affairs and no a priori true Bild (the
same can be said for propositions). An important con-
sequence of this set of statements is that no logical
truth/falsehood can be a proposition in the Tractarian
technical sense of this word: having only one truth-value, it
cannot depict a state of affairs and thus it cannot be a
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Bild". Consequently, it is not a meaningful expression (it is
sinnlos, although it is not unsinnig).

Given this, we have:

[6] A well formed formula is a depictive proposition iff it
depicts a state of affairs.

Because of the contingency of states of affairs and TLP
2.223, 2.224, we have that it is necessary to compare a
depictive proposition with the world in order to know its
truth-value.

This can be regarded as a consequence of the fact that
a depictive proposition varies its truth value for some
assignment of meaning to its terms. The idea is that, if a
proposition a containing “t” and “s” depicts, e.g. a
subsisting state of affairs, by the replacement of “t” and “s”
with “a” and “b”, the resulting proposition $ can depict a
non subsisting possible state of affairs, and hence be
false, contrary to what happens to tautologies. This feature
of depictive propositions matches our concept of a
synthetic proposition and particularly the idea that it does
not keep its truth-value constant for every substitution
instance.

But this implies:

[7] A proposition is synthetic iff it is a depictive one, i.e.
if it represents a state of affairs.

By [5], [7] (or equivalently from TLP 2.225) we have that,
for Wittgenstein,

[8] No depictive proposition has an a priori truth value.

Furthermore, since Wittgenstein shares the classical rules
for negation, we have:

[9] A proposition a is meaningful (i.e. it depicts a state
of affairs) iff ~a is meaningful.

Plainly, if a is meaningful, it can be true or false; conse-
guently, its negation operates on two possible truth-values
and results in two possible truth-values as well, as required
by the bipolar theory in order for a proposition to be
depictive.

An agreement with the equivalences in [1]-[3] comes
from [6]-[8] and besides [6]-[8] strengthen the idea that
logical (and hence a priori and necessary) propositions do
not depict states of affairs at all.

[6], that is the idea that synthetic propositions have a
depictive function, is TLP’s key assumption about the
relationships between the notion of synthetic and that of a
priori: if somebody does not share it and provides an
alternative semantical account of what is required for a
proposition to be synthetic, Wittgenstein's criticism does
not hold. As will be seen, this is exactly what Husserl does.

4. Husserl’'s definition of analytic and
synthetic propositions

Let me now analyse Husserl’'s acceptance of synthetic a
priori propositions. First of all, his definition of analytic and
synthetic a priori propositions in DLU matches our
substitution instance procedure rather than our definition in
terms of a syntactical structure:

“Analytisch notwendige Sétze [...] sind solche Séatze die
sich vollstandig ,formalisieren“ und als Spezialfalle [...]

! This statement is confirmed by TLP 4.462.

der durch solche Formalisierung giltig erwachsenden
formalen oder analytischen Gesetze fassen lassen.”
(DLU, 259)

This means, basically, that a proposition is analytic iff it is
possible to substitute every term occurring in it keeping its
truth-value constant. The same can be said about the
definition of synthetic a priori laws (and hence, proposi-
tions). So, Husserl's definitions can be rendered as
follows:

[10] A proposition is analytic iff it keeps its truth-value
constant under every substitution instance.

[11] A proposition is synthetic iff its truth-value varies
under at least one substitution instance.

Considering that both Husserl and Wittgenstein accept the
equivalences necessary = a priori, contingent = a
posteriori, we can use Kripke-like semantics for necessity,
and hence we have:

[12] A proposition is necessarily true iff it is true in
every possible world.

From [12] it does not follow that only an analytical
proposition can be a necessary one. Kripke’s interpretation
of classes of worlds as those models which are contained
in the list of the accessibility relation (Kripke 1959) is
helpful in individuating the difference. Indeed we can have
a proposition that is true only for substitution instances
restricted by a certain class of terms (i.e., terms for colours
and extensions), but that can become false if the substitu-
tion is not restricted to them. Nevertheless, we can say
that this proposition is true in every possible world and that
means: every adequate restricted model that a conven-
tionally distinguished model sees, assigns T to that
proposition. Leaving out Kripke's specific semantical
concepts, this seems to be Husserl's idea: synthetic a
priori propositions are necessarily true/ false; however,
they are not true/ false under every substitution instance,
as far as we can modify their truth-value by substituting,
e.g. the individual constants in them with individual ones
that refer to objects of another kind.

Having said this, we can define synthetic a priori propo-
sitions by means of Kripkean and Tarskian semantic tools
as follows:

[13] a is a synthetic a priori proposition iff 1) given a
domain D, there is at least a given evaluation class
such that: a) it assigns only individuals in a precise
subset of D to individual terms in a as their
meaning; b) given such a meaning assignment, it
assigns T to a; 2) no evaluation class restricted to
the aforesaid subset of D assigns F to a.

[10], [11] and [13] entail no contradiction, if they are
considered per se. They are contradictory iff they are
embedded in TLP’s Picture Theory, because this theory
agrees with [1]-[3]. Indeed, if we have synthetic proposi-
tions as depictions of something contingent, we obtain
synthetic =a posteriori.

Well, no hint of a depictive function of synthetic proposi-
tions can be found in Husserl's works. The Erste Logische
Untersuchung reveals a theory of meaning and sense
dramatically different from TLP’s one, and the Vierte
Logische Untersuchung tells us that Husserl's only
requirement for a proposition to be meaningful is syntacti-
cal well-formedness.
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5. Analysing Wittgenstein’s criticism

Wittgenstein's aforesaid criticism is grounded on the
following points:

1. Husserl's synthetic a priori propositions imply, be-
cause of their being a priori (and then necessarily
true/ false), the impossibility that their negation be
true/ false.

2. Synthetic propositions, because of their being de-
pictive, have two possible truth-values. From [8], its
negation is meaningful too, i.e. what it states can
happen.

3. From 1), the negation of a true synthetic a priori prop-
osition states an impossibility. Being consequently
necessarily false, it cannot be bipolar and hence it
cannot be meaningful.

From 1) — 3) it follows:

4. If we wish to admit that a synthetic a priori proposi-
tion has a sense, we have to admit that its negation
has a sense too. We would thus obtain the absurd
conclusion the “what is impossible is however possi-
ble”.

5. Anyway, synthetic propositions are bipolar, and
hence, if Husserl defines them as “synthetic”, he has
to admit that they are a posteriori, thus contradicting
his own assumptions.

6. Consequently, either we deny that they are bipolar
and abandon the claim that they are synthetic, or we
admit that they are bipolar, giving up the idea that
they are a priori.

Clearly, 2) is the key-assumption in Wittgenstein's cri-
ticism. By refusing it, we do not have 4)-6). Furthermore,
following [13] and Husserl's requirement of well-formed-
ness, we have that both a true synthetic a priori prop-
osition and its negation are meaningful, although the latter
cannot be true; we do not have to accept the equivalence
synthetic = depictive = bipolar=a posteriori, and hence we
can state the synthetic character of “a patch cannot be red
and blue in the same place at the same time” without
concluding that it is a posteriori’.

2 Furthermore, by rejecting Wittgenstein’s theory of bipolarity, we are able to
deny the conclusion of 3).
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6. Conclusion

Thus, the idea of a synthetic a priori proposition can seem
absurd to those who define a proposition as synthetic iff it
has an a posteriori truth-value, like Wittgenstein or the
Logical Empiricists. Without this definition or TLP’s Picture
Theory, Husserl's definition of a synthetic a priori proposi-
tion entails no contradiction. Since Husserl shares neither
[1]-[3] nor [6]-[8], he is not compelled to conclude [4]-[5].
Wittgenstein’s criticism in WWK presupposes [1]-[3] and
moreover the bipolar theory and so it does not hold. No
problem with the equivalence necessary = logical truth:
Wittgenstein’s conception of what is “logical” differs from
Husserl's as well as his conception of what is meaningful:
according to Wittgenstein, the field of logical truth is the
field of propositions than can be completely formalised (in
Tractarian terms, of propositions that are true independ-
ently of the non-logical constants occurring in them). So,
logical truths coincide with formal truths. On the contrary,
Husserl introduces two kinds of logical propositions: the
logical-formal ones, that can be completely formalised, and
the logical-material ones, that coincide with the synthetic a
priori propositions and can be expressed via [13].
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Is a Naturalistic Theory of Reference Defensible?

Andrea Clausen, Konstanz, Germany

A naturalistic theory of reference says that at least
ultimately reference can be explicated in terms of natural
states of affairs. A major objection to naturalistic
approaches says that they do not avoid indeterminacy of
reference. In this essay, | discuss whether this objection is
justified or not and how an approach that avoids
indeterminacy is to be composed.

Naturalistic approaches usually employ natural states of
affairs in counterfactual relations of the kind “If stimulus P
were not present, then T, a linguistic performance of the
type t, would not be made.” How do these relations
determine reference? According to the way | use the term
“correct” in this essay, an expression is applied correctly if
its referent is present. Conversely, reference states which
entity must be present if a performance is supposed to be
correct. If a counterfactual conditional is interpreted as the
correctness condition of a performance, then it states what
the performance refers to.

According to a counterfactual approach, a performance
is said to be correct if it is counterfactually evoked by a
stimulus. In daylight the counterfactual relation “If there
were no dog, then ‘dog’ would not be uttered” applies. In
twilight the counterfactual relation “If there were no dog-or-
cat, then ‘dog’ would not be uttered” applies. A counter-
factual proposal has, however, the drawback that too
many performances are said to be correct. “Dog” is, for
example, said to be correct if it is evoked by a cat in
twilight. There are two different counterfactuals, one that
applies in daylight and another one that applies in twilight.
In consequence, it is indeterminate whether “dog” refers to
a dog or to a dog-or-cat. Since this indeterminacy allows
for a disjunctive referent, it is called the disjunction
problem.

There is a second version of the disjunction problem.
The presence of a dog stimulates different sense organs,
e.g. the eye or the ear. These stimulations of sense organs
stimulate corresponding parts of the brain. Stimulations of
parts of the brain give rise to “dog”. The distal stimulus (i.e.
the node of the chain that is the farthest away from the
performance), a dog, is counterfactually related to the
performance. But a disjunctive proximal stimulus (i.e. a
node that is nearer to the performance), e.g. a stimulation
of the eye-or-ear, is also counterfactually related to the
performance. Therefore, it is indeterminate whether “dog”
refers to a dog or to a stimulation of the eye-or-ear.
Correspondingly, a counterfactual approach fails to call
those performances incorrect that are evoked by a
stimulation of the eye-or-ear even though no dog is
present. In what follows, | distinguish between the “dis-
junction problem 1" when | speak of the former problem
and the “disjunction problem 2” when | speak of the latter.

In order to avoid the disjunction problem 1 one must
consider only those counterfactual relations that exist
under proper conditions (here: in daylight). According to
Millikan (1984) proper conditions and the corresponding
counterfactual relations need to apply only in a particular
period. This avoids that the introduction of proper
conditions has the consequence that too few perform-
ances are said to be correct. If one neglected Millikan's
point, “dog” would not be said to be correct in case it was
applied to a dog in twilight. The relevant period is the
period where a communal practice of referring with T to P

is established, i.e. the constitution period of a linguistic
practice. This specification permits one to meet our
intuition that a competent speaker says something that is
incorrect.

A convincing solution to the disjunction problem 1 must
not imply that it is arbitrary which condition and, thus,
which counterfactual is relevant. In Millikan’s approach, the
reason why “dog” refers to a dog (and not to a dog-or-cat)
is given by the fact that the relevant proper condition is
identified by considering whether a counterfactual relation
was based upon a causal one. In daylight the counterfac-
tual “If there were no dog, then ‘dog’ would not be uttered”
applied. In twilight the counterfactual “If there were no dog-
or-cat, then ‘dog’ would not be uttered” applied. But only
the former was based upon a causal relation: In daylight a
dog caused “dog.” In twilight a dog-or-cat did not cause
“dog” because this stimulus either evoked “dog” or “cat.”
The counterfactual relation that applied in daylight
therefore determines the reference of “dog.”

Making appeal to causal relations does not per se rule
out that reference is arbitrary. But Millikan points out that
the constitution period is conceived in an evolutionary way.
This means that the causal relation did not exist by mere
chance. It rather helped to establish a sufficiently stable
practice of referring with “dog” to a dog (i.e. of sanctioning
“dog” positively and “no dog” negatively in case the
respective performance was uttered in the presence of a
dog). This practice had an evolutionary advantage over a
practice of referring with “dog” to a dog-or-cat because the
appropriate reactions to both entities differed. Running
away was appropriate in the presence of a dog but not in
the presence of a dog-or-cat since some dogs-or-cats
(namely cats) were peaceful animals one did not have to
fear.

Millikan formulates the most promising naturalistic
account of reference but her approach is still not fully
convincing. In some cases the consideration of reactions
to stimuli does not permit one to identify conditions under
which a single counterfactual holds. No matter which
condition one looks at, dogs and very sophisticated
dummies evoked “dog” such that two different counterfac-
tual relations were based upon causal ones. Millikan, thus,
does not rule out that “dog” refers to a dog-or-dummy.
Moreover, the consideration of underlying causal relations
does not help with the disjunction problem 2. Under certain
circumstances (such as daylight) “dog” was causally
related to a dog. But “dog” was also causally related to a
stimulation of the eye-or-ear, no matter which circum-
stances prevailed.

The disjunction problem 2 can be avoided by consider-
ing the intersection of the counterfactual chains that lead
from two individuals’ performances via different proximal
stimuli to one and the same entity. Davidson calls this
device “triangulation.” Of course, triangulation is of no help
unless it is further specified since it is, to begin with, not
ruled out that there are several intersections such that
reference is indeterminate. One intersection is, for
example, the stimulation of the eye-or-ear, the other is a
dog. Triangulation avoids indeterminacy if one considers
which performances of a speaker are regularly positively
sanctioned on the grounds that the interpreter is ready to
make a similar performance and, thus, on the grounds that
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the interpreter assumes that the speaker is under the
impact of a similar stimulus like she is. The referent that is
picked out must be a distal stimulus because only distal
stimuli are intersubjectively accessible so that they can be
judged with respect to their similarity (cf. Davidson 1989,
197).

If the determination of reference presupposes sanctions,
then it presupposes social, normative states of affairs. Can
the social dimension Davidson introduces be reconciled
with a naturalistic framework? A reductionist kind of
naturalism explicates reference exclusively in terms of
natural states of affairs. A non-reductionist kind of
naturalism, in contrast, starts out from normative states of
affairs that are then explicated in terms of natural states of
affairs. Sanctions, as Davidson conceives them, are based
upon dispositions to a particular behavior by which the
interpreter punishes the speaker's deviation from the
linguistic performance she is ready to make. To say that
the interpreter is disposed to a particular behavior means
that the behavior is causally linked with the speaker’'s
deviation. Davidson's explication of reference in terms of
sanctions, therefore, speaks against a non-reductionist
kind of naturalism, but not against naturalism per se.
Davidson (Davidson 1990, 203) makes it clear that he
indeed defends a naturalistic position. Note that Millikan is
also committed to non-reductionist naturalism because her
conception of evolution is normative. A causal-counter-
factual relation and the corresponding reference are
selected for their evolutionary advantage. A descriptive
conception of the history of linguistic practice, in contrast,
holds that reference is determined by the causal-counter-
factual relation that happened to exist.

Davidson claims that triangulation avoids both versions
of the disjunction problem (cf. Davidson 1997, 129f.). How
does triangulation help with the disjunction problem 17?
“Dog” is regularly positively sanctioned if it is evoked by a
dog in daylight. If “dog” is prompted by a dog-or-cat in
twilight it is, however, sometimes negatively sanctioned
because the interpreter would sometimes utter “cat” when
the speaker utters “dog”. In consequence, triangulation
picks out the counterfactual between a dog and “dog” that
applies in daylight such that “dog” refers to a dog.

Davidson’s specification of triangulation is, however,
unconvincing in its application to both versions of the
disjunction problem since it has the consequence that
speaker and interpreter are at liberty to fix reference such
that reference is relative to a linguistic community. It is
therefore more favorable to combine an evolutionary and a
social account of reference than to adopt Davidson’s
thoroughly social account: The relevant counterfactual
relation is identified partly by the fact that it is based upon
an underlying causal one that helped to establish an
evolutionary advantageous practice and partly by
sanctions. The former component avoids the disjunction
problem 1 in simple cases without making reference
relative to a linguistic community. The latter component
avoids the disjunction problem 2 although the specification
of sanctions in terms of the behavior individuals exhibit
makes reference relative to a linguistic community.

There are two further objections to Davidson. First, he
still does not solve the disjunction problem 1 in hard cases
such as the dog-dummy example. Linguistic reactions to a
dog and to a dog-or-dummy alike are sometimes nega-
tively sanctioned since the interpreter may be ready to
utter “dummy” when the speaker utters “dog” unless both
individuals master conditions that permit them to tell dogs
and dummies apart. But such conditions cannot be
determined in causal-counterfactual terms. Mastery of
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such conditions therefore does not show in sanctions that
are based upon the individuals’ reactions to stimuli.
Second, with regard to Davidson’s proposed solution to
the disjunction problem 2, | do not think that he is right in
holding that only distal stimuli are judged with respect to
their similarity. Davidson’s claim implies that the way
reactions to proximal stimuli are sanctioned depends upon
the presence or absence of a distal stimulus. A counter-
example to this view is the case where two individuals who
are not familiar with the conditions under which fata
morganas are evoked concur in claiming to see an
expanse of water both when they observe a lake far away
and when they observe a fata morgana.

How can one do better? Let us start with the dog-dummy
example. “Dog” refers to a dog because only a dog is, for
example, warm to the touch. This means that only a dog
succeeds in particular tests. The proper condition and the
corresponding  counterfactual relation is identified
inferentially. “The object is warm to the touch” permits one
to infer “If a dog were not present, then ‘dog’ would not be
uttered.” This strategy provides simultaneously a solution
to the disjunction problem 2: A condition that permits one
to distinguish between a dog and a stimulation of the eye-
or-ear as possible referents also consists in the entity’s
warmth to the touch. Some stimulations of the eye-or-ear
are not based upon the presence of a dog (but result from
a mere hallucination or a dream) such that the test is not
always carried out successfully by the speaker or her
interpreter when “dog” is prompted by such a stimulation.

This proposed solution to the disjunction problem 1 in
hard cases and to the disjunction problem 2 is based upon
Brandom'’s inferential version of triangulation (Brandom
1994). A general solution to the disjunction problem thus
reads: The proper conditions under which “dog” is correct if
it is counterfactually evoked by a stimulus are “Daylight
prevails” (“dog” therefore does not refer to a dog-or-cat)
and “The object is warm to the touch” (“dog” therefore
does not refer to a dog-or-dummy or to a stimulation of the
eye-or-ear). A performance T that is made in the presence
of a stimulus P is correct if

i) it stands in a causal-counterfactual relation with P
and

ii) the speaker endorses upon request the presence of
proper conditions and an inference from proper con-
ditions to the performance such that one can infer
from the performance to the presence of the entity it
refers to.*

If one takes inferential articulation into account, then the
process of mutual sanctions that determines reference
cannot ultimately be described in naturalistic terms, or
more precisely stated in terms of sanctions that are based
upon nothing but reactions to stimuli. Sanctions as they
figure in inferential triangulation state what an interpreter
takes to be correct, given the inferences the speaker
endorses (takes to be correct). Therefore sanctions have
to be explicated even ultimately in terms of what is taken to
be correct, i.e. in terms of normative attitudes that are
considered to be basic.

Brandom'’s triangulation has the advantage that it is not
up to the speaker and the interpreter that the proper
condition is “The object is warm to the touch” such that the
reference of “dog” is a dog and not a dog-or-dummy or a
disjunctive proximal stimulus. There is a pragmatic

* More precisely, | should speak about attribution of commitment to a claim,
not about its endorsement. A commitment states what a speaker would
correctly endorse, given what other claims she endorses and what follows
from these claims in the light of the interpreter.
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advantage of picking out a particular counterfactual. It is,
for example, useful to refer with “dog” to a dog and not to a
dog-or-dummy, because the adequate reactions to both
entities differ. If one feels disturbed by the entity’s barking,
the adequate reaction in the first case consists in calming
the animal whereas the adequate reaction in the second
case may consist in taking out the machine’'s storage
battery. If one steps into the territory of a dog the adequate
reaction consists in getting away, whereas mere stimula-
tions of sense organs that evoke the claim “dog” (or better
“I am near a dog”) need not lead to any reaction at all
because these stimulations need not go hand in hand with
a particular way the world is. If Brandom’s triangulation
does not make reference relative to a particular commu-
nity, then a completely social-inferential position is as
convincing as the combination of an evolutionary and a
social-inferential position. But even if one opts for the
former position, causal-counterfactual relations matter. The
process of mutual sanctions takes non-inferred answers to
the world (observation reports) into account that serve as
preliminary regress-stoppers. An interpreter would not
usually take an observation report to be correct if her
assumption that a speaker’s observation report T is uttered
(or confirmed upon request) in all cases where P is present
and only in those cases would prove a failure.
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Is Perception Inferential?

William Cornwell, West Point, New York

One of the obstacles to understanding perception is finding
a middle way between equally unattractive poles of psy-
chology and epistemology. In psychology, the extremes
are (a) the holist who claims that the brain processes all
perceptual input in light of background beliefs and (b) the
naive empiricist who thinks that we always perceive the
world without any “infection” from background beliefs. In
epistemology, the extremes are (a) the holist (either
confirmation holist or coherentist) who claims that
justification is a feature of the entire system of beliefs and
is only derivatively a feature of individual beliefs and (b)
the naive empiricist who thinks that because we form
perceptual beliefs independently of background beliefs, all
perceptual beliefs must be non-inferential.

| am assuming that epistemology should be naturalized
and that knowledge is a natural product of the human
neurological system, is something that humans do not
have to aspire to one day possess but already have in
spades. From the perspective of naturalized epistemology,
the psychological and epistemological debates about
holism are at bottom the same. First, if the psychological
holist is correct that the brain processes perceptual input in
light of background beliefs, then it would follow that
background beliefs play some role in justifying perceptual
knowledge and that epistemological holism is true.
Similarly, if the epistemological holist is correct in thinking
of justification as belonging primarily to the entire system
of beliefs, then for the web of beliefs to maintain its
coherence while admitting new members at the fringes,
new perceptual beliefs probably have to be formed in light
of background beliefs. Hence, psychological holism entails
and is entailed by epistemological holism. Secondly, if the
naive realist in psychology is correct in holding that the
process of forming perceptual beliefs is encapsulated from
background beliefs, then the justification of the perceptual
beliefs is non-inferential. Similarly, if all justified perceptual
beliefs have non-inferential justification, then it is likely that
all perceptual beliefs are formed independently of
background beliefs. Hence, psychological naive empiri-
cism entails and is entailed by epistemological naive
empiricism.

Why are holism and naive empiricism unattractive in
psychology and epistemology? The problem with naive
empiricism is widely understood: the mind is not a tabula
rasa passively accepting new impressions from the world,;
sensory stimulation underdetermines perceptual judg-
ments, and a person’s beliefs sometimes help fill in the
gap. For instance, if a person is in a wax museum, then no
matter how convincing a waxen apple in a display may
appear to be, the person is likely to see it not as a real
apple but as a waxen apple—the contextual knowledge
that she is in a wax museum will affect her perceptual
beliefs (Cornwell 2002).

Some holists argue that because sensory stimulations
underdetermine perceptual judgments, background beliefs
always make up the difference. | doubt that anybody thinks
that all background beliefs bear upon any given experi-
ence; the brain doesn’'t have enough resources. Rather,
the holist's claim is that a subset of background beliefs is
brought to bear during an experience. One argument
sometimes offered in favor of holism is that the concepts a
person holds constrain the types of perceptual judgments
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that a person can form and that concepts are individuated
in terms of their inferential or theoretical roles, so theory
necessarily “contaminates” all observational judgments.
The argument is tendentious, because it is far from clear
that inferential role semantics is the best account of
concepts. Indeed, | prefer teleosemantics (Cornwell 2002).
As for the “paucity of stimulus” argument, background
beliefs are not the only candidates to fill the gap between
meager sensation and complex perceptual judgments.
Furthermore, holism would make all perceptual beliefs
theory-laden, but as Jerry Fodor has vigorously and rightly
objected, one purpose of observation is to provide a
theory-independent basis for constructing or choosing
between theories: wishful thinking, screwy theories, and
other epistemic maladies would be even more dangerous
if our perceptual judgments always had to conform to
those beliefs.

We are left trying to reconcile the claims that back-
ground beliefs can influence our perceptual beliefs and
that many, perhaps most, of our background beliefs do not
and should not influence our perceptual beliefs. There is
no contradiction between these claims, so we could
accommodate both simply by saying that sometimes
background beliefs influence perceptual beliefs and
sometimes not, but to stop here would be to avoid the
obvious and difficult question that this synthesis of holism
and naive realism raises: what determines when back-
ground beliefs can intrude in the process of forming
perceptual beliefs? Providing an answer to that question is
one purpose of this paper, although | have enough space
only to sketch but not to defend the answer.

| am presupposing a version of Jerry Fodor's faculty
psychology. Fodor offers a hierarchical, tripartite cognitive
model. At the lowest level of cognition are transducers,
which lawfully transform stimulus energy into representa-
tions of the same (Fodor 1983, 45). The transducers are
informationally encapsulated (i.e., have limited or no
access to the person’s beliefs) and pass on their subdoxa-
stic representations to input systems, which also are
encapsulated. The function of the input systems is to
produce consciously accessible representations about the
causes of the stimuli represented by the transducers’
output. The input system’s assumptions are internal to the
input system. When performing its computations, the input
system might have access to some beliefs, but not to all of
them. That encapsulation from the full system of beliefs is
what makes the input systems modular. The input
systems’ judgments are “hypotheses” (Fodor 1983, 136 n.
31) open to correction by central processors (Fodor 1990,
262). Not all modules are observational (for instance, there
also are linguistic modules), so | will call those hypotheses
that are the product of observational modules “observa-
tional hypotheses.” According to Fodor, hypotheses are
not beliefs but have all of the attributes of a belief —
propositional content, the ability to participate in inferences
with other beliefs or hypotheses, etc. — except that the
central processor does not have to take a hypothesis as
being true, whereas to have a belief is to take it as true.
For instance, in the Muller-Lyer lllusion, the visual modules
produce the observational hypothesis that the lines are of
unequal length, but if someone already has been apprised
that it is an illusion, that person’s central processor should
take that hypothesis as false. This person should not
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believe that the lines were unequal. Sitting atop the
modules is the central processor, which is non-modular
and domain-unrestricted. It can compare the input
systems’ outputs against each other and against the
beliefs that the person has already in order to fix percep-
tual beliefs.

Now that we understand Fodor’s architectonic, we can
examine Fodor’'s theory of perception, which he divides
into two parts: observation, which produces observational
hypotheses, and perceptual belief-fixation, which produces
perceptual beliefs (1990b, 248-9). Observation is the work
of the input systems and is encapsulated. By contrast:

...the fixation of belief, perceptual or otherwise, is a
central process (since what one believes is sensitive to
what one takes to be the state of the evidence uber-
haupt, including the beliefs previously arrived at). | am
supposing that input systems offer central processes
hypotheses about the world, such hypotheses being
responsive to the current, local distribution of proximal
stimulations. The evaluation of these hypotheses in light
of the rest of what one knows is... the fixation of per-
ceptual belief. (Fodor 1983, 136 note 31)

In short, Fodor is a holist.

Building off of Kent Bach’s “take-for-granted principle”
(1985), | propose that the default setting for perception is
non-inferential, but if the person is aware of reasons to
examine the observational hypotheses, then the central
processor should intervene. For instance, | might observe
that the leaves of a particular tree are auburn as | walk
outside on a sunny July day without making any inferences
about the lighting conditions, but if | were to observe the
same tree from the scarlet nighttime illumination of
fireworks, the central processor should compensate for the
modules’ visual hypotheses. When things are Normal (i.e.,
conditions in which the modules were “designed” or
“trained” to work) and we have no reason to suspect
otherwise, we do not first have to satisfy ourselves that
conditions are Normal before accepting our modules’
observational hypotheses. The perceptual systems have a
default setting when operating in Normal conditions for the
output of the modules to be accepted as true, and this
default setting works well because in Normal conditions
the perceptual systems are reliable and because Normal
conditions are what we usually encounter. If one is usually
in conditions in which the perceptual modules are highly
reliable, then it is a good cognitive design to take the
observational hypotheses as true as long as one also is
good at detecting when there is a substantial probability
that conditions are not Normal. (Similarly, you do not have
to be cautious in checking the temperature of everything
you touch in order to avoid burning yourself on the stove.
A default setting of thinking that things are not too hot to
touch works pretty well, as long as one is in an environ-
ment in which most things do not burn you and as long as
one is pretty good at recognizing which things might burn

you.)

Suppose that we think of the human mind as having
among its major components the modules, the central
processor, the belief box, and the decision engine, which
is similar to “the will.” | propose that for mature thinkers we
think of there being a forked pathway leading from a
terminal module (i.e., a module whose output does not go
to another module). The fork occurs at a switch that
determines the destination of the observational hypothesis.
If the switch is in the “off” position, the hypothesis goes to
the central processor, leading ultimately to an inferential
belief or to revisions of background beliefs. If the switch is

“on,” the hypothesis goes straight to the belief box, where
the belief is available for use by either the decision engine
or the central processor.

The central processor and the decision engine control
modules’ on/off switches. The decision engine, the seat of
volition, can choose to make the central processor
scrutinize the output of a terminal module by turning the
module’s switch off. From an epistemic standpoint, this is
not a bad thing, unless it distracts the central processor
from more important tasks, but the decision engine could
be motivated by non-epistemic concerns, so | will ignore its
influence and instead examine why the central processor
would turn a module’s switch off. Sometimes the central
processor can anticipate a situation in which the observa-
tional modules are unlikely to generate true output, so, as
in the wax museum example, the central processor
consciously and systematically compensates for the
modules’ errant output. In other cases, the modules
themselves raise the alarm for the central processor to
intervene. The modules can have built-in biases or
expectations, as, for example, that objects are spatiotem-
porally continuous. Hence, if something in the field of
vision were simply to disappear and not merely recede out
of sight or move behind something else, the module that
had been tracking the object would “notify” the central
processor that there had been an anomaly, and the central
processor would intervene to examine the module’s
output. Secondly, modules can acquire sensory frames
that are similar to Hume's association of ideas. For
instance, a module might through repeated exposure be
“trained” to expect a certain spatial layout, and if an item
were moved or missing, the module would alert the central
processor to investigate further. Similarly, a module may
through repeated exposure expect a grouping of properties
in a given individual or substance. For instance, if | sat on
my sofa and contrary to the module’s expectation the sofa
felt hard, my central processor would be recruited to
determine whether the sofa really was hard or the
module’s output was mistaken. The encapsulation of the
module ensures that even if the central processor
determined that the sofa was not hard, the module would
continue to report otherwise. In such cases, the central
processor does not permit the errant observational
hypotheses to enter the belief box, but the persistence of
those hypotheses explains why | would say that the sofa
continues to seem hard.

My theory avoids the empiricist Catch-22 of insisting that
all knowledge comes from the senses and that the senses
should not be trusted unless one first has good reasons to
think that they are trustworthy. Because the perceptual
modules were designed for common environments in
which the modules are highly reliable, the cognitive
systems are well within their epistemic rights and are
adhering to their historical adaptive response patterns to
treat the observational hypotheses as true unless the
central processor intervenes because there are serious
reasons to doubt the hypotheses. Because as a matter of
good design the default position for a module’s switch is
set to on, there is no particular knowledge that is neces-
sary for many non-inferential perceptual beliefs to be
justified. There can be justified empirical beliefs that arise
from observational modules but that do not require any
prior knowledge, including knowledge about the perceptual
process. One does not always have to know how the
senses work, how reliable they are, under what conditions
they work best, whether conditions are presently Normal,
and so on in order to have perceptual knowledge.
Similarly, even though certain possible states of affairs
could prevent a belief from being justified, one does not
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necessarily have to know that there are no defeating
conditions in order for the belief to be justified. If |
knowingly ingested LSD, then | ought to distrust my
senses, but that does not mean that | should trust my
senses only if | believe that | am not on LSD or that there
are no aliens in my closet who are using gamma rays to
manipulate my mind. Although some perceptual knowl-
edge is and ought to be inferential, we often assume, and
rightly so, that the world is as it appears to be."
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Generic Essence

Fabrice Correia, Tarragona, Spain

Introduction

The concept of essence is traditionally associated with
questions of the form 'What is a?', where 'a' is a singular
term. The traditional view is that there is a distinctively
metaphysical construal of questions of that form, and that
describing the essence or some essential features of a
given object a is just giving a correct answer, be it
complete or only partial, to the metaphysical question as to
what a is. | will call such answers objectual essentialist
statements.

The concept of essence is also traditionally associated
with questions of the form 'What is it to F?', where 'F'is a
predicate expression like 'be a man' or 'be wise' or 'think'.
The traditional view is that there is a distinctively meta-
physical construal of these questions, and that a complete
or partial correct answer to the metaphysical question as to
what it is to F constitutes a description of the essence or of
some essential features of F-ing. | will call such answers
generic essentialist statements.

The concepts of objectual essence and of generic
essence both occupy a central place in philosophy. It is
then quite legitimate to wonder how they are to be
understood. In the contemporary literature about essence,
however, focus has been made on the objectual notion
only, and the generic notion has been neglected. The
source of such a negligence may be the thought that the
generic notion can be quite easily accounted for, in terms
of the objectual notion or in terms of other, more familiar
concepts, e.g. in modal terms.

As | will show, this is not the case. The greatest part of
the paper will be devoted to the rejection of a number of
more or less natural proposals. | will end up with the
suggestion that the concept of generic essence is primitive
and that it can be used to define several other notions of
central philosophical importance, in particular that of
objectual essence, that of metaphysical necessity and that
of analyticity.

Grammatical Points

Before all, some points about the formulation of essential-
ist claims are in order.

I will take it that all objectual statements can be put in
the form:

(O) ltis true in virtue of what a is that p,

and that all generic statements can be put in the form:
(G) Itis true in virtue of what it is to F that p.

1 will in particular assume that:
(o) aessentially Fs

is equivalent to 'it is true in virtue of what a is that a Fs',
and that:

(@) An F essentially Gs,

understood as a form of generic statements, is equivalent
to ‘it is true in virtue of what it is to be an F that all Fs G'.

| shall take (O) to be the canonical form of objectual
statements and (G) to be the canonical form of generic
statements. But | will nevertheless feel free to use other
modes of formulations for ease of expression.

Let me note here that beside the "individual" essentialist
statements we met so far stand "collective" statements. An
objectual statement is collective if it is a statement to the
effect that some fact holds by virtue of what several
objects taken together are, like e.g. 'in virtue of what
number 3 and number 4 are, it is true that 3<4'. Generic
statements can also be collective, to wit 'in virtue of what it
is to be a man and of what it is to be a number, it is true
that nothing can be both a man and a number'. For the
sake of simplicity, focus will be made on individual
statements, and collective statements will be left aside until
the last section. Nevertheless it will be obvious how the
discussion could be adapted so as to include them.

Three Accounts Rejected

In this section | present and reject three accounts of
generic statements, giving in each case the version of the
account for statements of type (G) and the version for
statements of type (g). Focusing on (G) should be
sufficient, given that any statement exhibiting the predica-
tional form (g) can be rephrased in sentential form. But
since some may find some of the three accounts to be
introduced much more plausible as applied to statements
in predicational form than they are as applied to state-
ments in sentential form, | shall explicitty mention and
criticize the accounts of predicational statements.

| may appear quite natural to understand (g), construed
in the generic way, as:

(91) Necessarily, every F Gs.

(Here and below, 'necessarily' expresses metaphysical ne-
cessity.) Accordingly, one may think that the form (G)
should be understood as:

(G1) Necessarily, everything which Fs is such that p.

But both proposals are incorrect. | take it that (g) entails
(91) and that (G) entails 'necessarily, p' and so (G;) as well.
But | think that the converse entailments do not hold.

(Fine 1994) has forcefully argued against the standard
modal accounts of objectual essence, namely the view that
(o) should be understood as 'necessarily, a Fs' or as
‘necessarily, a Fs if it exists', and the view that (O) should
be understood as 'necessarily, if a exists, then p'. Similar
reasons can be invoked against the proposed modal
accounts of generic statements.

Necessarily, every cat is either loved by Socrates or not.
But we do not want to say on that account that cats are
essentially either loved by Socrates or not, nor that it is
true in virtue of what it is to be a cat that cats are either
loved by Socrates or not. Or again, it is necessary that
every object is a member of some set (its singleton set, for
instance) — or so we may suppose. So necessarily, every
cat belongs to some set. But pace the friends of the modal
account, it does not follow that cats essentially belong to
sets or that it is true in virtue of what it is to be a cat that
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cats belong to sets. Finally, take any necessary proposition
whatsoever. Then by the modal account, the proposition is
true in virtue of what is it to whatever you like — be a man,
be wise, love Jesus and so on. And of course, this is
absurd.

Some may wish to analyze (g), understood in the
generic way, as:

(g2) Necessarily, every F essentially Gs.

And accordingly, one may think that the form (G) should be
understood as:

(G2) Necessarily, everything which Fs is essentially
such that p.

The new accounts arguably escapes all the difficulties
encountered by the modal ones. For instance, one may
perfectly agree that as a matter of necessity, every cat
belongs to some sets, and still deny that my cat Nessie is
by its very nature a member of some set.

Yet they must also be rejected: (g) does not entail (g,),
and (G) does not entail (G;) either. For instance, it is true
in virtue of what it is to be a bachelor that bachelors are
unmarried; but many actual men are bachelors and fail to
be essentially unmarried, and presumably also fail to be
essentially such that all bachelors are unmarried.

Another objection, to all accounts presented so far
indeed, is that if there can be no F and nothing which Gs,
then they predict that an F is essentially however you like
and that it is true in virtue of what it is to G that whatever
you like. But intuitively, a round square is essentially round
but not essentially green, and it is true in virtue of what it is
to be a round square that round squares are square, but
not that round squares are tasty.

In the light of the previous considerations, one might
wish to invoke properties (or kinds) and claim that (g)
should be understood as:

(g3) Itis true in virtue of what the property of being an F
is that every F Gs,

and (G) as:

(Gz) It is true in virtue of what the property of F-ing is
that p.

The idea behind this move is quite natural. When we say
that, say, men as such are essentially human, we do not
really talk about individual men, be they actual or merely
possible. Rather, we talk about the having of a certain
feature, that of being a man, and we state what having that
feature essentially involves. The proposed account of
generic essence takes this fact seriously and goes one
step further: it reifies features and construes generic
essentialist statements as objectual essentialist statements
about reified features (properties).

It is quite obvious that the new proposal beautifully
escapes all the previous difficulties. But it still faces some
difficulties. One problem, or so | think, is that generic
statements do not as such commit one to properties, nor to
any object whatsoever indeed. The statements 'a man is
essentially human' and 'it is true in virtue of what it is to be
a man that men are animals' are not ontologically
committing, in particular they not commit one to properties
— no more indeed than 'men are human' and 'men are
animals'. An enemy of properties may very well take these
statements to be meaningful, or even true. But even under
the assumption that there is such a thing as the property of
being a man, my view is that one should agree that the
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statements under consideration do not commit one to the
property. For it is surely not absurd to claim that these
statements are true and at the same time deny that the
property exists.

Another, more radical problem is that some predicate
expressions cannot possibly express properties, while
there are corresponding true generic statements. Consider
for instance the predicate 'is a non-self-exemplifying
property'. There cannot be such a thing as the property of
being a non-self-exemplifying property. For if the property
in question existed, it would be the case that it exemplifies
itself iff it does not. Now there are arguably plenty of
propositions which are true in virtue of what it is to be a
non-self-exemplifying property: the proposition that every
non-self-exemplifying property is non-self-exemplifying, the
proposition that every non-self-exemplifying property is a
property, the proposition that every non-self-exemplifying
property is an abstract object.

The previous counterexamples can be used against the
view that (g) entails (gs) and the view that (G) entails (Gg).
It is plausible to say, though, that both entailments hold in
case the corresponding property is available. But even
when there is the property, the converse entailments do
not hold. It may be held that it is true in virtue of what the
property of being a quantity of water is that it is an abstract
object (a property, a multiply located entity, ...). But it may
be denied, at the same time, that it is true in virtue of what
it is to be a quantity of water that being a quantity of water
is an abstract object. Some essential features of the
property of being a quantity of water may fail to pertain to
what it is for something to be a quantity of water.

Generic Essence, Objectual Essence,
Metaphysical Necessity and Analyticity

In reaction to the problems met by the modal accounts of
objectual essence, Fine (Fine 1994) suggests that the
notion should be taken as primitive, and makes two
important claims. The first is that instead of "viewing
essence as a special case of metaphysical necessity", he
says, "we should view metaphysical necessity as a special
case of essence”. The idea is that for a proposition to be
metaphysically necessary is for it to be true in virtue of
what a given object is, or in virtue of what some given
objects are. (Remember the distinction between individual
and collective essentialist statements introduced in the
footnote in the section on the forms of essentialist
statements.) The second claim is that truth in virtue of the
meaning of an expression is nothing but truth in virtue of
the nature of the meaning of (or concept expressed by)
that expression — and similarly for truth in virtue of the
meanings of several expressions taken together. On the
view that analyticity is truth in virtue of the meanings of
some expressions, Fine then proposes a general picture
where both metaphysical necessity and analyticity are to
be understood in terms of objectual essence.

Given the difficulties we met in the search for an "analy-
sis" of generic essence, it is tempting to go the same way
and take the notion to be primitive. An option one may
then find attractive is to adopt the general Finean
approach to essence and its relationships to metaphysical
necessity and analyticity, by suitably modifying it so as to
take generic essence into account. Let me here sketch
one version of that option.

Let me use 'E,p, " for ‘it is true in virtue of what a is,
what b is, ... that' (collectively understood), and Tk, g, .' for
it is true in virtue of what it is to F, what it is to G, ... that'
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(collectively understood). The proposal is then to reduce
objectual essence, metaphysical necessity and analyticity
to generic essence according to the following equiva-
lences:

1. Eaop .. Piff Theaven .. P — Where 'to be a' is short for 'to
be identical to a', and similarly for 'to be b' and the
rest;

2. ltis necessary that p iff IF 3G ... [k 6 .. P;

3. ltis true in virtue of the meanings of a, B, ... that p iff
Imva, vp, .. P — Where 'Ma' is short for 'mean what o
means', and similarly for '"MB' and the rest;

4. 1t is an analytic truth that p iff 3o 3B ... it is true in
virtue of the meanings of a, B, ... that p.

The picture does not include Fine's own view about truth
in virtue of meaning, because | think that the view is
incorrect (it is presumably true in virtue of what the concept
MAN is that it is a concept, an abstract object, and capable
of being grasped by minds like ours; but one may well
deny — and Fine would, | guess — that it is true in virtue of
what the expression 'man' means that the concept Man is
a concept or an abstract object).

The proposed view is, in my opinion, rather attractive. Of
course, a perspicuous presentation and defense of that
view is needed, but it would require much more space than
is available to me here. This is something | hope to do
elsewhere.

References

Fine, Kit 1994 "Essence and Modality", Philosophical Perspectives,
8 1-16.

85



The Tractatus and the Need of Non-Truth-Functional Operations

Joao Vergilio Gallerani Cuter, Sado Paulo, Brazil

According to the Tractatus

aRb
(3x) : aRx . xRb,
(3x) : aRx . xRy . yRb, ...

is a formal series of propositions (4.1252, 4.1273) and, as
such, it must be ordered by an internal relation (4.1252)
and there must be an operation generating each term out
of the preceding one (4.1273). If we take “aRb” as mean-
ing that a is the father of b, then affirming the truth of one
of the members of the series is equivalent to affirming that
a is a direct ancestor of b. Although convinced that “the
way' in which Frege and Russell express general pro-
positions like the above is false” (4.1273), Wittgenstein
believed he had found a method to express it in a Begriffs-
schrift.” In order to affirm that one of the members of a
formal series of propositions is true, Wittgenstein (i) finds a
way of giving a non-propositional expression to a general
term of the series, (i) treats this expression as a proposi-
tional variable, on the same level as propositional func-
tions, and (iii) allows the operator N to act upon it. Let us
recall the way he does this.

The first step is given at 4.1273, when Wittgenstein says
“we can determine the general term of a formal series by
giving its first term and the general form of the operation
which generates the following term out of the preceding
proposition”. If we call “O;” the recursive procedure used to
obtain the successive terms of the series given above,
then we can rewrite the series as follows:

aRb
Oy aRb,
Oi'Oi‘ aRb,...

Its general term will be given by an expression in brack-
ets —

[aRb, x, OX]

—that must be taken as a propositional variable ranging
over all the members of the series (5.2522). When order is
irrelevant, we may use a more economical notation, adopt-
ing the convention that

[aRb, x, O/X] = (&)

and using the bar over the variable to indicate the totality
of its values (5.501). In this case, a totality of propositions
is given by a formal law of construction, and we must
remember that the Tractatus admits of two other ways of
determining a totality of propositions (5.501). By direct
enumeration, we could adopt the convention that

[p.a.r1=(&)

Finally, we can adopt a propositional function whose
values are to be taken as the values of &:

[X]=(&)

! l.e., by means of the so-called "hereditary properties" (cf. Frege 1964, §24).

"Wollen wir den allgemeinen Satz: "b ist ein Nachfolger von a“, in der
Begriffsschrift ausdriuicken... etc" (4.1273).
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In any case, we can always apply the operation N to the
selected group of propositions, obtaining a new proposition
as a result (“~p.~q.~r" and “~(3x).fx", respectively). It is
easy to see that in the case of [aRb, x, O;'x] the proposition
“NN(¢&) " will say that at least one member of the formal

series is true, i.e. that a is a direct ancestor of b, without
making use of hereditary properties.

Formal series like
aRb,0,'aRb, 0,'0,'aRb,...

can be always associated with series of ascriptions of
cardinal numbers in our language. The series above, for
instance, may be seen as counting the number of inter-
posed generations that separate a direct ancestor a from
b. If we use “fX” as an abbreviation for the propositional
function “x is a person in this room”, then the series of
propositions

There is no one in this room,
There is one person in this room,
There are two people in this room, ...

could be rewritten (using the Tractarian convention for
different variables) as

~(@)fx
@I)fx: ~(3x,y)x.fy
AExy)ix.fy:.~(@3@x,y,z): fx.fy.fz, ...

which is clearly a formal series. Let us call “O;” the opera-
tion leading from one term to the next in this series. If we
adopt the convention that

[~ @)%, %, 0;'X] = (£)
then “NN(&) ” could parallel Russell's
(3n).n = Nc' x(fx)

(i.e. “there is an n that is the cardinal number of the class
of f's”) without making use of any set or type theory. | say
“could” because there is an important qualification to be
made here: the number of possible values of “fx” must be
infinite. If it is not, the stock of different variables for the x-
place in “fx” must be finite, and the series will have to stop
at some point.® In this case,

[~ (@), x, O;'X]

would be only an abbreviation for a list of propositions in
the range of &£. The same could be said of

[aRb, x, O;'x]

and of any other series whose propositions were making
(in the everyday language way of speaking) ascriptions of
number. There is no reason indeed to stop short of quan-
tification in general. If the values of “fx” are a finite totality
of propositions, then “(3x)fx” will be merely an abbreviation

Cf. Wittgenstein 1989, p. 155, but notice that in that context Wittgenstein is
ruling out any propositional reference to an actual infinity.
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for an ordinary logical sum. Of the three methods given in
the Tractatus (5.501) for determining totalities of proposi-
tions, the second (propositional functions) and the third
(formal laws of construction) would be superfluous; the first
(direct enumeration) would be enough. As there is no a
priori determination of logical space (i.e. of the totality of
elementary propositions), it is not possible to determine a
priori if there is a function with infinitely many possible
values or not. If “fx” has only a finite number of values,

then “NN(&) * (with (e,?) =[~ (3x)fx,x,0;'x]) will not paral-
lel “(3n).n =Nc'x(fx) . There will be, so to speak, a “last

number” m to be applied to the function, and “ NN(E) " will

be a tautology, as can easily be seen if we imagine that
“fa” and “fo” are the only possible values of “fx™. On the
other hand, if there are infinitely many values for “fx”, then

“NN(&) " is not a tautology, nor is “ N(Z) " a contradiction,

since it is perfectly possible to imagine “fx” being satisfied
by all the infinite arguments. Under the proposed interpre-

tation, “N(g_) " would be saying that there are infinitely
many persons in this room.

* Kk k

There is a very important characteristic of operations like
O; and O; that must be mentioned: they are not truth-
operations. For suppose a is not the father of b (i.e. ~aRb).
Must he be his grandfather? Of course not, although he
can be. Again, suppose it is false to deny the existence of
persons in this room — obviously it will not be necessary
either to affirm or to deny the existence of exactly one. In
general, we can say that no series of ascriptions of number
is ordered by truth-operations. But they are ordered by
operations, all the same.

* % %

Ascriptions of cardinal numbers are always propositions
that can be inserted in formal series like [aRb, x, Oi'x] and
[~(3x).fx, X, Oi’x]. Numbers will not appear in these propo-
sitions, since they are substituted here by quantificational
structures. From this point of view, numbers are nothing
but abbreviatory devices of our languages and must
disappear under analysis. Wittgenstein's thesis is that all
formal properties of numbers can be derived from the
generative power of the formal series they are used to
translate. Arithmetical relations among numbers can
always be reduced to logical relations among propositions
of a formal series. My own thesis about the Tractatus is
that Wittgenstein uses series like[p, X, Nx] to get an infinite
model that can be applied to infinite series of any kind. The
relevant properties of the “interesting” series, such as
[aRb, x, O/x] and [~(3x).fx, X, O;'x], are already present in
the “dull” ones, such as [p, X, Nx], without the danger of a
full stop. Let us see how this can be done.

Q is defined in terms of N (6.01), and so in the symbol
“Q'x” the variable “x” must stand for propositions. Accord-
ing to 6.02, Qx may be taken as a new operation defined
in terms of successive applications (iterations) of Q.
Therefore, if “p” is a proposition,” Qx'p” and “Qy'Qx'p”
must also be propositions for any natural numbers x and y.
An immediate consequence is that a proposition with the
form “Q*Q’'Q*p” may also be expressed by the forms

4 The three possible values of & would be "~fa . ~fb", "fa . ~fb .v. ~fa . fb", and

"fa.fb". As " NNE " would amount to a logical sum, the result would be a
tautology.

QMg (if q=Q"p) and Q*r" (if r = Q"Q"p). Now, if we
define

Qr'Qx'p=Qx+y'p Def.’

it will be easy to prove the equations “x+0=x" and
“x+(y+1)=(x+y)+1"8, which will give us a recursive definition
of numerical addition. Proofs of the basic general proper-
ties of addition can easily be obtained by induction. We
can similarly obtain proofs of the equations “x.0=0" and
“X(y+1)=xy+x" assuming the definition given at 6.241:

(Qx)y'p=Qxy'p Def.

To avoid difficulties with the use of the inverted comma in
“(Qx)y'p ", suffice it to extend the definition of “Q*“p” to any
power of the same:”:

(Qx)0'p = p Def.
(Qpy+'p=Qx"(Q*)¥'p

Now the proofs of “x.0=0" and “x(y+1)=xy+x” will run
smoothly,® and we will have multiplication defined for any
two natural numbers.

These are technical aspects of the Tractarian conception
of number. As far as technical considerations are con-
cerned, there is no reason to say that multiplication and
addition cannot be mapped in the repeated application of
N to propositions. But the mapping itself will not make
much sense until we are able to show how it can reflect the
use we make of numbers to describe reality. At this point,
the reintroduction of operations which are not truth-
operations is crucial.

As already shown, there can be no a priori grounds to
affirm that [aRb, x,0,'x] is a formal series in the same

sense as [p, X, Nx]. The first may come to an end, and in
this case O; would lose one of the defining aspects of
operations in general: the possibility of being applied to its
own results. But it is exactly in propositions belonging to
series like this that we are led (in everyday language) to
apply numbers in the description of facts. On the other
hand, a series like [p, X, Nx] does not involve any use of
numbers. If “p” says “It's raining”, both “Q5'p " and “Q3%'p ”
will say “It's not raining”. Numbers are not being used here
to describe the weather, but to mark the particular place of
a propositional sign in a formal series whose infinity is
given a priori.

It is easy to see that, although defined in terms of the
operation N, the series of numbers does not involve any
property specifically associated with that operation. The
same could be said of the definitions given for addition and
multiplication. It is also easy to see that, if we define "Q" as
"N, we will have

5 ... . . .
Wittgenstein presupposes that the reader will supplement the recursive

definition of the symbol

“*p” at 6.02 defining addition on the model of the definition given at 6.241 for

gnultiplication.

(i) Q+0'p=Qo'Qx'p=x'p.

(||) Qx+(y+1)! p= Qy+1'QOx! p= Q‘Qy'Qx'p = Q'Qx+y'p = Q(x+y)+1'p.

7 Wittgenstein presupposes that the reader will supplement the definition given
at 6.241 with a definition for the symbol “(Q*)'p” constructed on the model
previously given for the symbol “Q*p"".
@ (i) Q0'p=(Q)'p=p=07p.

(") Qx(y+D)' p= (Qx)y+1‘ p= Qx'Qx.y‘p = Qxy+x' p.
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Q5" p= [Qk: p

but the sameness of sense, in this case, does not depend
on the rules laid down for the use of numbers as expo-
nents of operations. It only holds when the operation Q is
N. On the other hand,

(@9)7p=0%'p

is an equation that can be proved inside the formal system
of rules. The properties of Q mapped in this system are all
(and only) those defining a quite general recursive
procedure to build propositions out of propositions. If the
series [aRb,x,0;'x] is infinite, a procedure of this kind will
be at work here. It is obvious that in this case

0,>aRb = 0,®'aRb
will not be true, while

will still hold. If we define the term “penteneration” as
meaning the stretch between five successive generations,

we can read “ (()i5)7'aRb” as saying that there are 7

pentenerations between b and his direct ancestor a. It is in
contexts like this that we use arithmetical equations to
calculate the number of generations mediating between a
and b. Wittgenstein is trying to show that this is a practical
and very useful device to abbreviate a long chain of logical
deductions. The same could be said of propositions like

There are 3 men and 2 women in this room.

We may use the equation “3+2=5" as a rule of inference
leading to the conclusion that there are 5 people in this
room. But once more the arithmetical equation may be
taken as a substitution rule, and the rule may be justified
by the logical equivalence between two propositions:

OiiZIOii3‘ ~@x).fx = O\is‘ ~ (3x)fx

This is the Tractarian version of logicism: arithmetical
equations are part of the deductive methods of logic.

* Kk
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Tractarian numbers are always used to count. This is what
the identification of all ascriptions of numbers with quan-
tifying structures amounts to. The formal series of cardinal
numbers is associated, in ascriptions of number, with
larger and larger groups of nested quantifiers, like

3x)...,
3x.y)..., etc.
or
~(3x)...,
~@3x.y)... . (@%)...,

~(@3x,y,2)... . (AX,y)..., etc.

In the final analysis, numbers would completely disappear.
Ascriptions of number would be expressed by means of
quantified propositions, and would not be able to accom-
plish any semantical task beyond the expressive power of
quantifiers — to pick out objects and count them.

While writing the Tractatus, Wittgenstein was convinced
that, under analysis, measuring would appear as a special
case of counting. Propositions like

This table is 3 meters long.
would be formally analogous to
There are 3 apples on the table.

Both would have the same quantificational structure.
Quantifiers would be counting apples in the second propo-
sition, and meters in the first. But this cannot be done, as
he acknowledges in the article about logical form. If we
take measuring as a special case of counting, we cannot
express the use of standards. We either multiply the stan-
dards or destroy the possibility of successive applications
of them. When he wrote into Ramsey's copy of the Trac-
tatus that “number is the fundamental idea of calculus and
must be introduced as such”, he was aware that the ele-
gant version of logicism he had presented in the Tractatus
was a complete failure and had to be abandoned.
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What We Cannot Say, We Can and Must Speak About

Darlei Dall”’Agnol, Florianépolis, Brazil

Introduction

At first sight, the whole sense of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus,
clearly enunciated in its Preface, namely ‘what can be said
at all can be said clearly, and what we cannot talk about
we must pass over in silence’ is introduced as an ethical
law. However, if we ask ‘What must we be silent about?’,
the answer is striking because Wittgenstein claims: ‘it is
clear that ethics cannot be put into words.” (6.421) In this
way, ethics is part of the domain about which we must be
silent. Is the above remark an ethical law that annihilates
ethics? This ‘paradox’ seems to turn into a contradiction
when we come to know that the book’s point is an ethical
one.

The question that | shall try to answer here is: how to
interpret the sense of the Tractatus in relation to this
alleged paradox and this supposed contradiction? Other
guestions need also to be answered, namely: what are the
limits of language?; what is the concept of ethics in the
Tractatus?; why is ethics at odds with these limits?; what is
the nature of moral and ethical judgements?; finally, was
Wittgenstein a moral sceptic?

1 - The limits of what can be said

In order to reconstruct the limits of language and, in this
way, to understand why ethics is at odds with these limits,
one can take the remark 2.1 ‘we picture facts to ourselves,’
as an axiom and seek analytically the conditions of a
picture. One of these conditions of language is stated in 5:
‘a proposition is a truth-function of elementary proposi-
tions.” This condition asserts that the sense of a propo-
sition depends on the existence of simple propositions.
The truth of a proposition is determined by the calculus of
its possible combinations. However, the truth of an ele-
mentary proposition is decided by comparing it with reality.
Now, there are two limiting cases of truth-functions,
namely the tautology whose combinations turn out to be
true in all possible worlds and the contradiction, which is
false in all cases.

Another condition is pointed out in 2.18: ‘What any
picture, of whatever form, must have in common with
reality, in order to be able to depict it — correctly or
incorrectly — in any way at all, is logical form, i.e. the form
of reality.” This identity between the logical form of the
picture and of the state of affairs is one of the conditions
that allows the proposition to have sense, to say some-
thing, that is to be true or false. Now, the logical form
cannot be said; it can only be exhibited or shown by the
picture itself.

The remark 3.14 enunciates another condition: ‘what
constitutes a propositional sign is that in it its elements (the
words) stand in a determinate relation to one another.” A
proposition is a combination of simple signs and not just a
bunch of words. Its elements are connected ‘... like the
links of a chain’ (2.03). The structure is the way of
effectively combining the elements in the picture. The form
is the possibility of their combination.

Another necessary and universal condition of a picture is
asserted in 4.0312: ‘the possibility of propositions is based
on the principle that objects have signs as their represen-

tatives.” What is alluded to here is that the elements that
constitute the propositions must stand for objects. In other
words, the names must have reference.

These conditions of a proposition, which can only show
themselves in actual pictures, exhibit the limits of what can
be said. Any sentence, which does not fulfil them, cannot
be true or false. For example, ‘Round squares are green’
says nothing: the ‘name’ has no reference; its grammatical
form is correct, but not its logical form.

2 - What can only be shown

The presentation of the conditions of saying showed that
what cannot be said exists, that is, that there is something
that language cannot say. Actually, these conditions show
up by themselves. Now, the distinction between what can
be said and what can only be shown is one of main points
in Wittgenstein’s book. The relationships between saying
and showing are the following: every proposition, that is
every picture, shows its own conditions; what is shown
cannot be said; one can show without saying, for example,
by means of tautologies; the attempt to say what can only
be shown produces pseudo-propositions.

Based upon the distinction between to say and to show,
we can conceive another between to say and to speak:

- To say: to represent something fulfilling the conditions
of sense (e.g., to construct pictures);

- To speak: to express something without fulfilling the
conditions of sense (e.g., to construct pseudo-propositi-
ons).

This distinction is based on the sharp division that Witt-
genstein made between, on the one hand, propositions
stricto sensu, that is, those capable of being true or false
and, on the other hand, all the other pseudo-propositions
(e.g.: tautologies which are senseless; nonsenses includ-
ing the remarks of the Tractatus; absurds such as
‘Socrates is identical’; ethical judgements; mathematical
equations etc.). It allows us to understand why Wittgen-
stein, despite prohibiting the possibility of saying some-
thing about what cannot be said, does not prohibit us from
speaking about what cannot be said. This can be applied
to logic as well as to ethics, because both belong to the
domain of the mystical. This concept does not commit
Wittgenstein to any doctrine in particular, that is, to any
mysticism. In 6.44, the mystical is not related to how the
world is, but to the claim that it exists. It is exactly this
‘experience’ that is supposed by logic (5.552). In the same
way, in the Lecture on Ethics (LE) this is the ethical
‘experience’ par excellence. Therefore, both logic and
ethics depend on the factum of the world. Nevertheless, it
does not follow any positive response to the classical
question of metaphysics, namely ‘Why is there something
rather than nothing?’ Despite the fact that in his Notebooks
there is a tension between a dogmatic and a pantheist or
materialist metaphysics, the Tractatus shows that meta-
physics as a whole tries to say more than what can be
said. However, Wittgenstein does not deny that one can
speak about the meaning of life, either by attributing to it
an extra-mundane meaning or by believing that the world
is composed only of facts. What these attributions of
meaning to the world cannot do is to say something.
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3 - The nature of ethical judgements

Bearing this point in mind, it is possible now to elucidate
the nature of moral and ethical judgements. Both are not
pictures, that is, they are not propositions. Therefore, they
cannot be either true or false. They cannot say anything.
But ethics, as a philosophical discipline, intends to say
something. Ethics is defined by Moore as ‘the general
enquiry into what is good’ (1993: 54) and this definition is
accepted by Wittgenstein who analyses in this way the
term ‘good’: what is valuable; what is really important; the
meaning of life, what makes life worth living; the right way
of living (LE: 5). Thus, ethics intends to say something
about the ultimate significance of life, about the meaning of
the world.

It is possible to illustrate the purpose of ethics with some
examples of statements that are found in the Tractatus,
which intends to say something about what can be only
spoken about. According to Wittgenstein, one problem of
ethics, namely the question of the meaning of the world,
can be tackled by dissolving it, that is, by showing that it is
not a real problem (6.521). One dissolves the problem of
the meaning of the world either by attributing to the world
an extra-mundane significance or by conceiving life as
self-sufficient. Good and bad depend on whether the
problem of the meaning of the world is dissolved or not.
Then, the good life presupposes that the problem of the
meaning of the world is solved. That is why Wittgenstein
claims that the ethical or the aesthetic contemplation of the
world shows the possibility of happiness: to live sub specie
aeterni.

We might now attempt to answer the other questions
presented at the beginning of this paper regarding the
domain of silence. In order to do this, it is necessary to
introduce another distinction:

- the logical-philosophical sense of ‘be silent’: not saying
- the trivial sense of ‘be silent’: not speaking.

We saw above that ethics aims at saying what can only be
spoken about. However, when one expresses a moral
judgement about the meaning of the world, without holding
that it can be either true or false, one confines oneself to
the limits of morality and should not be silent in the trivial
sense. But, ethics intend to say something about the
meaning of the world and here one must be silent in the
logical-philosophical sense. If this is not clear yet, one can
try to carry on the analysis of the question about the
pretension of ethics. Wittgenstein comments on this issue
as follows: ‘Ich halte es fiur sicher wichtig, dass man all
dem Geschwatz Uber Ethik — ob es eine Erkenntnis gebe,
ob es Werte gebe, ob sich das Gute definieren lasse etc. —
ein Ende macht.’ (cf. Waismann 1984: 69). Note that these
guestions are some of the main concerns of the Principia
Ethica. What Wittgenstein impugns here is the philosophi-
cal or scientific intentions of ethics and not those of
ordinary expressions of morality. And amongst the main
philosophical concerns, there has always been the prob-
lem of the foundations of morality. As for Wittgenstein, the
attempt to establish a scientific ground of morality yields
only to nonsense. That is why he rejects the rationalist
claim that God wants the good ‘... weil es gut ist.” In fact,
good is ‘...was Gott befiehlt.” (cf. Waismann 1984: 115).
The former requires an explanation, which it is exactly
what he is denying that is possible to give. This allows us
to understand better the use that Wittgenstein makes of
schweigen (be silent) and to see why in the LE he holds
that ethics is the tendency of running against the limits of
language. That is why Wittgenstein said, paraphrasing
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Schopenhauer, ‘To moralize is difficult, to establish moral-
ity impossible.’

Another philosophical assumption that Wittgenstein at-
tempts to reduce to silence is the attempt to turn ethics into
a science. Examples of this can be found in Moore and
Russell. Another attempt was made by logical positivism:
ethics ‘gibt Erkenntnis und nichts anderes, ihr Ziel ist allein
die Wahrheit, das heisst: jede Wissenschaft ist als solche
rein theoretisch.” (Schlick 1984: 54) Wittgenstein’s criticism
is addressed precisely to this scientificism, which tends to
embrace everything, including the domain of values. In this
way, when he is analysing the conditions of saying he is
also showing that normative and value judgements do not
satisfy these requirements. It does not make sense to ask
for the reference of their simple terms. It also does not
make sense to ask for either the truth or falsehood of
moral judgements. That is why Wittgenstein rejected ex-
planations: ‘Eine Theorie gibt mir nichts.” (cf. Waismann
1984: 117) In other words, the good lies outside the space
of facts and therefore outside of the scientific domain.

Wittgenstein denies also that ethics may be a science by
showing that it is impossible to establish a science of the
ultimate ends of human action (cf. Rhees 1981: 114). As
far as the ends of an action are concerned, one must be
silent in the logical-philosophical sense.

4 - Beyond ethics: morality

It is clear that there is a fundamental difference between
the nature of the propositions and the nature of the moral
judgements that express values or norms. In this way,
moral judgements, compared with pictures, are pseudo-
propositions. Moral judgements cannot be called propo-
sitions, for they do not satisfy the conditions of saying.
Thus, when we either express judgements of values or
enunciate norms of actions we are speaking, not saying
something.

It is possible now to see that there is no real paradox
because Wittgenstein's remark is a law that annihilates
philosophy of morals, that is, ethics, but not morality. There
is also no contradiction because morality has not been
abolished. There may be a kind of ‘quietness’ in the Trac-
tatus, but it is related to philosophical silence. However, it
is not a quietness related to daily moral problems.

Based upon this re-interpretation of the Tractatus, one
can introduce another distinction, namely between an im-
moral silence and a moral silence:

- Immoral silence: to be silent, in the trivial sense, about
something that should be spoken about, for example,
the repudiation of a lie;

- Moral silence: to be silent, in the logical-philosophical
sense, for example, about the problem of turning ethics
into a science.

The difference between an immoral and moral silence is of
paramount importance. For instance, in LE Wittgenstein
distinguishes two uses of the terms ‘good’ and ‘duty’,
namely one relative and another absolute. If one claims
that ‘Peter is not a good soccer player’, Peter can answer
that he does not intend to be better. But, if one claims that
‘Peter invented a lie about another person’, he cannot just
answer that he does not intend to act in a better way:
Peter ought to behave better (LE: 5).
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Concluding remark

Finally, if there is some form of scepticism in the Tractatus,
it is directed at ethics or rather at its philosophical preten-
sions. Regarding ethics, one must be silent. However, this
does not imply the denial of morality. Regarding morality,
one cannot be silent. The conclusion that we arrive at is
this: what we cannot say, we can and sometimes must
speak about.
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Colour Space: Phenomenal or Physical?

Lieven Decock, Tilburg, Netherlands

In the recent philosophical (and scientific) literature on
colour three views on colour space can be distinguished.
One can distinguish physical colour spaces, psychophy-
sical colour spaces, and phenomenal colour space.
Physical colour spaces, e.g. a reflectance function space,
are determined by means of physical properties solely.
Psychophysical colour spaces are constructed by means
of spectrometers and adjusted to human colour judge-
ments. The phenomenal colour space is the three-dimen-
sional internal space in which the phenomenal colours are
ordered in a brightness, hue, and saturation dimension.
The brightness axis is related to the intensity of the light
beam. The second dimension, hue, is the traditional colour
circle, and is usually given in polar coordinates. It is the
respect in which red, yellow, green, blue, etc. differ from
one another. Saturation is the dimension that reflects the
ratio of a fully saturated hue versus a completely unsatu-
rated colour, i.e. a grey tone. | will analyse the latter two
colour spaces, as purely physical colour spaces are un-
problematic. | will argue that psychophysical colour spaces
are in fact physical colour spaces, and that there is no
reason to believe in the existence of a phenomenal colour
space.

Colour space has a long history. The foundation of the
notion of a colour space is the chromatic colour circle. In
his theory of colour (1704), Newton ordered colours in a
colour circle with seven primary spectrum colours.
Newton’s colour circle was based on the physical
phenomenon of colour diffraction, and fits within the
physicalistic view of colour. Colours are viewed as
properties of light rays. Later on, colour circles and spaces
became part of a phenomenological tradition. Goethe’s
influence was particularly decisive in this evolution. Goethe
campaigned against Newton’s physicalistic view of colour,
and located colour properties and phenomena in colour
experience rather than in the external physical world.

The phenomenological tradition has exercised a signifi-
cant influence upon the construction of modern colour
spaces and catalogues. At the end of the 19th century the
effect was visible in the work of colour scientists such as
Hering and Ostwald. In particular, one major influence on
the construction of the CIE-colour space in the 1920's and
30’s was the painter Albert Munsell. He aspired to create
an ideal colour solid, in which the coordinates would
represent the principal attributes of colours perceived as
belonging to surfaces and in which equal distances would
represent equal sense-distances. His ideas have survived
in followers like Judd, Nickerson, Newhall, who have
greatly determined the outlook of current colour science.
The quest for the ideal phenomenal colour space has
continued ever since.

The phenomenal colour space has become philosophi-
cally important largely through the work of Carnap. In The
Logical Structure of the World, he presented a reconstruc-
tion of all experience and our global scientific knowledge of
the world on the basis of a single relation of ‘recollection of
part similarity’ between ‘elementary experiences,’ i.e. the
total experience the (solipsistic) subject has at a singular
moment in time. The colour space is a stage in this
construction. A three-dimensional (hue, saturation and
brightness) colour solid was part of a five-dimensional
visual space. It is important to note that The Logical
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Structure of the World marked a transition in Carnap’s
thought (and in the Wiener Kreis) from phenomenalism to
physicalism. The basic constituents of the construction
were the elementary experiences of a (solipsistic) subject.
In the preface to the second edition, Carnap wrote that he
would rather have chosen physical objects as the building
blocks, as Neurath had converted him to physicalism. He
soon became displeased with the reconstruction pro-
gramme, and did not rework it according to physicalist
principles. His presentation of colour spaces is thus only
available against a phenomenalist backdrop. One can only
wonder what would have become of Carnap’s colour
spaces in a physicalist setting.

Remarkably, the idea of internal quality spaces, of which
the colour space was the prime example, was taken over
by Quine. Quine did, however, slightly modify Carnap’s
account. He presented quality spaces, namely, in a
psychological context:

[W]e must credit the child with a sort of prelinguistic
quality space. We may estimate the relative distances in
his quality space by observing how he learns. If we
reinforce his response of ‘Red’ in the presence of
crimson and discourage it in the presence of yellow, and
then find that he makes that response to pink and not to
orange, we can infer that the shades of crimson and pink
used are nearer to each other, in his gquality space, than
the crimson and orange. Supplementary clues to spac-
ing are available in the child’s hesitation, or reaction
time. (Quine, 83)

The passage clearly illustrates the issue at stake. Quine
thinks that colour experiences reveal an underlying
prelinguistic quality space, the structure of which psy-
chologists would eventually record in the form of maps.
This is very much in accordance with the dominant
approach in colour science at the time. The idea of a
(unigue) internal, phenomenal, or psychological colour
space is still ubiquitous in the philosophy of colour. The
concept of a phenomenal colour space, or, more generally,
the notion of quality space, has been further elaborated by
Austen Clark in his Sensory Qualities. Other recent
elaborate presentations of colour spaces are Thompson et
al. 1992, Gardenfors 2000, and Shepard 2001.

It is remarkably difficult to characterise the colour space
in phenomenal terms. The result is that there have been
many incompatible proposals for a colour space, such as
an infinite cylinder, a regular cylinder, a sphere, hemi-
sphere, a sphere octant, a decagonal colour pyramid, a
tilted double pyramid, a single cone or a tilted double cone
(see Kuehni 2003). Furthermore, there are irregular
spaces. For example, the most famous colour catalogue,
Munsell's, has a bulge in the purple area. The overabun-
dance of colour spaces is inconvenient, but, it would seem,
not an insuperable problem. One might hope that by
means of further empirical research the right colour space
will be pinned down. However, the plurality is in fact a
symptom of a deeper problem. There is a more funda-
mental difficulty with the idea of a phenomenal colour
space. It is hard to imagine how it could be a genuine
space with metrical properties. This difficulty arises in the
form of a dilemma: either it is not a space in the mathe-
matical sense, or it is not phenomenal. There can be
colour spaces in a mathematical sense, but these are
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determined by external physical parameters, and not by an
internal metric or topology. There can be internal colour
experience, but one cannot retrieve an internal colour
structure on the basis of colour experience alone.

One thus could look at colour spaces determined by
physical parameters. These are the psychophysical colour
spaces. One of the most interesting psychophysical colour
spaces is the wavelength mixture space or receptoral
colour space. A normal trichromat has three types of cones
in the retina namely, the Short, Medium, and Long cones,
characterised by different absorption spectra. Incident light
can thus be characterised and located in a metrical space,
the wavelength mixture space. The latter is a three-
dimensional space, with an S, an M, and an L axis, and
the points in the space indicate the amount of absorbed
guanta by the respective cones. A similar colour space is a
more technological colour space, namely the chromaticity
diagram. It is related to the CIE standard in colorimetry.
The CIE system was developed (in 1931) for technological
needs, e.g. the industrial production of dyes. It consists of
a series of conventions that roughly model the perceptual
similarities experienced by human beings. The human
factor is represented in a list of parameters, so that human
colour perception can be predicted by measuring samples
by spectrometers and calculating tristimuli values.

Neither the wavelength mixture space nor the CIE
chromaticity diagram, however, are regarded as perfectly
adequate colour spaces. The ordering of colours and
especially the distances between colours slightly differ
from the reports of human observers. Colour scientists
have tried hard to choose a basic set of spectroscopes
and parameters so as to model these reports as closely as
possible, but distortions in the spatial structure cannot be
completely eliminated. For this reason, there is a reluc-
tance to call them genuine colour spaces. It has always
been believed that psychophysical colour spaces are only
imperfect representations of the real colour space, the
phenomenal colour space, in which the phenomenal
experiences are ordered. However, there remains little
reason to maintain this view. Instead of regarding
psychophysical colour spaces as imperfect representations
of the internal colour space, they should be seen as the
scientific basis of previous, more intuitive orderings of
colours. The phenomenal colour space should be
regarded as an obsolete, superfluous posit, parasitic upon
psychophysical colour spaces.

The major difficulty with the concept of an internal,
phenomenal, or conceptual colour space is that its
topological or metrical structure cannot be characterised. If
the scientific interpretation of the quality dimensions is
strictly separated from the phenomenal, then the spatial
structure of the quality space can no longer be exploited. It
becomes difficult to define distances, to characterise the
major axes, and to compare colours which are not
neighbours in the (CIE-)colour space. For topological
properties the best we can get is a relation such as
“Person A perceives that colour x is closer to colour y than
to colour z” for colours close enough to each other, if we
accept some degree of vagueness. Colour differences can
also only be compared on a local scale. From a phenome-
nal point of view, colours that are not close in the
(physical) colour space, are entirely different. This
jeopardises the possibility of a global phenomenal space.
Neither is it clear how to fix the origin in the (global)
phenomenal space, i.e. pure grey, how to define a local
metric for phenomenal colour experiences, or how to
characterise the traditional axes on the basis of phenome-
nal characteristics alone. Is it really clear to an observer
whether some gradual change in colour only occurs in one

dimension, while the values of the other dimensions
remain constant? It is probable that a different observer (or
the same observer at a later time) will also see changes in
the other dimensions. The plurality of colour spaces is
most illuminating in relation to these difficulties. An
unequivocal procedure of identification and measurement
of phenomenal colour experiences is simply not available.

Austen Clark proposed an appealing procedure often
employed by psychologists to overcome these difficulties,
namely multi-dimensional scaling. On the basis of local
judgements of the kind ‘x is similar to y’, or ‘x is more
similar to y than to z', or ‘proximities’, which are numbers
that represent the similarity between stimuli, and where the
samples for judgement are colours, one can construct a
space in which the various colours are located. However,
the mathematical structure of this space must be inter-
preted cautiously. For while this space has only topological
properties, the colour experiences are nonetheless
represented in a metrical space. This can be quite
misleading. In a topological space it does not make much
sense to speak of three orthogonal axes. The distances
between the points in the space do not really represent
anything. Vector addition does not make sense. The
dimension yielded by the MDS-method is unstable. One
may for example obtain four or seven-dimensional spaces,
instead of the traditional three-dimensional phenomenal
colour space. One must then employ some statistical
criterion in order to decide how many dimensions are
needed. It is not clear how these dimensions should be
interpreted. The spaces thus obtained are merely
graphical representations, and do not necessarily reflect
an internal space.

There is also a good physical explanation for why the
psychophysical colour spaces do in fact describe colour
experience quite well, and moreover why they do not
describe colour experience very precisely and as a
consequence have only limited application. Because there
are three types of receptors in the human eye, the visual
information that is processed in the brain starts from
tristimuli values. From a physical point of view, there is little
difference between using three types of cones or three types
of spectrometers in order to reduce the dimension of the
spectral power function space. In view of the physiology of
perception, it is not surprising that certain distortions occur.
There are distorting processes that occur already at the level
of the retina and further distortions in neural transmission
and processing while opponent cells enhance contrast
effects. The phenomenon of colour constancy indicates an
even more complex neural processing of colour information
over the whole visual field. These processes involve the
non-linear stretching and recombination of the initial
parameters, and thus distort the initial spatial structure of the
tristimulus space. For a multitude of perceptual conditions,
different psychophysical colour spaces can be constructed.
In these colour spaces, compensatory adjustments are
made so that the structure of the colour space better
conforms to what people actually see. The plurality of
psychophysical colour spaces has a natural explanation,
and the quest for an ‘ideal psychological colour solid’, i.e. a
phenomenal colour space, seems ill-conceived.

In conclusion, we can permit a multitude of psychophysi-
cal colour spaces, whose metrical structures are determined
by physical parameters, and therefore are real physical
spaces. On the other hand, the supposition of a phenome-
nal, internal, mental colour space remains wholly redundant.
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On Wittgenstein on Mathematics

J. W. Degen, Erlangen, Germany

1. Wittgenstein on identity

In the Tractatus [4] we find a criticism of identity, conclu-
ding with 5.534 "Und nun sehen wir, dass Scheinséatze wie
a=>b, .. 3Ix.x = a etc. sich in einer richtigen Begriffs-
schrift gar nicht hinschreiben lassen."

In 5.535 he victoriously exclaims: "Damit erledigen sich
auch alle Probleme, die an solche Scheinsatze geknipft
waren ... Das, was das Axiom of infinity sagen soll, wiirde
sich in der Sprache dadurch ausdriicken, dass es unend-
lich viele Namen mit verschiedener Bedeutung gabe."

This remark about the axiom of infinity is wrong. This
axiom, in whatever formulation, must imply that the Frege-
Russell naturals are nonempty. If we implement Wittgen-
stein’s suggestion by a list aq, a;, a,, ... of constants and
the list of statements a; has a denotation different from that
of &, where i is different from j, then it can be shown that in
the resulting type theory (even with the axioms of
reducibility and choice) the axiom of infinity cannot be
derived.

Now to the several arguments by which Wittgenstein
tries to prove 5.534, namely that the identity sign = (either
primitive or defined (!)) cannot exists in a correct Be-
griffsschrift.

An first example is 5.301 "Dass die Identitat keine
Relation zwischen Gegenstanden ist, leuchtet ein." Clearly
wrong: if A is the (or a) class of objects then the identity on
A is the relation {<x,x>: x € A} qua class of ordered pairs.

Suppose no relation is a class of ordered pairs, but
rather every relation is a "real" or "concrete" or “individual"
connection between objects, then the statement 5.301 is
still wrong — since it is not evident that identity should not
be such a "real" relation. As second example is the famous
remark 5.5303 "Beildufig gesprochen: Von zwei Dingen zu
sagen, sie seien identisch ist ein Unsinn, und von Einem
zu sagen es sei identisch mit sich selbst, sagt gar nichts."

Again, this is wrong. First, let two distinct things be
given, e.g., the Moon and the Sun. Then theMoon =
theSun is false. But from something’s being false it does
not follow its being nonsensical. Next, theMoon = theMoon
is true. Suppose that this statement despite its truth says
nothing, e.g., in the sense of being uninformative like a
tautology. But this is no reason for throwing statements like
a = a out of the richtige Begriffsschrift. For identities of the
form a = a can play a reasonable role in deductive systems
in much the same way as tautologies do, despite their lack
of information.

Next come criticisms of Russell's and Ramsey’s defi-
nition of identity, respectively. In Principia Mathematica [3]
p.168 we find the following definition of identity.

X =y Vo (pl(X) = ¢(Y))

Here the exclamation mark "!I" connotes that the order of
the variable ¢ is the lowest one (say, 1).

Wittgenstein remarks on that: 5.5302 "Russells Defini-
tion von "=" genugt nicht; weil man nach ihr nicht sagen
kann, dass zwei Gegenstande alle Eigenschaften ge-

meinsam haben. (Selbst wenn dieser Satz nie richtig ist,
hat er doch Sinn.)"

Again we have a remark before us which is generally
regarded as ingenious. First, it is unclear what it means
that one can or cannot say something according to a
definition. Be that as it may, one can certainly say that the
Moon and the Sun have all properties in common. This
sentence is almost certainly false. We can say it. More-
over, that the Moon and the Sun have all properties in
common has Sinn, as Wittgenstein himself would concede
(in parentheses). Then, what is all the fuss about? Has
Wittgenstein not shown that Russell's definition is
insufficient?

Ramsey in his paper The Foundation of Mathematics in
[2] p. 181 cites Russell’'s definition. Since in this definition
the variable ¢ has order 1, the question arises whether one
can prove the general law of substitutivity without using the
axiom of reducibility. Ramsey gives an inconclusive proof
to the effect that one can. In [1] (1974) J. Myhill showed
that one cannot prove the law of substitutivity without the
axiom of reducibility.

Wittgenstein would have scored a point if he had justi-
fied his objection against Russell's definition by a rejection
of the axiom of reducibility.

In the Big Typescript [6] pp. 375-377 we find a discus-
sion of Ramsey’s Theorie der Identitat. Wittgenstein cites
Russell's definition as Ramsey’s. These three pages in [6]
contain several obvious errors. Here's just one.

"Er (i.e. Ramsey) hat also mit seiner Erklarung nichts
anderes erreicht, als was die zwei Definitionen X = X =ges
Tautologie ... X = y =4 Contradiktion bestimmen." To be
sure, Ramsey was not that stupid to give such a Erkléarung.

Prefinally then, let me remark that identity can indeed be
handled more or less the way Wittgenstein suggests,
namely using identical variables for identical objects, and
distinct variables for distinct objects (see 5.53 and 5.5321).
See Hintikka in the J.S.L. (about 1950). However, this
does not refute my criticism, the less so because Wittgen-
stein himself has given no hints how his own "syn-
categorematic" theory of identity would work.

A Final Remark on Identity. If Wittgenstein had himself
believed that his "syncategorematic" theory of identity
would incorporated identity in a richtige Begriffsschrift, then
he could hardly have written that 6.2 "Die Satze der
Mathematik sind Gleichungen also Scheinséatze." How-
ever, is the sentence that there are infinitely may primes,
and the like Gleichungen (identities, equalities)? Not even
the Pythagorean theorem is an identity. Though not
themselves identities, mathematical sentences may be
mathematically equivalent with identities. By the way, since
any two theorems of a system are equivalent in the
system, and since, say, 2 + 2 = 4 is a theorem of every
nontrivial system, every theorem (of every nontrivial
system) is provably equivalent with 2 + 2 = 4. What then
did Wittgenstein want to say?
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2. Wittgenstein on consistency

Philosophically, and also mathematically, one could have
(and in fact has) raised several doubts against Hilbert's
Programme already before Godel's 1931 paper. Hilbert's
Programme is (was) the following.

(a) Formalize some significant part of mathematics by a
“calculus” (or "formal system") M.

(b) Show by finitary means that M is consistent; that is to
say that 0=1 is not provable in M.

Hilbert's Programme was not nonsensical; on the contrary,
it is always an important question whether a given formal
axiom system is consistent. The real shame is that there
are so few axiom systems the consistency of which can be
proved by finitary means, even if we take finitary in a much
more liberal sense than Hilbert.

Wittgenstein's  remarks about consistency (Wider-
spruchsfreiheit) suggest that he (more or less) understood
Hilbert's Programme. [In [6] p. 366 we read the somewhat
scornful phrase: "Der Beweis der Widerspruchsfreiheit der
Axiome, von dem die Mathematiker heute soviel Aufhe-
bens machen."]

In [6] we read under the heading Beweis der Wider-
spruchsfreiheit p. 367:

"Wenn nachtraglich ein Widerspruch gefunden wird, so
waren vorher die Regeln noch nicht klar und eindeutig. Der
Widerspruch macht also nichts, denn er ist dann durch das
Aussprechen einer Regel [my emphasis] zu entfernen.”

Let us first explain the prima facie meaning of this quote.
Nachtraglich seems to mean: after setting up the calculus,
i.e. the system of rules. Now suppose the calculus, say,
Frege’s Grundgesetze GG, has been set up, and then an
inconsistency is found. Does this mean that the rules of
GG were not yet clear and unambiguous? No, the rules of
Frege's GG were clear and unambiguous and could by this
very virtue be instrumental in the derivation of Russell's
inconsistency. The inconsistency does not matter, says
Wittgenstein. For, says he, we have just to pronounce a
rule, and the inconsistency will vanish. Which rule should
we pronounce in the case of GG?

This is the prima facie meaning of the above quote. On
closer scrutiny of its environment we found that it is the
real meaning.

There are still worse things Wittgenstein is saying, all to
be found on p. 366 of [6].

"Zwei Spielregeln aber, die einander fir einen bestimm-
ten Fall widersprechen, sind vollkommen in Ordnung, bis
dieser Fall eintritt und dann erst wird es nétig, durch eine
weitere Regel zwischen ihnen zu entscheiden."

This is indeed a very powerful way to prove consistency.
And then

. wenn in den Axiomen eines Systems ein Wider-
spruch wére, so ware das gar nicht so ein grosses Un-
glick. Nichts ist leichter, als ihn zu beseitigen." Namely
either by pronouncing of a rule or using a conflict-decidung
rule.

3. Wittgenstein on uncountability

The remarks about this topic are to be found in [5] pp.54-
63. | restrict myself to some short remarks, although the
subject deserves a longer discussion
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The qualms Wittgenstein expresses about uncountability
are, to some extent, also shared by other philosophers of
mathematics, mostly by some of a so-called constructivist
brand.

R is uncountable means: there is no injective function
from R into the class of natural numbers.

Now, what can it mean to reject the uncountability of R
in the just defined sense? It could mean:

(1) One cannot prove it.
(2) One can refute it.

(3) The statement of uncountability is, despite the given
definition, without sense.

Each of these three objection (even (2)) can be made
precise and reasonably defended. Wittgenstein did nothing
like that. Instead we find desultory (and sometimes de-
rogatory) comments. For example:

p. 56 "Our suspicion ought always to be aroused when a
proof proves more than its means allow it. Something of
this sort might be called ’a puffed-up proof’."

p. 56 "The set ... is not denumerable" resides in its
making what is a determination, formation, of a concept,
look like a fact of nature." Does Wittgenstein want to say
that the uncountability of R is not a fact of nature? Has
Cantor claimed it to be a fact of nature? Or does Cantor’s
mistake consist just in claiming the uncountability of R as
true — whereas it is only "a determination, a formation, of a
concept"? Are there determinations, formations, of
concepts which we should not use in statements at all?

The main problem is this. Since Wittgenstein acknowl-
edges the diagonal procedure as correct, even as trivial,
he must be asked to formulate the very theorem which has
been proved by this proof. Perhaps Wittgenstein thinks
that there is a proof which is not a proof of a theorem at all,
or of a theorem that cannot be said but only be shown.

4. Wittgenstein on proofs

The notion of proof presupposed by Wittgenstein is (more
or less) the notion of a derivation in a calculus or formal
system of rules. | do not mention this as an objection, but
only as to remind the reader that there are also other
notions of proof, e.g., the intuitionistic notion which does
not refer to derivations in formal systems but to (mental)
constructions.

Since Wittgenstein’s notion of proof is (more or less) that
of a derivation within a system of rules, his "theory or
philosophy of proofs" deals mainly with the following two
themes:

(1) What is a rule? What is it to follow a rule?

(2) A proof as a graphical documentation of a derivation
within a system of rules.

We remark that Wittgenstein’s notion of a rule is essen-
tially ambiguous. In one sense, a rule is a logico-mathe-
matical rule like the rule of modus ponens or the chain rule
in calculus. Such a logico-mathematical rule is itself a
mathematical entity, e.g., the modus ponens is (may be
considered as) a function which yields the formula w when
applied to the formulae ¢ and ¢ — . Also, a proof as
based on this notion of rule is a mathematical entity, e.g., a
tree labelled by formulae and (applications of) rules.

In another sense, a rule is a conditional imperative or a
conditional permission. Human actions, e.g., in playing
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games or wars, can be in conformance with rules in this
sense, or they can violate them.

Now, it can be shown that, on the one hand, Wittgen-
stein was well aware of these two notions of rule; but that,
on the other hand, he constantly confuses them. It is
precisely this confusion that is responsible for the vexing
ingenuity of his remarks about rules. However, the
confusion of rules in the mathematical sense with rules in
the non-mathematical sense is very wide-spread; indeed,
this confusion is the very foundation of much of what is
called philosophy of language (and, for that matter, of
philosophy of mathematics). Unfortunately, in this respect,
almost all of us are in the same boat.

Concerning point (2), | think that Wittgenstein has many
interesting things to say; he aims at a kind of psychology
of writing and reproducing proofs qua man-made patterns;
| do not say this pejoratively.

However, if we look at Wittgenstein’s more logico-
mathematical remarks about proofs, we will find much lack
of insight. For example, he says in [6] p. 364

"Der Beweis der Beweisbarkeit eines Satzes wére der
Beweis des Satzes selbst."

This shows that he did not understand this crucial
difference; which may be, ultimately, the cause of his
deplorable misunderstanding of Gddel's incompleteness
theorems, as amply documented in [5].

In [6] there is much material on proofs by induction (by
recursion). | was unable to discover the very problem
Wittgenstein had posed to himself here.
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The Wittgensteinian Idea of Analysis

as a Base for Constructive Contemporary Scepticism

Aleksandra Derra, Torun, Poland

The work of the philosopher consists in as-
sembling reminders for a particular purpose.
(Wittgenstein 1998, §127)

1. Introduction

My point of departure will be a terminological remark.
Scepticism comprises a wide range of theories and
particular ideas, and in order to comment or criticize its
formulations, one has to determine which and whose
exactly claims one has in mind. It is not my intention to
analyse particular formulations of a certain kind of
scepticism here. Instead, | will invite the audience to treat
scepticism in general as a positive, constructive methodo-
logical approach. This runs contrary to many present-day
opinions that take scepticism to be close to philosophical
nihilism or radical relativism. Scepticism, as | propose to
understand it, opens up many possibilities in epistemology
(to resolve old problems of obtaining episteme knowledge,
for example) and yet does not lead to metaphysical
dogmatism (which is probably even more important).

We should keep in mind that the Wittgensteinian way of
writing — collecting remarks on various subjects next to
each other, asking questions, carrying on a specific
philosophical dialogue and refraining from conclusive
answers — allows his readers to formulate different
interpretations. | do not claim that Philosophical Investiga-
tions cannot be treated as a consistent totality of thoughts
(especially when we take its first part into account), as full
of arguments about important philosophical problems, or
even proposals on how to solve them. Nevertheless, | think
one has to be very careful while looking for complete and
comprehensive theories in Wittgenstein’s work. There is
one advantage in the very fact that Wittgenstein is not
clear about his own view, namely, the possibility of
interpreting his work in various ways. It inspires and
motivates other thinkers to build their own interesting
philosophical options, but it also allows them to attribute
different conceptions to him. So, are we able to read
anything interesting and useful about analysis in Wittgen-
stein’s books? | believe that we can find there a quite
reserved and reasonable solution about doing philosophy.
A solution which has been both adored and criticized in the
philosophical literature. | will look a bit closer at it.

2. A few words about constructive
scepticism

A constructive form of scepticism can be understood as a
critical, antifundamentalist, antiessentialist philosophical
approach, in which we neither claim that we are unable to
achieve any kind of knowledge, nor that we should
suspend all our judgements, because we will never obtain
episteme knowledge. Wittgenstein has showed that we
can give up the idea of looking for unquestionable,
undeniable, timeless, invariable, language-transcendent
knowledge (usually called episteme) and at the same time
we can obtain usual reliable human knowledge about
contingent facts about our world and our life. It is worth to
underscore that scepticism | am talking about here is a
methodological approach rather than a well formulated
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philosophical theory concerning knowledge for example. It
is important especially when one tries to number Wittgen-
stein among the sceptics. He is not a sceptic in the sense
Pyrrho of Elis was. It may be said that he rejects the
traditional form of scepticism not by confronting it with a
dogmatic metaphysical position, but rather with a different
view of knowledge or obtaining knowledge. In this case
scepticism is seen as an approach which simply cannot be
formulated. Its formulation does not make sense because
it raises doubts where no questions can be asked
(Wittgenstein 1967, § 675, 676). To summarize, it can be
stated that Wittgenstein refuses to accept a certain form of
scepticism by showing that the very formulation of the idea
itself is wrong and even nonsensical. | call it ‘refusal’
because of the lack of any better notion. What Wittgen-
stein wants is the philosophical problems rising within
scepticism to disappear. When we abandon our claims
about episteme knowledge, as Wittgenstein does, we will
be left with descriptive analysis as a proper method of
philosophising. Consequently, it can be said that his
attitude towards doing philosophy is sceptical.

3. The Wittgensteinian view of
philosophical analysis

The specifically Wittgensteinian way of doing philosophy is
truly characteristic of both periods of his work, and it is
done through the analysis of language. Both in Tractatus
and Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein formulates
philosophical conclusions after a careful and detailed
analysis of language. This he does for different reasons
and trying to achieve different goals. What is the correct
philosophical analysis according to Philosophical Investi-
gations? As it is usually understood, philosophers are
trying to understand different, more or less complicated
matters in philosophy. They want to clear misunderstand-
ings, which they often notice, for example, in the common-
sense views of these matters. In order to do this, they are
forced to define which matters exactly need to be cleared
up. Wittgenstein could not agree more. We should clear
misunderstandings away, but these misunderstandings do
not concern facts, sensations or other phenomena, but
rather the use of words and expressions in language. It is
worth mentioning in passing that language is understood
here as a family resemblance of language-games, as “the
family of structures more or less related to one another”
(Wittgenstein 1998, § 108). Such misunderstandings can
be removed by ‘philosophical analysis’. Wittgenstein
suggests that such an analysis is nothing more but
“substituting one form of expression for another”, in other
words, it is a process of “taking a thing apart” and it can
vary from case to case (Wittgenstein 1998, § 90). For
example, when we are considering such phenomena as
pain or the process of understanding, in order to make
them clearer, we should recollect statements which we
usually make about these phenomena (Wittgenstein 1998,
§ 90). As Wittgenstein puts it “our investigation (...) is
directed not towards phenomena, but (...) towards the
‘possibilities’ of phenomena” (Wittgenstein 1998, § 90).
The idea of ‘analysis’ should not be understood here as a
method which will let us reach something like “a final
analysis” or “a state of complete exactness”, or let us
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discover (and explain) something deeply hidden in uses of
words and expressions we are analysing. The real goal of
our investigation is to have a clear view of anything which,
according to our purpose, needs such a clarification. The
answers which we will obtain from our analysis cannot “be
given once for all and independently of any future
experience” (Wittgenstein 1998, § 92). It seems to me that
Wittgenstein does not abandon such ideas like ‘essence’,
‘necessity’, ‘facts’, ‘logic/grammar’, and ‘mental processes’
in his late philosophy. Rather, he aims to look at them from
a different point of view — from the point of view of their
functions in language-games. The essence is not
something which “lies beneath the surface”, but rather
“something that already lies open to view and that
becomes surveyable by a rearrangement” (Wittgenstein
1998, § 92, 108, 308). What we are going to gain by this
method is not the answers to the old, classical philosophi-
cal questions (like: What is the essence of language), but
a rejection of such questions (Wittgenstein 1998, § 47).
For we can always answer — after a detailed analysis of
the use of certain words expressing the ideas above - that
analysed ideas are in fact modal features of human
experience. Experience which is always rooted in form of
life and “surrounded” with language, and which we should
be able to describe. So, it can be easily said that for
Wittgenstein both categories: ‘analysis’ and ‘experience’
mark a natural starting point for doing philosophy in
general.

Even when we treat analysis as an unsystematic and, in
a sense, unfinished philosophical procedure, we are
nevertheless forced to define the temporary target of
making it in any particular case. First of all, we should
settle what is our philosophical perspicuity which we are
going to achieve through the analysis. Its form will be
different in different therapies, as Wittgenstein would put it,
and there will be no one standard for it (Wittgenstein 1998,
§ 132, 133). Secondly, if philosophy is a special kind of
analysis and language (language described as a set of
language games: “the whole consisting of language and
the actions into which it is woven”, Wittgenstein 1998, § 7),
our aims are in a wide sense cognitive. We will be trying
hard to understand language which we are using in our
every day life. Because our human cognitive aims are
intercorrelated with praxis, it can be said that our philoso-
phical aims are in fact pragmatic (Putnam, 1995). We are
supposed to investigate the matters which are “already in
plain view”, that is, human phenomena which are difficult
to investigate only because their ‘being there’ is too natural
for us. So natural that their essence (not traditionally
understood) is hidden from us, because it is too close
(Wittgenstein 1998, § 89, 92). And finally, if philosophers
do not take seriously Wittgenstein’s advice to do away with
all forms of explanation and replace it with description
alone (Wittgenstein 1998, § 109, 124, 126), philosophy will
become a dead area of human activity, where language
does not do its job and is like an engine idling (Wittgen-
stein 1998, § 132). We simply have to talk about language
which is a spatial and temporal phenomenon, and not
about a strange kind of phantasm (Wittgenstein 1998, §
108). There is no second-order philosophy, there is only
philosophy itself, entirely connected with human forms of
life, which means that the Wittgensteinian call for bringing
words (especially favourite philosophical terms like:
‘thought’, ‘proposition’, ‘language’, ‘logic’) back to their
everyday use must be taken for granted for any reason-
able philosophical enterprise (Wittgenstein 1998, § 116,
121). Let me summarize what such an enterprise is.
Philosophy should bring to light misunderstandings which
are the results of bewitchment by means of language
which touches philosophers (Wittgenstein 1998, § 109).

Such activities like construing theories or postulating one
theoretical option against another are excluded from that
very aim. Wittgenstein writes a lot about truth, thought,
proposition, meaning, logic, sensations, philosophy itself,
etc., but he is doing that according to the demand for
describing various matters, instead of explaining them. He
does not try to define them, he does not try to formulate
any criteria for applying them, he does not try to formulate
strict nomic rules for language, for example — in a classical
sense these three requirements could build a theory.
Needless to say, Wittgenstein in his late philosophy is very
critical about science, its theories and methodological
demands.

4. Concluding remarks

| claim that scepticism understood as a methodological
position based on the Wittgensteinian idea of analysis is
the only position which opens the door for pluralism in
philosophy — pluralism which can be easily read from
Wittgensteinian antidogmatism (Wittgenstein 1998, §131).

It can be objected that | am using the term ‘scepticism’ in
a strange and unauthorised way, and the Wittgensteinian
position | am describing above is simply a critical and
descriptive philosophical point of view, not sceptical. It is
well known that historically speaking the English word
‘scepticism’ comes from the Greek word ‘sképsis’ which
can be translated as ‘doubt, investigation, consideration’.
Consequently, when you call someone ‘skeptikoi’ — to use
the Greek word — you refer to somebody who refuses to
take any dogmatic position and claims that he is always
engaged in ‘considering’ and ‘investigating’ the matters.
So, generally speaking, the constructive sceptical attitude
expresses critical reflection on the world and oneself and
also, more importantly, on one's own theories about this
world and oneself. Such an attitude seems to be the very
beginning of philosophising in general, and specifically, it
fits in very well — as | was trying to show — with the
Wittgensteinian idea of doing philosophy.

| do not think Wittgenstein wanted us to stop doing
philosophy just because he proposed to change the way
we had been doing it. Rather, he wanted philosophical
problems — oddly understood as very specific — to
disappear, and only simple, usual human problems —
which should be solved by certain people at a certain time
— to remain. Can we still call it a philosophical enterprise? |
believe we can.
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Wittgenstein Uber Musikverstehen

und die Unterbrechung der inneren Stimme

Nicolas Dierks, Hamburg, Deutschland

Zum Auftakt dieses Papiers mochte ich einige kurze
musikbezogene Stellen aus Wittgensteins Briefen an
Rudolf Koder zum Anlass nehmen zur Behandlung von
Fragen das Meinen und Verstehen von Musik sowie neue
Erfahrungen betreffend.

Was seinen Musikgeschmack angeht war Wittgenstein
scheinbar konservativ — fast ausschlie3lich schéatzte er
Komponisten der klassisch-romantischen Epoche der
europaischen Musikgeschichte. Dass diese Vorlieben nicht
notwendig mit einer Kkonservativen Musikauffassung
einhergehen, hoffe ich hier zeigen zu kénnen.

Der Briefwechsel Wittgensteins mit Koder,1923 aufge-
nommen und bis zu Wittgensteins Tod im Jahre 1951
fortgefuihrt, zeugt von einer engen Freundschaft, in
welcher Musik eine ganz besondere Rolle spielte. In den
Briefen wurde diese aber kaum fortlaufendes Thema einer
Diskussion. In 23 der 70 von Wittgenstein verfassten
Briefe ist von Musik die Rede, in vier davon gibt es
AuRerungen zu musikasthetischen Fragen: Ich werde zwei
davon als Startrampe verwenden, namlich die Briefe 36
und 45.

Zunéchst zitiere ich aus dem Brief 36 (zw. 21.01. u.
28.02.1930): ,Neulich war ich in einem Konzert & horte die
Klarinetten Quintette von Mozart & Brahms skandal6s auf-
gefiihrt. Sie haben besser geklungen wie wir sie miteinan-
der spielten! Wirklich! Wir haben uns doch die grof3te
Muhe gegeben & und sie richtig gemeint.“ (Alber 2000, 32)

Mich lasst hier die Begriindung aufhorchen, die Wittgen-
stein fur das bessere Klangergebnis der eigenen Auffuh-
rung gibt. Der erste Teil davon ist sicherlich im Hinblick auf
den ernsthaften Menschen verstandlich, der héchste An-
spriche an sich und andere stellte und Nachlassigkeit
nicht tolerierte. Der zweite Teil berthrt eine prominente
Problematik Wittgensteins: das Meinen, also die Frage
nach den Bedeutungen von Ausdriicken.

Ich méchte noch einen Moment bei der Hervorhebung
dieses ,gemeint‘ verweilen. Wie wéare es, wenn Wittgen-
stein in dem betreffenden Satz statt des ,gemeint* das
Jrichtig” unterstrichen hatte? Dann hatte man es mit dem
Streit um die angemessene Interpretation, um die mehr
oder weniger richtigen Alternativen, ein Stiick zu ,meinen”
zu tun. Dieser Streit ist jedoch nicht derjenige, auf den
Wittgenstein an dieser Stelle offenbar hinauswill. Ich
denke, es geht ihm eher darum, ein Musikstiick Uberhaupt
zu meinen oder nicht zu meinen. Er behauptet, beim
Musizieren mit Koder seien die Sticke ,richtig gemeint”
worden, wahrend sie bei jener kritisierten Auffuhrung zwar
gespielt, aber eben nicht richtig gemeint worden seien.

Wenn also gemeinte Stlicke besser klingen — worin
genau liegt dann der klangliche Unterschied zwischen
einem gemeinten und einem nicht gemeinten Stiick? Der
Brief 36 gibt darliber keine genauere Auskunft. Der Ubrige
Briefwechsel weist aber kontinuierlich darauf hin, in
welcher Richtung der Unterschied zu suchen sei: Im Brief
92 schreibt Wittgenstein begeistert vom Klavierspiel seiner
Schwester Helene, die Labor ,mit unglaublichem Aus-
druck” spiele (Alber 2000, 69) und im Brief 118, dass er
Koder glaube, wenn dieser schreibe, seine Schwester
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spiele ,Mozart mit schonem Ausdruck” (Alber 2000, 86).
Diese Stellen heben den Ausdruck als qualitatives
Merkmal hervor — manche Stellen werden darin auch
spezifischer: Die schlechte Qualitat einer Auffihrung von
Bruckners 7. Symphonie wird im Brief 111 unter anderem
dadurch begriindet, dass die brucknerspezifische ,Suf3e"
gefehlt hatte (Alber 2000, 81f.).

Diese und weitere Stellen in Wittgensteins Briefen
weisen auf die aul3erordentlich wichtige Rolle hin, welche
dem Ausdruck fur die Qualitat einer Auffihrung zukommt.
Dies spricht dafur, dass auch die Bewertung der Klarinet-
ten-Quintette im Brief 36 maRgeblich mit dem Ausdruck zu
tun hat, dass also die kritisierte Auffuhrung nicht einen
solchen Ausdruck aufwies, wie ihn Wittgenstein und Koder
beim Spielen derselben Stiicke erzielt hatten. Wenn ich
diese Mdoglichkeit ein Stick weiterfihre, dann lie3e sich
Wittgensteins Erklarung als Antwort auf die Frage nach
dem klanglichen Unterschied von gemeinten und nicht
gemeinten Sticken folgendermaen paraphrasieren:
Damals, als wir die Klarinetten-Quintette spielten, haben
wir sie richtig gemeint und uns die gréRte Miihe gegeben
und deshalb haben wir einen solchen Ausdruck hervorge-
bracht und die Stiicke haben besser geklungen als bei der
besagten ,skandaldsen” Auffiihrung.

Wenn auch eine enge Verwobenheit von Meinen,
Ausdruck und der Qualitdét musikalischer Auffihrungen
angenommen werden kann, so bleiben die naheren
Verhéltnisse dieser im Sinne einer Theorie des Meinens
und Verstehens von Musik weitgehend unbestimmt.
Deshalb, gewissermafen um das Bild zu schéarfen, wende
ich mich nun folgender Stelle im Brief 45 (zw. 25.10. u.
14.11.1930) zu: ,Die einzige Mdoglichkeit ein Musikstick
kennen zu lernen ist doch die: Du spielst es & merkst
dabei deutlich, daR Du die & die Stellen noch ohne
Versténdnis spielst. Du kannst nun entweder auf diese
Stimme (in Deinem Inneren) nicht weiter hinhorchen & das
Stiick verstandnislos wie friher spielen, oder Du horchst
auf die Stimme, dann wirst Du getrieben, die betreffende
Stelle wieder & wieder zu spielen & quasi zu untersuchen.
Je weniger trédge Du bist desto weiter wird das gehen, d.h.
desto mehr Stellen werden Dir als noch nicht wirklich
gefuhlt aufgehen.” (Alber 2000, 37f.)

Ohne Umschweife méchte ich der Erklarung fur dieses
.dabei deutlich merken, dass" Gehor verschaffen. Wittgen-
stein schreibt, man vernehme eine ,Stimme (in deinem
Inneren)“, auf die man ,weiter hinhorchen“ kdnne oder
nicht. Es soll sich also um etwas handeln, das im Inneren
beim Spielen oder Héren von Musik vernommen wird und
das beachtet oder ignoriert werden kann. Diese Be-
schreibung lasst eine Art Zwiegesprach von Innerem und
AuRerem vermuten, ein gegenseitiges Durchwirken von
musikalischen Kléangen und Lauten der inneren Stimme.
Wenn man sich entschliel3e der Stimme zu lauschen, dann
nehme man die Rolle eines Folgenden ein. Dann werde
man durch die Stimme ,getrieben”, die betreffende noch
unverstandliche Stelle ,wieder & wieder zu spielen & quasi
zu untersuchen“. Durch die Wiederholung noch unver-
standlicher Stellen werde aber die innere Stimme nicht
endlich zum Schweigen gebracht, sondern vielmehr er-
muntert und bekomme Gesellschaft durch einen an-
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wachsenden Chor von anschwellenden neuen Stimmen,
welches dazu fiihre — davon ist Wittgenstein Gberzeugt —
dass man sich immer besser in sich auskenne. Der Brief
45 kann helfen, einen zusatzlichen Faden zwischen den
beiden Komponenten von Wittgensteins Erklarung fiir ein
besseres Klingen der Klarinetten-Quintette in Brief 36 zu
spinnen: Es wird nicht einerseits ,sich die gréte Mihe
gegeben* und andererseits ,richtig gemeint‘, was man
spielt, sondern es bedeutet vielmehr auch die groRte
Muhe, das eigene Verstandnis so zu entwickeln, dass man
Uberhaupt in der Lage ist, ein Stiick richtig zu meinen — es
fordert gewissermafen Arbeit am Sinn.

Der weitere Verlauf der Passage ist nicht mehr eindeutig
musikbezogen, sondern fugt sich tendenziell in den wei-
teren lebenspraktischen Kontext des Briefes ein, der die
Wichtigkeit des Handelns gegeniiber dem Nachdenken
herausstellt. Bezogen auf das Musikverstehen heif3t das,
den ublichen Handlungsrahmen zu unterbrechen (die bis-
herige Spielpraxis) und die Tatigkeit auf blinde Flecken
des Verstandnisses zu konzentrieren. Wittgenstein gibt
hier den Ratschlag, im Praktischen weiterzugehen, also
eine Sache zu tun oder zu unterlassen und dort werde
man zu groBerer Klarheit (Uber sich) gelangen. Diese
pragmatische Wendung ist bekanntermaRen eine ent-
scheidende in Wittgensteins Philosophie — mich interes-
siert hier die Erklarung des Impulses zu diesem Schritt im
Kontext des Musikverstehens, denn diese gehdrt zu jenen
der frihen Briefe, die aus der Perspektive wittgenstein-
scher Spatphilosophie problematisch erscheinen kénnen.

Jemandem gegentiber, der die Erklarung von Handlun-
gen durch eine ,innere Stimme" fur theoretisch vertretbar
hielte, fielen einem Wittgenstein-Leser wahrscheinlich drei
Hauptstrategien ein, um einer solchen Erklarung kritisch zu
begegnen: Erstens kdnnte man auf provokativ wortwort-
liche Art und Weise nach dieser Stimme fragen — z.B. ob
sie mannlich oder weiblich sei, welche Tonlage, ob sie
Dialekt rede oder etwaige Sprachfehler hatte... also poin-
tiert gefragt: Konnen wir ein ,Erlebnis der inneren Stimme*
aufweisen? Zweitens konnte man skeptisch nachfragen,
wie der Betreffende denn wisste, ob er jeweils der inneren
Stimme richtig gefolgt sei — hier wiederholt sich das Regel-
oder Deutungsparadox: Meine Entscheidung falle ich
allerdings nach Wittgenstein in Brief 45 nicht dartber wie,
sondern ob ich folgen will. Drittens kdnnte man die
vermeintliche Selbstverstandlichkeit des Zusammenhan-
ges zwischen jener inneren Stimme und den Handlungen
befragen, zu denen sich der Betreffende getrieben fihit.
Selbst wenn mit bestimmten Handlungen das ,Erlebnis
einer inneren Stimme" regelméaRig einher ginge, ist noch
kein Zusammenhang aufgewiesen — genauso gut kénnte
es sich um eine Begleiterscheinung handeln (vgl. PU 156-
178 zum ,Erlebnis des Einflusses").

Interessant ist aber die undogmatische Art, mit der in
den PU 232 und 233 die Rede von der inneren Stimme
behandelt wird. Hier beschreibt Wittgenstein eine Technik
der Inspiration, bei der eine Art des Hinhorchens (derselbe
Ausdruck wie in Brief 45), eine Rezeptivitat erlernt wird —
allerdings wird das Ergebnis vom Regelfolgen explizit
unterschieden. Die Technik, einer inneren Stimme folgend
eine Linie zu zeichnen, kann ich lehren, aber nicht der
Linie so zu folgen wie ich. Dass der Schiller nicht die
gleichen Ergebnisse produziert wie ich, ist konstitutiv fir
dieses besondere Spiel der Inspiration. Wittgenstein hat
dort auch noch angemerkt, dass es sich nicht um seine
personlichen Erfahrungsberichte handle, sondern um
grammatische Anmerkungen. Unbesehen eines Aufweises
in der Erfahrung hat die Rede von der inneren Stimme im
Spiel der Inspiration also eine sinnvolle Verwendung. Und
so lieR3e es sich auch vorstellen, dass Wittgenstein im Brief

45 die Erklérung der inneren Stimme als Teil dieses Spiels
verwendete und nicht etwa sie zur Grundlage einer
Theorie des Musikverstehens zu machen beabsichtigte.

Ich méchte abschlieBend einer Auffassung nachgehen,
nach welcher die wittgensteinschen Argumentationslinien
die folgenden Mdglichkeiten nicht ausschlieen: 1. Dass
wir Erlebnisse haben, 2. dass mit Ublichen Ausdrucksver-
wendungen regelmafRig bestimmte Erlebnisse einher
gehen und 3. dass diese eine gewisse Relevanz haben.
Diese Mdglichkeit ist u.a. von Klaus Puhl in ,Subjekt und
Kdrper* beschrieben worden (Puhl 1999, 122). Er gibt dort
im Rahmen der Behandlung von Wittgensteins Subjekt-
kritik einen Kommentar zu Wittgensteins Uberlegungen zu
intentionalen Einstellungen in PU 337, wo es heil3t: ,Die
Absicht ist eingebettet in der Situation, den menschlichen
Gepflogenheiten und Institutionen. Gabe es nicht die
Technik des Schachspiels, so kénnte ich nicht beabsichti-
gen, eine Schachpartie zu spielen.* Puhl interpretiert
dieses im Rahmen einer nicht-platonistischen Erlauterung
von intentionalen Einstellungen, die in ein wie es bei Puhl
hei3t ,normativ-soziales Begriffs- und Handlungsgewebe
von erfolgreicher, versuchter oder vereitelter Ausfiihrung
oder Erflullung eingebettet” sind. Im Rahmen solcher
Institutionen — so Puhl in Abgrenzung zur Position Crispin
Wrights — sprache nichts gegen die Relevanz von
Stimmungslagen und psychischen Begleitvorgangen fir
eine bestimmte Absicht. Ich kann demnach mit Wittgen-
stein eine Situation so beschreiben: Eine bestimmte
Stimmungslage ist relevant fir meine Absicht, ein
bestimmtes Musikstick zu spielen und beim Spielen
dieses Musikstiicks habe ich regelmaflig bestimmte
Erlebnisse, die wiederum fur meine Absicht, das Stick zu
spielen, relevant sein kdnnen.

Kdénnen dann Stimmungen oder Erlebnisse auch dafir
relevant sein, etwas auf eine bestimmte Art und Weise zu
tun? Ich meine dieses bejahen zu kodnnen, denn es gibt
Institutionen dafir, wie man etwas tut — man denke an das
Uberaus komplexe Feld des menschlichen Umgangs.
Vielleicht ist das ob und wie hier nur ein Unterschied der
Beschreibung. Wenn also die Art und Weise etwas zu tun,
mit Stimmungen zusammenh&ngen kann, dann koénnte
man etwa fir das Beispiel des Musizierens sagen, dass
Stimmungen oder seelische Zustande dafir relevant sein
koénnen, auf bestimmte Art und Weise zu musizieren.

Das heil3t natirlich nicht, dass der Ausdruck, mit dem
ich ein bestimmtes Stiick spiele, durch meine Erlebnisse
erzeugt oder determiniert wirde und ich Ubersetze auch
nicht meine Erlebnisse in Musik. Aber mit diesem
Ausdruck kénnen regelmafig bestimmte Stimmungen oder
psychische Begleitvorgange einher gehen und diese
kénnen auch z.B. fur eine intentionale Einstellung relevant
werden. Diese Moglichkeiten ergeben sich fur solche
Erlebnisse oder Stimmungen, welche in Institutionen
eingebettet sind.

Was also die Verwobenheit von Meinen, Verstehen und
Ausdruck des Stlickes angeht, ergibt sich aus Wittgen-
steins Spéatphilosophie meiner Einschatzung nach keine
Notwendigkeit, die Formulierungen der frihen Briefe zu
korrigieren. Auch die Rede von der inneren Stimme muss
keineswegs als fehlerhafte Auffassung einer verworfenen
Theorie abgelehnt werden, sondern behalt ihre sinnvolle
Verwendung im Rahmen einer bestimmten kulturellen
Praxis des Musikverstehens.

Allerdings geht es im Brief 45 um eine andere Tatigkeit,
als diejenige, die Wittgenstein im Zusammenhang mit der
Technik der Inspiration in PU 232 erwahnt, namlich das
Unterbrechen einer Gewohnheit durch eine rezeptive
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Einstellung. Hier hat man es nicht mit einem jener
abnormen Falle zu tun, bei denen wir innehalten, weil wir
nicht wissen, wie wir fortfahren sollen. Es handelt sich
vielmehr um ein Innehalten in einem Handlungsablauf, den
wir weiterflhren kdnnten — wir wissen, wie wir fortzufahren
haben und trotzdem halten wir inne.

Dieses alles wirft vielleicht ein verédndertes Licht auf
Wittgensteins vermeintlichen musikalischen Konservatis-
mus, denn mit der praktischen Ausibung dieses unter-
brechenden Spiels entpuppt sich das vermeintlich gemut-
lich Altbekannte als noch weithin unverstanden und als
fordernder Anlass der naheren Auseinandersetzung.

Ich bin der Uberzeugung, — und dieses ist das Thema
meiner Dissertation — dass diese und andere Facetten
einer sprachphilosophisch-musikésthetischen Konfronta-
tion besonders dort aufRert fruchtbar sind, wo die neue
Musik des 20. Jahrhunderts die Institutionen uberschreitet,
wo sie die Interpreten und Hérer einer manchmal nahezu
radikalen Verstandnislosigkeit und der Forderung nach
einer bisweilen unabsehbaren Arbeit am Sinn aussetzt.
Vielen Dank fur ihre Aufmerksamkeit.

102

Literatur

Alber, Martin (eds.) 2000 Wittgenstein und die Musik. Ludwig
Wittgenstein — Rudolf Koder: Briefwechsel (Brenner-Studien Band
XVII), Innsbruck: Haymon.

Puhl, Klaus 1999 Subjekt und Kérper. Untersuchungen zur Sub-
jektkritik bei Wittgenstein und zur Theorie der Subjektivitat, Pader-
born: Mentis.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1984 Philosophische Untersuchungen, in:
Ders. Werkausgabe Band 1, Frankfurt/M.: Suhrkamp.



Eingebildete Empfindungen:

Wittgensteins Analyse eines philosophischen ,Triebes’

Eugen Fischer, Minchen, Deutschland

1. Philosophische , Triebe“

~Wenn wir philosophieren, méchten wir Geflhle hypos-
tasieren [d.h. annehmen], wo keine sind“ (PU 598). Unter
anderem diese Neigung, Bewusstseinsvorgange anzu-
nehmen, wo sich keine ereignen, charakterisiert Wittgen-
stein mit einem Vergleich:

.Wie dem Deutschen, der gut Englisch spricht, Germa-
nismen unterlaufen, obgleich er nicht erst den deutschen
Ausdruck bildet und ihn dann ins Englische Ubersetzt;
wie er also Englisch spricht, als Ubersetzte er, ,unbe-
wult’, aus dem Deutschen, so denken wir oft, als lage
unserem Denken ein Denkschema zu Grunde; als Uber-
setzten wir aus einer primitiveren Denkweise in die
unsre* (PU 597).

Dass wir ,denken als ob unserem Denken ein Denksche-
ma zu Grunde lage*, heidt, dass wir systematisch Gedan-
kenspriinge machen, bei denen wir, ohne es zu merken,
Annahmen voraussetzen, die sich als verschiedene In-
stanzen immer des gleichen Schemas darstellen lassen.
Diese fur die ,primitivere Denkweise* charakteristischen
Annahmen sind typischerweise ebenso unbegrindet wie
die Schlussfolgerungen, zu denen sie uns fuhren. In der
Tat (und dies ist das entscheidende Merkmal solch schwer
zu kontrollierender Neigungen): Die unbemerkten Voraus-
setzungen kénnen Annahmen sein, die wir, etwa wenn wir
nicht philosophieren, implizit oder ausdriicklich ablehnen —
wie sich beim kompetenten Englischsprecher Konstrukti-
onen einschleichen kénnen, von denen er weil3, dass sie
deplaziert sind.

Eine solche Neigung ist die, Satzen, die bestimmte
Tatigkeitsworter enthalten, spontan Implikationen Uber
spezifische Bewusstseinsvorgdnge zuzuschreiben. Ein-
schlagige Verben sind etwa ,esen“, ,abschreiben®,
.abzeichnen“, von Wittgenstein eigenwillig unter dem
Oberbegriff Lesen zusammengefasst (PU 156a). Sie
haben situationsubergreifende Anwendungsbedingungen:
Fir die Austibung der entsprechenden Tatigkeiten gibt es
ein charakteristisches Verhalten, das man jedoch an den
Tag legen kann, ohne sie auszuiben. Ein ABC-Schitze
mag so tun, als lase er den vorher auswendig gelernten
Text vor: die Zeilen mit dem Finger nachfahren, etc. In
solchen Féllen, so Wittgenstein, treffen wir die Unter-
scheidung zwischen echtem und blof3 scheinbarem Lesen
(etc.) durch Bezug auf Verhalten in weiteren Situationen.
Relevant ist zum Beispiel, ob der Schuler den Text
hersagen kann, ohne ins Buch zu sehen, und ob er ihm
neue Texte von vergleichbarem Schwierigkeitsgrad lesen
kann (vgl. 157). Doch sobald sie abstrakt tber solche
Tatigkeiten nachdenken, finden viele es intuitiv plausibel
zu sagen, dass sich echte von blo3 scheinbaren Aus-
Ubungen durch einen bewussten oder sonstig inneren
Vorgang unterscheiden missen:

+Wir mochten nun freilich sagen: Was im gelibten Leser
und im Anfanger [der blo3 ,vorgibt’ zu lesen] vor sich
geht, wenn sie das Wort aussprechen, kann nicht das
Gleiche sein. Und wenn kein Unterschied in dem ware,
was ihnen gerade bewuft ist, so im unbewufRten Arbei-
ten ihres Geistes; oder auch im Gehirn* (PU 1569).

Diese Neigung ist besonders stark, wenn wir mit einer
abstrakten Frage im Hinterkopf an ganz bestimmte Falle
denken: Wenn wir an den mihsam buchstabierenden
Anfanger denken, der eine bewusste Anstrengung unter-
nimmt, und uns fragen, worin Lesen besteht (156e). Beim
Philosophieren haben wir dann die Tendenz, zunachst ge-
dankenlos von diesen Féallen zu verallgemeinern und cha-
rakteristische Bewusstseinserlebnisse auch da anzuneh-
men, wo keine sind — etwa im gelibten Leser, der sich
keine solchen Erlebnisse bewusst machen kann (165-8).
Sobald wir uns dies klar machen, springen wir zu dem
genauso ungerechtfertigten Schluss, dass es unbewusste
innere Vorgange geben muss, die echtes von schein-
barem Lesen unterscheiden — und glauben dies mit einer
Festigkeit, die erstaunen koénnte, da wir von solchen Vor-
gangen schlicht gar nichts wissen (159). Allgemein: Auf
Séatze, die Verben V mit situationsiibergreifenden Anwen-
dungsbedingungen enthalten, reagieren wir unter den
genannten Umstanden mit Gedankenspringen, die eine
Instanz eines charakteristischen Schemas voraussetzen:

Schemal: Genau dann wenn jemand tatsachlich V-,
ereignet sich ein innerer Vorgang (bewusst
oder unbewusst), durch den sich echtes von
bloR scheinbarem V-en unterscheidet.

Eine mogliche Motivation hierflr ist ein Missverstandnis
des ,Arbeitens unserer Sprache’: Beim abstrakten Nach-
denken kénnen wir die relevanten Umstande jenseits der
Handlungssituation aus den Augen verlieren und gedan-
kenlos meinen, die begriffliche Unterscheidung zwischen
wirklichem und blo3 scheinbarem Tun, das ja &uferlich
identisch sein kann, nur durch Bezug auf einen inneren
Vorgang ziehen zu kénnen. Wir meinen dann, die Regeln
der Handlungszuschreibung mussten auf solche Vorgéange
Bezug nehmen.

Falls die Neigung zu Gedankenspriingen so schwer zu
kontrollieren ist wie vom eingangs zitierten Vergleich
angezeigt, lasst sie sich durchaus treffend als ,Trieb"
charakterisieren. Falls diesem Trieb durch ein Missver-
standnis wie dem jetzt skizzierten Vorschub geleistet wird,
falls er etwa (zwischenzeitig) abnimmt, sobald wir uns an
die Details unserer Sprachpraxis erinnern, handelt es sich
um einen ,Trieb, das Arbeiten unserer Sprache mi3zu-
verstehen“: Jemand hat einen solchen Trieb genau dann,
wenn er unter bestimmten Umstanden

(i) geneigt ist, von Sétzen, die bestimmte Ausdriicke
enthalten, spontan zu unberechtigten Schlussfolge-
rungen zu springen, die aus diesen Séatzen nur
zusammen mit charakteristischen Annahmen (In-
stanzen des immer gleichen Schemas) folgen, wel-
che Voraussetzungen das Subjekt weder bemerkt
noch akzeptiert; und wenn

(ii) dieser Neigung von einem Missverstandnis der Ver-
wendungsregeln fur die betreffenden Ausdriicke
Vorschub geleistet wird.

Solche Triebe haben Folgen: Wenn wir den als Beispiel
erlauterten Trieb verspiren, neigen wir dazu, unser
Innenleben mit imaginaren Vorgangen und Empfindungen
zu bevolkern (Abschnitt 2). Und der Konflikt dieser
Einbildungen mit der Wirklichkeit, oder untereinander,
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kann den Eindruck von Problemen erzeugen, wo keine
sind (Abschnitt 3).

2. Eingebildete Empfindungen

In seiner Untersuchung des ,Lesens’ (PU 156-78) un-
tersucht Wittgenstein, wie jener verbreitete Trieb solche
Einbildungen erzeugt — and zwar bei ihm selber. Er
charakterisiert seine Untersuchungen als philosophische
Meditation, als Selbstgesprach: ,lch schreibe beinahe
immer Selbstgesprache mit mir selbst. Sachen, die ich mir
unter vier Augen sage“ (CV 88). Wenn die Formulierung
.Selbstgesprache mit mir selbst* kein Pleonasmus ist,
besagt sie, dass die Bemerkungen nicht bloR die Form
eines Selbstgespraches (mit einem fiktiven Protagonisten)
haben, sondern wiedergeben, was der Autor sich tatsach-
lich selber sagte — wie der Nachsatz dann unmissver-
standlich feststellt. In vielen dieser Selbstgespréache setzt
sich Wittgenstein mit dem auseinander, was er selber ,zu
sagen geneigt® oder ,versucht* ist, mit Ideen, die ihn
intuitiv anziehen, auch wenn er sie bei nidherer Uberlegung
als Unsinn ablehnt: ,Scheue Dich ja nicht davor, Unsinn zu
reden! Nur muf3t Du auf Deinen Unsinn lauschen” (CV 64)
— um die eigenen Neigungen zu gedankenlosen, und
daher nur allzu oft unbemerkten, Gedankenspriingen
Jhinauszuhdren’, zu entlarven und zu beseitigen. (Fischer
2004 argumentiert detailliert fur diese bislang nicht
ernsthaft in Betracht gezogene These.)

Zu dem ,Unsinn’, auf den er Jlauscht’, gehdren verschie-
dene Variationen der eben erlduterten Idee, die Wittgen-
stein alle mit den Worten ,Ich mdchte sagen:“ einleitet (PU
169c2, 173b11, 174a3, 176a4): dass wir beim Lesen,
Abschreiben und Kopieren charakteristische Erlebnisse
oder Empfindungen haben, die echtes von scheinbarem
Tun unterscheiden. Um diese Ideen als ,Fiktion* (166a2)
bzw. Einbildungen (170c1) zu entlarven, die auf spon-
tanen, aber ungerechtfertigten Gedankenspriingen beru-
hen, macht er eine Reihe von ,Versuch[en]* (169c7): Er
fuhrt die genannten Tatigkeiten aus (Lesen: 169, Abschrei-
ben: 173b8-13, Abzeichnen: 175), mit der Frage im Hinter-
kopf, was dabei geschieht (170b1). Dann registriert er, was
er danach Uber dabei auftretende Empfindungen spontan
zu sagen geneigt ist, und prift dessen Berechtigung,
indem er sich schlieBlich vergegenwartigt, woran er sich
tatsachlich erinnern kann.

So mochte er etwa spontan sagen, dass er beim Ab-
zeichnen den Einfluss der Vorlage auf seine Bewegungen
empfunden hat: ,Ich habe, wenn ich nachtraglich an das
Erlebnis denke, das Gefihl, da das Wesentliche an ihm
ein ,Erlebnis eines Einflusses’, einer Verbindung, ist — im
Gegensatz zu irgendeiner bloRBen Gleichzeitigkeit von
Phanomenen* (176al). Doch dieser Eindruck ist nicht
gerechtfertigt: ,Ich kann, sozusagen, nicht glauben, dafl3
ich blo3 hingeschaut, dieses Gesicht gemacht, den Strich
gezogen habe. — Aber erinnere ich mich denn an etwas
anderes? Nein“ (175b4-5; vgl. 176a2). Eine bestimmte
Formulierung 16st den Gedankensprung aus: ,,Denn ich
bin doch gefiihrt worden*, sage ich mir. — Dann erst tritt die
Idee jenes atherischen, ungreifbaren Einflusses auf”
(175b7-8). Vorausgesetzt wird eine Instanz von Schema I:

(1) Ich habe die Figur wirklich abgezeichnet, bin von
ihr gefuhrt worden.

(I) Genau dann wenn jemand wirklich etwas abzeich-
net, hat er eine Empfindung der Beeinflussung,
durch die sich echtes Abzeichnen von blo3 zuféal-
liger Reproduktion unterscheidet.

(2) Ich habe das Erlebnis eines Einflusses (des Ge-
fuhrtwerdens, vgl. 172) gehabt.
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Seine vorigen ,Versuche’ zeitigten analoge Gedanken-
springe zum Lesen und Abschreiben, in Reaktion auf
andere Ausldser, die Wittgenstein identifiziert (z.B. 170al):
Er ist systematisch geneigt, von Satzen wie (1), die
Handlungsverben mit situationsiibergreifenden Anwen-
dungsbedingungen enthalten, spontan zu ungerecht-
fertigten Schlussfolgerungen zu springen, die bei
Voraussetzung von Instanzen des Schemas | folgen —
Annahmen, die er bereits abgelehnt hat (157, 159-60).

Dieser schwer zu kontrollierende Neigung wird vom
bereits erlauterten Missverstandnis Vorschub geleistet. So
schwindet sie etwa, sobald Wittgenstein sich vergegen-
wartigt, in welchen Sinne er durchaus von der Vorlage
,gefihrt wurde’: Er zog den zweiten Strich genau parallel
zu ihr, nicht beliebig, und hatte durch Verweis auf die
abzuzeichnende Vorlage begrindet, warum er die zweite
Figur so und nicht anders zeichnete (vgl. 177a3, 169b5-6).
Derlei macht den Unterschied zwischen echtem Ab-
zeichnen, bei dem man sich von der Vorlage fuhren l&asst,
und ihrer bloRR zufélligen Reproduktion. Wittgenstein ist
geneigt, Dinge wie (2) zu sagen, sobald er dies vergisst.
Auch er leidet am verbreiteten ,Trieb, das Arbeiten unserer
Sprache mi3zuverstehen’, den wir eingangs spezifizierten.
Jedenfalls scheint er etliche solcher Triebe in sich selber
festzustellen: ,Der Philosoph ist der, der in sich [!] viele
Krankheiten des Verstandes heilen muf3“ (CV 50).

3. Scheinprobleme

Jener Trieb erzeugt Einbildungen. Deren Konflikt mit der
Wirklichkeit erzeugt den Eindruck eines Problems:
Wittgenstein ist zu sagen geneigt, er habe beim Abzeich-
nen das ,Erlebnis eines Einflusses’ gehabt. ,Zugleich aber
mdchte ich kein erlebtes Phanomen [das ich erinnere]
LErlebnis des Einflusses" nennen“ (PU 176a2). So
erscheint ihm dieses Erlebnis als ,atherisch, ungreifbar*
(175b8). Wer nicht nur die Neigung dazu verspirt, sondern
tatsachlich annimmt, dass ein Bewusstseinsvorgang fur
eine Tatigkeit wesentlich ist, sich aber bei ihrer Ausiibung
keines solchen Vorganges bewusst werden kann, steht vor
der Aufgabe, zu erklaren, wie es sein kann, dass er sich
der von ihm angenommenen Vorgénge nicht bewusst zu
werden vermag. Dies ist ein Vereinbarungsproblem: das
Problem, philosophische Annahmen zu vereinbaren mit
Tatsachen oder weiteren Annahmen, die man anerkennt.

Ein Problem dieser Art entwickelt Wittgenstein unmittel-
bar vor dem Exkurs zum ,Lesen’. Es betrifft das plotzliche
Verstehen einer Zahlenreihe. Auch hierfir ist Verhalten
charakteristisch, das mit blo3 scheinbarem V-en vereinbar
ist: Die Fortsetzung der Reihe kann glicklich geraten
werden, etc. So unterlaufen Wittgenstein hier die charak-
teristischen Gedankenspriinge, die er allerdings, anders
als bei seinen absichtlichen ,Versuchen’, zun&chst
zwingend findet und tatséchlich mitmacht: Obwohl er
ausdrucklich Verstehen mit einer Fahigkeit gleichsetzt
(151b4), reagiert er auf die Frage ,Was ist es, was hier
[beim plétzlichen Eintritt des Verstehens] eintritt?* (151b5)
nicht etwa mit einer informativen Beschreibung der
Fahigkeit, die hier laut ausdrucklicher Annahme eintritt,
sondern (i) interpretiert die Frage als die nach einem
Ereignis: ,Was geschah da?“ (151b7), die er umgehend
mit der Anfiihrung der verschiedenen Ereignisse beant-
wortet, derer wir uns in dieser Situation bisweilen bewusst
werden (151b8ff.). Aus der Beobachtung, dass von jedem
dieser Bewusstseinsereignisse denkbar ist, dass es sich
ereignet, ohne dass das Subjekt versteht (152b), schlief3t
Wittgenstein sofort (ii), dass der seelische Vorgang des
Verstehens ,sich ... hinter jenen grébern und uns daher ins
Auge fallenden Begleiterscheinungen versteckt’, und
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versucht, ihn ,zu erfassen“, was nicht gelingt (153al-2):
Der Vorgang ist genau so ungreifbar, wie das Erlebnis des
Einflusses beim Abzeichnen. Schritte (i) und (ii) setzen
eine Instanz von Schema | voraus:

(I) Wenn jemand plétzlich versteht, ereignet sich ein
Bewusstseinsvorgang, der es undenkbar macht,
daf er nicht versteht.

Die Schlussfolgerung, dass (3) dieser seelische Vorgang
+Sich versteckt”, widerspricht dann der Beobachtung, dass
Jch doch sagte ,Jetzt verstehe ich“, weil ich verstand”
(153a5), offensichtlich unter &hnlicher Voraussetzung
interpretiert als: (4) ,Ich sagte ,Jetzt verstehe ich’, weil ich
mir eines solchen Vorgangs bewusst wurde.” Dies ist
Wittgensteins ,Wirrwarr* (153a7): das Problem, die
Schlussfolgerung (3) mit der ebenso wilden ,Beobachtung’
(4) zu vereinbaren.

Entgegen dem ersten Anschein sind Vereinbarungs-
probleme wie dieses in der Philosophie durchaus
verbreitet. So sprangen etwa neuere Sprachphilosophen
(Davies 1987, mit den relevanten Literaturverweisen) mit
analogen Gedankenspriingen (Fischer 2005, Kap.8) zu
der ungerechtfertigten Annahme, dass das Verstehen
neuer Satze auf der Ableitung ihrer Wahrheitsbedingungen
beruhen miisse, und hatten diese Annahme mit der
Beobachtung zu vereinbaren, dass sich kompetente
Sprecher keines solchen Ableitungsprozesses bewusst
sind. Die Antwort auf dieses Problem war eine philoso-
phische Theorie: Die Theorie stillschweigenden seman-
tischen Wissens, die es ermdglichen sollte, Sprechern
unbewusste Ableitungsprozesse zuzuschreiben — von
denen die ,Theoretiker’ freilich nichts wussten. |hre Theorie
ist mithin weniger science als fiction. Ein anderer Defekt ist
noch fundamentaler: Wo zumindest eine der zu verein-
barenden Annahmen vollkommen ungerechtfertigt ist, ist
es von vornherein Uberflissig zu erklaren, wie dies
Hirngespinst mit ihm anscheinend widersprechenden
Tatsachen vereinbart werden kann — wenn nicht gar (wie
im Problem von PU 153) mit einem weiteren Hirngespinst.
Solchen Scheinproblemen gilt Wittgensteins alternativer
therapeutischer’ Ansatz.

4. Wittgensteins ,therapeutische Wende’

Ausgangspunkt seiner therapeutischen Wende’ ist die
Distanzierung von seinen philosophischen, nicht rein
sprachlichen, Intuitionen (wie sie PU 112a2-3 charakteri-
siert): Statt sie wie andere Philosophen fraglos zu
,honorieren’, also mit ihnen widersprechenden Beobach-
tungen vereinbaren zu wollen, betrachtet er seine
Neigungen, dies oder das zu sagen und spontan plausibel
zu finden, zunachst bloR als das: als Neigungen oder
Versuchungen. ,Was wir in so einem Fall ,zu sagen
versucht sind’, ist natirlich nicht Philosophie; sondern es
ist ihr Rohmaterial. Was also ein Mathematiker, z.B., Gber
Objektivitat und Realitat der mathematischen Tatsachen
[oder ein Sprachphilosoph Uber Verstehensvorgange] zu
sagen geneigt ist, ist nicht eine Philosophie der Mathe-
matik [oder der Sprache], sondern etwas, was Philosophie
zu behandeln hatte (PU 254a4-5).

Diese Distanzierung von den eigenen Intuitionen ermég-
licht ihm die Diagnose von Vereinbarungsproblemen, die
in diesem Aufsatz an einem Beispiel entwickelt wurde:
Was wir hier mit — im besten Falle — den Tatsachen
vereinbaren wollen, sind Einbildungen, erzeugt von
Trieben, das Arbeiten unserer Sprache mitzuverstehen. In
gewissen Sinne gibt es hier kein Sachproblem, sondern
nur ein ,personliches’ Problem des Philosophen: seine

Hirngespinste und die beunruhigende Verwirrung, die sie
hervorrufen. ,Die Probleme, die durch ein MiRdeuten
unserer Sprachformen entstehen ... sind tiefe Beunruhi-
gungen“ (PU 111, meine Hervorhebung). Diese ,person-
lichen’ sind die ,philosophischen Probleme [die] vollkom-
men verschwinden sollen* (PU 133b2).

Diese Problemauffassung motiviert neuartige Ziele und
Methoden. ,Was Philosophie zu behandeln hatte’, namlich
zu kurieren, sind jene Beunruhigungen: ,Friede in den
Gedanken. Das ist das ersehnte Ziel dessen, der
philosophiert* — und zumindest Wittgensteins (CV 50). Um
es zu erreichen, ,behandelt’ er das ,Rohmaterial’ seiner
Intuitionen ganz anders als andere Philosophen: Er
arbeitet es nicht zu einer ,Theorie’ aus, die Widerspriiche
auszurdumen verspricht, sondern will sich von diesen
intuitiv packenden ,Einbildungen’ befreien, indem er den
mit einer ,Krankheit des Verstandes" (CV 50) vergleichba-
ren Trieb zum Missverstandnis beseitigt, der sie erzeugt
und so ungerechtfertigte, aber beunruhigende Fragen (wie
PU 153a4-6) aufwirft: ,Der Philosoph behandelt eine
Frage; wie eine Krankheit* (PU 255).

Hierzu ,gibt es [verschiedene] Methoden, gleichsam
verschiedene Therapien“ (PU 133d). Eine setzt Wittgen-
stein zur Beseitigung des Wirrwarrs von PU 153 in der
Untersuchung des ,Lesens’ ein: Durch die ,Versuche’, in
denen er sich bewusst die Freiheit lasst, ,Unsinn zu reden”
(CV 64), den er leicht durchschauen kann, verschafft er
sich Einsicht in die Natur seines Denkens: wird er sich
seiner systematischen Neigung zu spontanen und
ungerechtfertigten Gedankenspriingen bewusst. Diese
Einsicht ist ein wirksames Mittel kognitiver Therapie: Sie
schwécht diese Neigung und ermdglicht es dem Subjekt,
auch Annahmen, die es zunachst zwingend findet, als das
Produkt ungerechtfertigter Spriinge anzuerkennen und
gegenlaufige Evidenz angemessen zu wirdigen (Beck
1995). Dementsprechend ist die Untersuchung des
,Lesens’ eingeschoben zwischen der Erwdhnung des
Gedankensprungs, auf dem das Wirrwarr beruht (in PU
154) und der Wagung der sprachlichen Tatsachen, die ihm
widersprechen (in PU 179). Wittgensteins revolutionéare
therapeutische’ Ziele und Methoden erschlieRen sich so
aus der genauen Analyse seiner Probleme als dem
Produkt von Trieben zum Missverstandnis, die er (auch) in
sich selber entdeckte.
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Identifying, Discriminating or Picking Out an Object:
Some Distinctions Neglected in the Strawsonian Tradition

Martin Francisco Fricke, Coyoacan, México

In Individuals Peter Strawson talks about identifying,
discriminating and picking out particular objects. The most
general term he uses is clearly that of identifying a
particular. Discriminating and picking out count as ways of
identifying. In this paper, | shall argue that picking out a
particular is not necessarily a way of discriminating it and
generally not a way of identifying it in a strict sense.
Similarly, discriminating a particular is not necessarily a
way of identifying it in a strict sense. Since Strawson
regards discrimination and picking out as basic ways of
identification his terminology is flawed.

Strawson introduces his notion of particular identification
with reference to a situation in which two people are
talking about a particular. In such a situation there is a
hearer's sense of identification and a speaker's sense of
identification:

Very often, when two people are talking, one of them,
the speaker, refers to or mentions some particular or
other. Very often, the other, the hearer, knows what, or
which, particular the speaker is talking about; but
sometimes he does not. | shall express this alternative
by saying that the hearer either is, or is not, able to
identify the particular referred to by the speaker. [...]
When a speaker uses such an expression [a proper
name, some pronouns, some descriptive phrases
beginning with the definite article and expressions
compounded of these] to refer to a particular, | shall say
that he makes an identifying reference to a particular.
[...] [W]hen a speaker makes an identifying reference to
a particular, and his hearer does, on the strength of it,
identify the particular referred to, then, | shall say, the
speaker not only makes an identifying reference to, but
also identifies that particular. So we have a hearer's
sense, and a speaker’s sense, of ‘identify’. (Strawson
1959, 16f.)

The hearer identifies a particular referred to by the speaker
if he knows what or which particular the speaker is
referring to. The speaker identifies a particular if his
identifying reference results in a hearer’s identification.

Strawson calls the notion of identification as applied to
the situation of a communication “original” (Strawson 1959,
87). But he also recognises a more solitary type of
identification “in the sense of distinguishing one particular
from others in thought, or observation” (Strawson 1959,
87).

There is clearly a broad sense of “identify” according to
which to identify a particular means no more than to talk or
think about it rather than about some other particular. So it
means in some sense to isolate the object from all other
objects and to make it the focus of one’s attention.
However, | wish to note that there is also a more strict and
precise sense of identification which seems more
appropriate for philosophical discussions. According to this
notion of identification, to identify means to say of two
things that they are the same. And to say of two things that
they are the same means, in fact, to refer to one and the
same thing two times and to say that what is so referred to
is just one single object. If we adopt this sense of
identification then it makes no sense to say that someone
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identifies a particular. One cannot just identify one single
thing. Rather, to identify always means to identify one
thing with another thing, to say of the two that they are the
same.

We might think that Strawson uses the strict sense of
identification when he speaks of hearer’s identification. We
might say that a hearer identifies a particular referred to by
a speaker if he knows what or which particular is the one
that the speaker referred to. The speaker then knows of
two things that they are the same: The thing referred to by
the speaker is the same as the thing that he knows in
some other way (perhaps because he sees it). Strawson
himself suggests that hearer-identification “involves
thinking that something is the same: that the particular
copy | see in the speaker’s hand is the same particular as
that to which he is referring” (Strawson 1959, 32).

However, the case is not as clear and natural as Straw-
son suggests. Suppose a hearer understands the
reference a speaker makes with some expression. Can we
not simply say that in this case the hearer knows of some
particular that the speaker refers to it? If the hearer
understands the speaker’s reference, say, to “that tree”,
then he knows of that tree that the speaker is talking about
it. If this is the correct characterisation of the hearer’s
knowledge, or at least a characterisation which suffices to
describe the hearer's understanding of the speaker’s
reference, then the hearer does not have to identify any
two things. He does not have to know an identity proposi-
tion of the form “The tree that the speaker refers to = that
tree”. Rather, he just knows a simple predicate-ascription
of the form “That tree is referred to by the speaker”. So
even Strawson’s case of “hearer-identification” is not
necessarily a case of a strict identification.

When we consider solitary identification it becomes even
less natural to construe it as a case of strict identification.
Strawson suggests that such identification has the sense
of “distinguishing one particular from others in thought, or
observation” (Strawson 1959, 87). However, why should
distinguishing one particular from others involve thinking
(or knowing) of it that it is the same as some other
particular? It seems that distinguishing one particular from
others need not involve more than ascribing some
predicates to it that do not apply to any other particular. So
one distinguishes or discriminates — | shall use these two
terms synonymously — a particular O from others if one
knows that O is P, where “is P” is a predicate that applies
only to O and not to the particulars from which one
distinguishes O. Of course one could also construe the
distinguishing knowledge as knowledge of an identity
statement: O is (identical to) a particular that is P. (Cf.
Strawson 1959, 23.) But why should one want to do this?
Such a construal seems an entirely artificial and superflu-
ous complication of the phenomenon we wish to describe:
the distinguishing of a particular from others. There does
not seem to be any necessity to introduce the extra
element of an identity statement, except the wish to
comply with an inadequate terminology.

However, it might not only be superfluous to construe
the discriminating knowledge of a particular as knowledge
of identity propositions. It might also be incoherent in the
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context of Strawson’s investigation. Strawson describes
identification as necessary for understanding reference.
However, if this is the function of identification, then there
could be an incoherence in assuming that it involves
knowledge of identity statements. For in an identity
statement there are two distinct references to the same
entity. In order to understand the identity statement one
has to understand both references. Now, if understanding
reference to a particular object requires to know some
identity statement about it, then it seems that we have
produced a vicious regress. In order to understand that “a”
refers to a determinate particular | have to know that a is
the same as b. But in order to know that a is the same as b
| have to understand the reference that is made through
the use of the expression “b”. How can | understand this
reference? Well, if the theory is right, then | can only
understand it if | know some identity statement about b.
This would seem to mean that | have to know that b is the
same as c. And so on. The speaker says “That tree has
strange leaves”. Now the hearer can only understand the
speaker’s expression “that tree” if he knows some identity
statement about it in which the particular referred to by the
speaker is identified with some particular that the hearer
can distinguish from all other particulars. Such an identity
statement could be “The tree that the speaker refers to is
that tree”, where “that tree” is a tree perceived by the
hearer. But how does the hearer understand his own
expression “that tree”? It seems that in order to understand
it he should again know some identity statement about it in
which the particular that he is referring to is identified with
some particular that he can distinguish from all others. It is
obvious that the theory under consideration is incoherent.

Perhaps this incoherence is the reason why the tradition
of philosophical thought emanating from Strawson
generally uses the term “identification” in the broad sense,
where it does not involve knowing of two things that they
are the same. Most prominently, Gareth Evans, in his
Varieties of Reference, talks at length about different types
of identification (demonstrative identification, self-identifi-
cation and recognition-based identification), but never
suggests that they involve thinking of two things that they
are the same. Similar to Strawson, Evans regards
“identification” as necessary for understanding reference —
though primarily reference of one’s own thoughts, rather
than that of the expressions of other speakers. Evans
bases this idea on what he calls “Russell’s Principle”: the
claim that “a subject cannot make a judgement about
something unless he knows which object his judgement is
about” (Evans 1982, 90). This claim, in turn, is understood
as the requirement that the subject have “discriminating
knowledge: the subject must have a capacity to distinguish
the object of his judgement from all other things” (Evans
1982, 90). So here identification of an object means
discriminating or distinguishing it from all other things. One
can distinguish a thing from all others by finding some
individuating fact about it, something that is only true of it
and of no other thing. This means ascribing some
predicate to it, not identifying it with some other thing.

However, there is an analogous problem to the one
pointed out above. It is claimed that understanding
reference to an object O requires knowing that O is P,
where “is P” is a predicate that uniquely applies to O and
to no other thing. But knowing that O is P already seems to
require understanding the reference of “O”. How can we
understand what “O” means in “O is P”, if only the
predicate-ascription is what makes the reference of “O”
intelligible?

Evans’s theory is not vulnerable to this threat of incoher-
ence because in the central cases he describes the
capacity to distinguish an object from all others as a
practical capacity to locate the object in space and time,
not as some kind of propositional knowledge. For instance,
| am able and disposed to think, “I am in the Institute. The
computer is in front of me. So the computer is in the
Institute.” My understanding of the reference of “the
computer” does not consist in knowledge that my computer
is such-and-such. Rather, according to Evans, it consists
in being disposed to think in the way just described.

How does the notion of “picking an object out” relate to
the notions of “identification” and “discrimination”?
Strawson equates picking out with discriminating (cf.
Strawson 1959, 18). Furthermore, he seems to regard both
as instances of identification (cf. Strawson 1959, 19).
However, if picking an object out is an instance of
identification, this must be identification in the broad
sense. For picking an object out does not involve affirming
that two objects are one and the same. It seems to me
equally dubious to regard picking out an object as a way of
discriminating it. If | put my hand into a dark box full of
qualitatively identical screws and take one out, then | pick it
out, but | do not distinguish it from all others. It is true that the
picked screw is distinct from all others in that it is the picked
one. But this is a fact that the picker does not have to be
aware of in order to do the picking. If the picker notices, “This
screw is the one | have picked” then he distinguishes it from
all other screws. But it seems possible to do the picking
without having this knowledge.

Of course, Strawson does not talk of a mechanical picking
out where he uses this term. He has in mind a picking out “by
sight or hearing or touch” (Strawson 1959, 18). Some might
say that picking an object out by sight, for example, does
involve noticing something about the object that distinguishes
it from all others. In the Strawsonian tradition the claim would
be that sensibly picking an object out (i.e. by sight, hearing,
touch or some other sense) involves becoming aware of its
location in egocentric space. | see the bird above me. Its
location in egocentric space, in turn, is supposed to be what
distinguishes the object from all others. However, it is
possible to doubt these assertions. For example John
Campbell denies that, in the most basic case, | see the bird
above me. Rather, he suggests, | just see it “above” or “to the
left” or “in front” etc. (cf. Campbell 1994, 119). If this idea is
correct, then it is not so clear that picking an object out with
our senses involves recognising something about it that
distinguishes it from all others. The object can be distin-
guished by the fact that it is the picked one, the one that my
attention focuses on. But this is not necessarily a fact that |
am aware of just because | am the one who is picking the
object out. It follows that picking an object out with the help of
the senses has to be distinguished from discriminating an
object. If picking out, in turn, should be a sufficient base for
understanding reference, as Strawson suggests, then
Russell's Principle, as interpreted by Evans, would be
undermined.
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Zeitlichkeit und Bewusstsein bei Franz Brentano

Eduardo Fugali, Graz, Osterreich

Schon bei seiner Aristoteles-Deutung hat Brentano mehr-
mals die Rolle der Zeitbestimmung bei der diskursiven
Synthese betont, welche die Koordinierung der kognitiven
Akte (die den verschiedenen Bereichen des Sinnlichen
und des Intellektiven angehdren) leitet und somit die
Einheit des Bewusstseins (Volpi 1987, 65-104). In dieser
Hinsicht ist es zu bemerken, dass diese Synthese vom
Gemeinsinnesvermdgen (oder Sinn der Sensation, dessen
Begriff jenen des sekundéaren Bewusstseins beim spéaten
Brentano antizipiert) geleitet wird: Der junge Brentano
neigt dazu, dieses Vermdgen mit der Phantasie zu
identifizieren. Von der Psychologie vom empirischen
Standpunkt an féllt der Bezug auf eine fur den Gemeinsinn
zustandige unabhéngige Tétigkeit weg, da sich das auf die
psychischen Akte richtende reflexive Bewusstsein schon in
diesen impliziert ist. Wenn die Phantasie keine primére
Rolle mehr spielt, was die Entstehung und die Konstitution
des zeitlichen Bewusstseins betrifft, erhélt sie aber noch
Relevanz bei der zeitlichen Synthese. Der Brentano der
mittleren Phase bezieht sich explizit auf eine zeitliche
Modifikation, die auf die realen Gegenstande der
Wahrnehmung ausgelibt wird, sodass ihr ontologischer
Status im Sinne einer fiktiven Veranderung modalisiert
wird. Diese Modifikation findet zunachst auf dem
fundamentalen Niveau der Vorstellung statt: Sein wirken-
des Prinzip ist in der synthetischen Tatigkeit der Phantasie
(oder der urspriinglichen Assoziation) zu erkennen. Dieser
Begriff nimmt den spateren Begriff der Proterasthese
vorweg, der aus der Zeit der Formulierung des Programms
einer deskriptiven Psychologie stammt: In dieser Phase
tritt die Rolle der Phantasie in den Hintergrund und wird
vielmehr jene der Proterésthese hervorgehoben, und zwar
dieser Art von unmittelbarem Gedé&chtnis, das wie ein
Widerschein die gegenwartige Empfindung begleitet und
deren virtuelle Verlangerung ausmacht (Uber Brentanos
Theorie des Zeitbewusstseins und ihre komplexe Ent-
wicklung vgl. Chisholm 1981, 3-16, Kraus 1976 und
insbesondere Chrudzimski 1998/99, 149-161).

In einer Reihe von Vorlesungen uber die Logik, die
Brentano 1884-85 gehalten hat, aber wahrscheinlich
schon aus 1878/79 stammen (Ms. EL 72/2), wird die
Phantasie in der Abteilung Uber die Vorstellung behandelt.
Brentano fiihrt dazu eine vierfache Unterscheidung ein: 1)
Vorstellung der &uBeren Wahrnehmung, welche die
physischen Phanomene als Gegenstand hat; 2) Vorstel-
lung der &uRReren Phantasie; 2) Vorstellung der inneren
Wahrnehmung, welche die psychischen Phanomene bzw.
Akte als Gegenstand hat; 4) Vorstellung der inneren
Phantasie. Es ist hier eine zwiefache Unterscheidung
zwischen den Paaren Phanomen/nicht Phanomen (bzw.
Phantasma) und Inneres/AuRReres zu bemerken, die sich
Uberschneiden. Streng genommen bleibt der Bereich des
Phanomenalen innerhalb der Grenzen der aktuellen
Wahrnehmung, deren Bereich nicht zu den Produkten der
Phantasie gehoren. Das ist aber nicht misszuverstehen:
Die Phantasie unterscheidet sich von der Wahrnehmung,
nicht weil ihren Produkten nichts Wirkliches entspricht
(was oft auch bei der Wahrnehmung selbst geschieht),
sondern weil sie sich nicht auf ein aktuelles Phanomen
bezieht. Die realen Gegenstéande der Wahrnehmung, die
wirklich im eigentlichen Sinn sind, sind dieselben Wahr-
nehmungsakte, durch welche wir die aul3eren physischen
Phénomene fassen. Dementsprechend kommt der inneren
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Phantasie ein hoherer Rang im Vergleich zur auf3eren zu,
gemal der Bedeutung, die Brentano schon in seinem
Frihwerk dem  primaren  Wahrnehmungsvermoégen
verleiht.

Fur jeden Vorstellungsakt, der etwas Vergangenes oder
Zukunftiges als Gegenstand hat, ist die Phantasie
zusténdig, welche die Wahrnehmung der Bewegung, der
Ruhe, der Veranderung und der Dauer bestimmt (Uber
den Begriff der Imagination in Brentano siehe Rollinger
1999, 29-31). Die Grenze zwischen Wahrnehmung und
Phantasie verlauft also entlang des Zeitunterschieds, der
die Modifikation des Seienden in etwas Nicht-Reales
einfihrt; das Unterscheidungskriterium besteht also nicht
in der geringeren Intensitat bzw. Fille der Phantasie, wie
man traditionell meint. Die Phantasie ist eine Bewegung,
die der aktuellen Empfindung folgt und ein Nachbild
erzeugt, das ohne sie weiter besteht und wiederholt oder
erinnert werden kann (darin besteht der Mechanismus der
Ideenassoziation); nach der Sinnesphysiologie scheint es
vom Weiterbestehen der Sinnenreize in den Organen
abzuhéngen. Das Phantasiebild entsteht also dank einer
Disposition, die sich durch die Wiederholung ihm &hnlicher
psychischer Akte konstituiert: Man kdnnte sich fragen, ob
eine solche Disposition imstande ist, die aktuellen
Wahrnehmungen zu durchdringen. Die Phantasie kann
sowohl die rdumlichen als auch die zeitlichen GroéRen
jenseits der Grenzen der aktuellen Wahrnehmung
ausdehnen und immer neue Raum- und Zeitarten im
Unendlichen erzeugen, auch wenn dieser Ausdehnung
von empirischen Faktoren, die von der individuellen
Beschaffenheit abhéngen, Grenzen gesetzt werden. Das
gilt nur fiir einzelne Spezies von Raum und Zeit (und zwar
einzelne Raum- und Zeitkontinua), aber nicht fir den
Raum und die Zeit als solche: Die Phantasie kann nicht
dem Raum eine vierte Dimension oder der Zeit eine zweite
hinzufugen.

Der Schwierigkeit, das Ph&anomen der Zeit als solches
zu beschreiben, steht die triviale Selbstverstéandlichkeit der
Ausdrucke des gewohnlichen Sprachgebrauchs entgegen,
die sich auf die alltagliche Erfahrung der Zeit beziehen.
Dieser Umstand fiihrt Brentano dazu, Beispiele aus der
sinnlichen Phantasie zu verwenden: Bei einer Melodie
besteht der einzige Unterschied zwischen zwei Tonen
gleicher Intensitat in der Zeit. Was diesen Unterschied
ausmacht, ist nicht ein ,Etwas“, das zwischen den beiden
Tonen steht, weil auch bei den Farbvorstellungen
raumliche Lucken wahrzunehmen sind. Ebenso unange-
messen ist die einzelne Zeitbestimmung als eine Mannig-
faltigkeit von Zeitverhaltnissen zu verstehen, die sich
gegenseitig bestimmen. Die Zeitverhaltnisse, wie Ubrigens
auch die Raum-, Qualitdts- und Intensitatsverhaltnisse,
brauchen eine absolute Bestimmung als Grundlage. Eine
Zeitbestimmtheit wirde auch beim Erscheinen eines
punktuellen zeitlichen Tons in der Phantasie fortbestehen,
was aber in Wirklichkeit nicht geschieht, wie auch das
Erscheinen eines rdumlichen Punktes. Sowohl der Raum
als auch die Zeit haben eine unendliche Zahl von Arten
und Varianten. Brentano bezieht sich auf die traditionelle
Vorstellung der Zeit, die wie bekannt von Aristoteles
stammt, als eine gerade Linie, die sich in beiden Richtun-
gen ins Unendliche ausdehnt. Die Gegenwart im engsten
Sinn ist vom Punkt symbolisiert, der die Linie in den beiden
Halbgeraden der Vergangenheit und der Zukunft trennt,
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ohne dass er der einen oder der anderen angehort. Die
von der punktuellen Gegenwart eingefiihrte Grenze ist
also nicht als terminus intrinsecus, sondern als terminus
extrinsecus zu verstehen. In diesem Sinn verstanden ist
die Gegenwart nichts anderes als die reine Punktualitat, im
Unterschied zum Sprachgebrauch; dieser bezeichnet
hingegen etwas teilweise Vergangenes und teilweise
Zukunftiges als Gegenwartiges (die gegenwartige Stunde,
der gegenwartige Tag usw.). Dass die Zeitspezies in ihrer
Gesamtheit mit einer unendlichen geraden Linie vergleich-
bar sind, impliziert nicht die Moglichkeit, durch die
Sinnlichkeit ein unendliches Zeitkontinuum vorzustellen,
wobei die Frage nach der Vorstellbarkeit unendlicher
GrofRRen von der Frage nach der Existenz solcher GroRen
zu unterscheiden ist. Die unendlichen Spezies des Raums
und der Zeit verbinden sich miteinander, bis sie ein
Kontinuum durch infinitesimale Unterschiede bilden; von
einem solchen Kontinuum stellen wir uns durch die
sinnliche Wahrnehmung nur eine einzelne Spezies von
R&aumen oder Zeiten vor. Das ist jedoch kein Argument
gegen die Existenz unendlicher Spezies, weil die
Phantasie standig die Raum- und Zeitspezies erweitert,
sodass diese sich immer nach einer Mannigfaltigkeit von
spezifischen Bestimmtheiten bieten (Eine ausfuhrliche
Erorterung der Auffassung des Zeitbewusstseins Brenta-
nos findet man in Rinofner-Kreidl 1995/96, 214-217 u.
Rinofner-Kreidl 2000, 345 ff.).

Die Zeit hat sich also ahnlich den tbrigen Elementen der
sinnlichen Vorstellungen gezeigt; sie unterscheidet sich
von ihnen dadurch, dass die verschiedenen Zeitspezies
durch Assoziation von der Phantasie ausgearbeitet und
nie in einer aktuellen Vorstellung wahrgenommen werden.
Die traditionellen Theorien haben sich immer auf die
erworbene Assoziation bezogen; bei der Beschreibung
dieser operationellen Vorrichtung der Phantasie spricht
Brentano jedoch von einer urspriinglichen Assoziation,
welche in diesem Sinn dem kantischen Schematismus der
Einbildungskraft &hnlich ist, wie die Relevanz der
Schemen als Zeitbestimmungen beweist. Durch diese
Assoziation werden die momentanen bzw. punktuellen
Gedéachtnisphdnomene, die zuerst entstehen, in die
Vergangenheit versetzt. Man muss jedoch nicht die Natur
des Zeitpunkts missverstehen, indem man ihn als eine
GroRRe begreift, die sich derart ausdehnen kann, dass wir
imstande sind, eine nicht zu langsame Bewegung zu
bemerken: Wir kénnen einen solchen Punkt tberhaupt
nicht fassen, und ebenso weniger den raumlichen Punkt.
Aufgrund der Phanomene des momentanen Gedé&chtnis-
ses arbeitet die Phantasie die Vorstellungen der Zukunft
aus, genauso wie sie neue Arten von Tonen, Farben und
Raumen ausarbeitet, und auch jene der Gegenwart. Diese
Tatsache widerlegt endgultig die irrige Ansicht, dass die
Phantasie nur in der stellvertretenden Funktion der
Reproduktion und der Wiederholung nach verschiedenen
Kombinationsweisen dessen, was schon in der Wahrneh-
mung gegeben ist, besteht. Brentano hebt den produktiven
Charakter der Phantasie entschieden hervor, vor allem in
Bezug auf ihre Rolle bei einer urspringlichen und nicht
empirisch erworbenen zeitlichen Synthese; Brentano
selbst lehnt die empirischen Auffassungen der Zeit ab,
nach denen diese Synthese aus einer erworbenen
Assoziation stammt.

Eine Reihe von weiteren Bemerkungen Uber das Pha-
nomen der urspringlichen Assoziation sind in einem
Manuskript aus dem Jahre 1887-88 zu finden, dessen Titel
Deskriptive Psychologie lautet (Ms. Ps 76/2). Das
Phé&nomen der urspriinglichen Assoziation zeigt sich bei
der Vorstellung einer Bewegung oder im Allgemeinen
einer Sukzession, wobei die gewohnliche Bezeichnung

JVorstellung® nach Brentano unpassend ist. Man hat
irtmlich versucht, das Phanomen der Sukzession auf die
Nachempfindungen zuriickzufuhren, wahrend es in
Wahrheit aus zeitlich modifizierten Vorstellungen herzu-
leiten ist, wenn auch diese den sinnlichen Vorstellungen
ahnlich sind. Ist das Mal3 der urspringlichen Assoziation
konstant, oder veréandert es sich nach der Intensitét, der
Qualitat u.s.w.? Der Sinn der Zeit misst die Zeitabsténde
der Ereignisse in ihrem Aufeinanderfolgen, wie der
Sehsinn die Ausdehnung und die Abstédnde zwischen den
aulReren Gegenstanden misst; trotzdem sind wir nicht in
der Lage, in genauer Weise das Zeitmass der Phdnomene
der ursprunglichen Wahrnehmung zu bestimmen. Man
kann versuchen, die mindestmdgliche wahrnehmbare
Veranderung zu bestimmen, obwohl die psychologischen
Untersuchungen uber die Lange des Ph&nomens der
ursprunglichen Assoziation beinahe lickenhaft sind, da es
zumeist vernachlassigt oder missverstanden wurde.

Ein weiterer Unterschied kennzeichnet die Einzigartig-
keit der Zeit im Vergleich zu den anderen Klassen der
sinnlichen Phanomene (Ms. EL 72/2). Die Zeitbestimmun-
gen der Vergangenheit und der Zukunft beschrénken sich
nicht nur darauf, die Elemente der sinnlichen Vorstellun-
gen mitzubestimmen, sondern verandern sie wesentlich, in
Analogie mit den Bestimmungen des Vorgestellten und
des Mdglichen. Diese Eigenschaft der Zeitbestimmungen
entfaltet sich in einer besonderen Wirkung, und zwar in der
Tatsache, dass das Seiende modalisiert wird, bis es
seinen selben Charakter von Wirklichkeit verliert: Etwas,
das in der Vergangenheit bestanden hat (oder in der
Zukunft bestehen wird), etwas rein Mdogliches oder
Vorgestelltes ist Uberhaupt nichts Wirkliches bzw. Wahres.
Die Frage nach der Wahrheit und die Frage nach der
Wirklichkeit sind bei Brentano so innig verbunden, dass
die entsprechenden Bereiche koinzidieren. Die Zeitspezies
der Gegenwart bildet eine Ausnahme im Vergleich zur
Vergangenheit und zur Zukunft, indem sie die Korrelaten
der Wahrnehmung, auf welche sie sich bezieht, nicht
verandert. Besser gesagt, fihrt die Gegenwart Uberhaupt
keine weitere Bestimmung ein: Sie ist der Nullgrad der
Zeitbestimmtheit bzw. der Zeitlichkeit schlechthin, da sie
zur Wahrnehmung der qualitativen, intensiven und
raumlichen Bestimmtheiten nichts Neues hinzuflugt. Mit
anderen Worten: Die Behauptung, dass eine Wahrneh-
mung gegenwartig ist, dass die Gegenwart als weitere
Bestimmtheit zur Wahrnehmung hinzukommt, ist ein
pleonastischer Ausdruck, da es keine Wahrnehmung gibt,
die nicht aktuell ist. Die von der Phantasie in Bezug auf die
Wahrnehmung eingefiihrte Asymmetrie besteht gerade in
der Zeitbestimmung: Was in der sinnlichen Phantasie
vorgestellt wird, kann nur in uneigentlichem Sinn als
seiend bezeichnet werden. Die Vorstellungskorrelate der
Phantasie enthalten keine Tone, Farben, Intensitat oder
die jeweiligen Raumbestimmungen, sondern nur das, was
sich aus der Zeitmodifikation ergibt. Der Jetztpunkt ist der
Nullgrad der Zeitbestimmungen der Vergangenheit und
der Zukunft und deswegen deren MaReinheit, da sie in
verschiedenen Abstanden von ihm entfernt liegen, sodass
sich relative Zeitverhéltnisse aufgrund dieser absoluten
Bestimmungen bilden: Alles, was ist, ist zuklnftig gewesen
und wird vergangen sein u.s.w.

Indem sie die realen Elemente der Wahrnehmung
modifizieren, sind die Bestimmungen der Vergangenheit
und der Zukunft nicht fur sich selbst real, wie sich bei einer
Reihe von Eigenschaften der entsprechenden Phantasie-
vorstellungen zeigt, die nicht bei den realen Bestimmun-
gen vorkommen. Die Zeitbestimmungen kdnnen nicht nur
reale, sondern auch nichtreale Elemente modifizieren, wie
bei der Mdglichkeit: Wir kdnnen sinnvoll von einer
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vergangenen, gegenwartigen oder zukunftigen Unmdg-
lichkeit sprechen, aber nicht von einer griinen oder blauen
Méoglichkeit. Ein weiteres charakteristisches Merkmal der
durch die Zeitbestimmungen im nichtrealen Sinn modifi-
zierten Elemente, das von anderen Weisen des Nichtrea-
len geteilt ist, besteht in der Tatsache, dass diese
Elemente keinem selbststandigen und wirklichen Werden,
Entstehen und Aufhéren unterliegen: Nur der Gegenstand
— d. h. das modifizierte Korrelat — wird, weil er im eigentli-
chen Sinn ist. Dieser Umstand lasst seitens Brentanos die
Behauptung des Vorrangs der Bewegung als objektiver
ontologischer Bestimmung vermuten, da die Zeit streng
genommen nur das subjektive Maf der Bewegung ist. Der
Charakter von Nichtwirklichkeit der Vergangenheit und der
Zukunft reicht vollkommen dazu aus, die Unmoglichkeit
einer Fernwirkung in der Zeit zu beweisen, die nur im
Bereich des Realen mdglich ist; das Reale kennzeichnet
sich durch die priméar evidente ontologische Tatsache der
Bewegung. Hinsichtlich der Bewegung behauptet
Brentano aufgrund der aristotelischen Bestimmung als
e)nergei/a a)telh/j, dass sie nur in unvollkommener Weise ein
Reales ist. Im selben Augenblick, in dem sie gegenwartig
ist, vergeht sie kontinuierlich, sodass sie nicht in ihren
vergangenen oder zukunftigen Teilen real ist, sondern im
einzigen Augenblick der aktuellen Gegenwart.

Wie der Ort und die Qualitéat, und im Unterschied zur
Intensitat, erfahrt die Zeit kein Mehr oder Weniger:
Brentano ist z. B. die Dauer von Bergson vollkommen
fremd und unbegreiflich, und zwar die Unterschiede
zwischen einer ,langeren und einer ,kirzeren* Zeit. Die
nach veranderlichen Abstdanden vom Nullpunkt der Ge-
genwart in der Linie der Zeit liegenden Zeitbestimmungen
sind eigentlich nicht als Grad zu beschreiben, weil die von
der Gegenwart Uberschnittene Zeitlinie kein Kontinuum ist,
gemall der Definition der Gegenwart als terminus ex-
trinsecus: Eine ,unmittelbar‘ vergangene Vergangenheit
und eine ,unmittelbar* zukunftige Zukunft sind keine in-
finitesimalen Variationen der Gegenwart, sondern nicht
reale Modifikationen, die einen der Gattung nach voll-
kommen unterschiedlichen Bereich aufschlieen, wo das
Seiende seinen Wirklichkeitscharakter verliert. Fur sich
allein betrachtet sind die Zeitspezies keine GréRen (was
eine Ablehnung einer bloR quantitativen Auffassung der
Zeitlichkeit seitens Brentanos vermuten lasst), sondern nur
die Ubergange von einer Spezies zu einer anderen und
die innerhalb der einzelnen Spezies bestehenden Ab-
stande. Das ist durch die Tatsache bewiesen, dass Ver-
gangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft in sich unendliche
Subspezies einschlieRen, die voneinander verschieden
sind, wie die Vergangenheit und die Zukunft von der
Gegenwart.
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Uber die Phanomenalitat intentionaler Zustande

Martina First, Graz, Osterreich

1. Der qualitative Gehalt als intrinsische
Essenz phdnomenaler Zustande

Zweifelsohne sind unsere bewuften, mentalen Zustande
von einer Fulle qualitativer Eigenschaften geprégt, deren
Vorkommen sich im Begriff des Erlebnisses ausdriicken
lakt — denn das Erlebnis ist der phdnomenale Zustand par
excellence. So wie es keine unbewulf3ten Erlebnisse gibt,
so kann man auch nicht von unbewuf3ten phanomenalen
Zustanden sprechen, da der Begriff der Phanomenalitat
voraussetzt, dal3 eine bestimmte Eigenschaft vorliegt und
das Erlebnissubjekt zugleich dieser Eigenschaft unmittel-
bar gewahr ist. Da diese Eigenschaften qua Teil mentaler
Zustéande nur Bewuftseinssubjekten zugesprochen wer-
den kénnen, handelt es sich hier konsequenterweise um
subjektive Eigenschaften. Phanomenale Eigenschaften,
welche Erlebnisse konstituieren, sind also notwendig be-
wuldte, subjektive, phdnomenale Eigenschaften — um ei-
nen anderen Ausdruck zu gebrauchen: Qualia. Diese
Qualia konstituieren all diejenigen mentalen Zusténde, die
haufig mit der Umschreibung charakterisiert werden, es
gebe ein spezifisches Wie es ist, in diesem Zustand zu
sein. Beispiele, wie es etwa ist, den blauen Himmel zu
sehen, den Duft einer Rose zu riechen oder einfach von
einem Glucksgefuhl tGbermannt zu werden, illustrieren
deutlich die Existenz von Zustanden, die einen qualitativen
Gehalt aufweisen, der nicht mehr und nicht weniger ist als
die Summe der darin vorkommenden Qualia. Das heil3t:
Alle phanomenalen Zustinde werden von den ihnen zu-
grundeliegenden qualitativen Eigenschaften konstituiert,
die die Essenz dieser Zustdnde schlechthin sind. Eine
Analyse rein ph&anomenaler Zustande, wie beispielsweise
die Wahrnehmung eines roten Flecks, konfrontiert uns also
lediglich mit folgendem Konstituenten des Bewuf3tseins-
zustandes: Ein Rot-Quale. Mit dem Begriff des Rot-Quale
erfassen wir die Qualitat des Wahrnehmungserlebnisses,
indem der Begriff eine wesentlich subjektive und intrinsi-
sche Eigenschaft denotiert. Diese Eigenschaft ist die
Essenz des ertrterten BewuRtseinszustandes, da sich
dessen Gehalt eben in der Erlebnisqualitat erschopft.
Selbstverstéandlich kénnte das Rot-Erlebnis von allerlei
zusatzlichen Assoziationen, Handlungsimpulsen oder auch
nur von emotionellen Komponenten begleitet sein, aber
keiner dieser Faktoren wiirde sich als unabdingbar fir eine
korrekte Charakterisierung des Zustandes erweisen. Denn
man konnte sich freilich all dieselben Assoziationen,
Handlungsimpulse und begleitenden Emotionen in Zusam-
menhang mit einem Orange-Quale vorstellen und héatten
es dennoch mit einem grundverschiedenen Erlebnis zu
tun. Dies aber bedeutet, dal nur dem Quale, welches den
gualitativen Gehalt des Zustandes ausmacht, eine Indivi-
duierungsfunktion zugeschrieben werden kann. Im folgen-
den mochte ich untersuchen, ob ein derartiges Postulat
auch fur andere mentale Zustdnde — und zwar im beson-
deren fur intentionale Zustande — geltend gemacht werden
kann.

2. Die Komponenten intentionaler Zustande

In der philosophischen Analyse des Bewul3tseins wird
immer wieder auf einen Aspekt mentaler Zustande
hingewiesen, der sich als spezifisch fir das Mentale
erweist — dessen Intentionalitat. Der Terminus ,Intentiona-
litat* referiert auf die Gerichtetheit unseres Bewul3tseins

auf ein Objekt oder einen Inhalt. Mit anderen Worten: Viele
— wenn auch nicht alle — mentalen Zustande beziehen sich
auf ein Etwas, sind also BewufRtseinszusténde von etwas.
Wenn ich beispielsweise denke, so denke ich an etwas,
wenn ich mich sehne, so sehne ich mich nach etwas usw.
Doch wie laRt sich dieses Etwas genauer charakterisie-
ren? Das Objekt oder der Inhalt eines intentionalen
Zustandes muf bei genauer Betrachtung in zwei Kompo-
nenten separiert werden, die zwar nicht ganzlich vonein-
ander unabhangig sind, aber denen dennoch eine gewisse
Eigenstandigkeit zugeschrieben werden muf3. Diese
Komponenten sind einerseits der bewuf3tseinsimmanente
Inhalt und andererseits ein (bewuftseins-)transzendenter
Gegenstand. Ersterer ist subjektabhéngig und kann auch
ohne einen korrespondierenden transzendenten Gegen-
stand existieren, was impliziert, dal? seine Existenz kor-
rekterweise in der Sphéare des Mentalen zu verorten ist.
Der transzendente Gegenstand hingegen existiert subjekt-
unabhéngig und dessen tatsachliches Vorkommen in der
Welt erweist sich oftmals als irrelevant fir die hier analy-
sierten intentionalen Einstellungen. Um den Intentionali-
tatsbegriff adaquat zu erfassen, missen meist vier Kompo-
nenten zusammengefal3t werden: Einerseits der Trager
der intentionalen Einstellung (Subjekt), andererseits der
Modus (beispielsweise Denken, Glauben, Hoffen etc.) und
schlieBlich der jeweilige immanente Inhalt sowie der
eventuell gegebene transzendente Gegenstand.

3. Die zentralen Thesen

Wie bereits erortert, gibt es rein phanomenale Zustande —
wie etwa das Gefuhl der Melancholie oder einer (per
definitionem ungerichteten) Angst —, welche zunéchst
keinen Inhalt besitzen, sondern vielmehr von einem puren
Wie, einer Qualitat wesentlich bestimmt sind. Welche Rolle
muf nun aber dem postulierten qualitativen Charakter
intentionaler Zustande zugeschrieben werden, die doch
vor allem von ihren Inhalten gepragt scheinen? Meine
Analyse der Beziehung zwischen ph&nomenalem und
intentionalem BewulRtseins gipfelt in folgenden Thesen:

1.) Jeder Bewuf3tseinszustand beinhaltet phanomenale
Eigenschaften, die ihn charakterisieren.

Wenn auch die meisten Philosophen diesem Postulat in
bezug auf Wahrnehmungen, Emotionen und Ahnlichem
zustimmen, so wird die Phanomenalitdt sogenannter
kognitiver Einstellungen (wie Denken, Glauben etc.)
oftmals angezweifelt. Ich werde im folgenden argumentie-
ren, daf} auch derartige mentale Zusténde einen qualitati-
ven Gehalt besitzen — kurz, dal3 es beispielsweise auch
irgendwie ist, einen bestimmten Gedanken zu denken. In
meinen Erdrterungen werde ich zeigen, inwiefern sich
dieser postulierte qualitative Gehalt aus einer unumgéangli-
chen Verschrankung des bewuftseinsimmanenten Inhalts
mit dem phéanomenalen Aspekt ergibt.

2.) Einige Bewuftseinszustande beinhalten intentionale
Eigenschaften.

Wie bereits eingangs festgestellt, besitzen mentale Zu-
stande, denen intentionale Eigenschaften zugesprochen
werden kdnnen, notwendigerweise einen bewuRtseinsim-
manenten Inhalt und zumeist auch einen transzendenten
Gegenstand, auf den sie gerichtet sind. Es sollte an dieser
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Stelle hinzugefigt werden, daB ich mich in meinen
Ausfihrungen bezuglich einer konstatierten einseitigen
Unabldsbarkeit der Intentionalitat von der Phanomenalitét
auf die Analyse bewul3ter intentionaler Einstellung
konzentriere, da es in diesen Fallen unzweifelhaft ist, dal
sie aufgrund ihres Erlebt-Werdens auch notwendig einen
phanomenalen Aspekt beinhalten. Die Absurditat der
Vorstellung von bewulRten mentalen Zustanden ohne
jegliche Erlebnisqualitat ist anhand der Beispiele wie
Emotionen, Wahrnehmungen etc. intuitiv einsichtig — und
dieselbe evidente Phanomenalitdt mu? auf jede Form
bewuRter mentaler Zustande ausgeweitet werden. Folglich
ist es notwendig, darzulegen, wie sich diese omniprasen-
ten Qualia in eine Analyse intentionaler Zustande
eingliedern lassen.

Die Unmdglichkeit rein inhaltsbezogener Einstellungen
ohne jegliche qualitative Eigenschaften ergibt sich aus der
zweifachen Rolle, die die Phéanomenalitat in der Konstitu-
tion eines intentionalen Zustandes spielt: Einerseits ist die
spezifische Form des Gerichtetseins selbst von einem
Modus-individuierenden Wie geprégt. Andererseits birgt
der bewultseinsimmanente Inhalt, der als Voraussetzung
fur eine intentionale Einstellung angesehen werden muf3,
wesentlich einen qualitativen Aspekt in sich, der weit Uber
assoziierte Emotionen oder Handlungsimpulse hinausgeht.
Meines Erachtens wird diese Form des Inhalts von nichts
weniger konstituiert als genau den Qualia des damit
einhergehenden Bedeutungserlebnisses. Diese beiden
weiteren Thesen kénnen also wie folgt formuliert werden:

3.) Glauben, daR p, unterscheidet sich phanomenal von
hoffen (oder anderen intentionalen Modi), daR p.

4.) Glauben, daf p unterscheidet sich phdanomenal von
glauben, daf g.

Im folgenden werde ich diese zwei phanomenalen Aspekte
nacheinander einer eingehenden Untersuchung unter-
ziehen:

4, Die Phanomenalitat des Modus der
intentionalen Einstellung

Offensichtlich ist es irgendwie, etwas zu winschen, zu
glauben oder zu hoffen. Die Phanomenalitat eines
Glaubenszustandes unterscheidet sich jedoch eindeutig
von dem Erlebnischarakter eines Wunsches — auch wenn
diese beiden Einstellungen auf denselben transzendenten
Gegenstand gerichtet sein mogen. Diese Uberlegung laRt
uns folgern, daRR es Qualia des Modus geben muR3, die es
dem Subjekt ermdglichen, die einzelnen Einstellungsmodi
bei gleichbleibendem Inhalt dennoch voneinander zu
unterscheiden. Genau dieser qualitative Aspekt des
Modus verleiht dem komplexen Zustand seine Féarbung
und mu somit als eine essentielle Eigenschaft der
jeweiligen intentionalen Einstellung angesehen werden.
Meines Erachtens ist also jeder Einstellungsmodus von
einer distinkten, spezifischen Ph&nomenalitéat konstituiert
und dies gilt nicht nur fir emotionelle Gerichtetheit (wie
etwa Firchten, Hoffen etc.), sondern auch fiir kognitive
Einstellungen. Denn genauso wie man Hoffen und
Furchten nicht voneinander unterscheiden koénnte, wenn
nicht jeder dieser Zustdnde einen qualitativen Gehalt
implizierte, der géanzlich verschieden von allen anderen
Zustanden ist, ebensowenig kdnnte man beispielsweise
das Phanomen des Verstehen als ein solches identifizie-
ren, wenn nicht auch hierfur eine spezifische Phdnomena-
litat ausschlaggebend ware. Man bedenke nur den
radikalen Erlebniswandel, sobald man im Flul3 einer
unbekannten Sprache plétzlich ein Wort vernimmt,
welches man versteht. Gerade anhand derartiger Falle
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zeigt sich die Verdnderung des phanomenalen Aspekts,
der eben vom geanderten intentionalen Modus evoziert
wurde, in vollem Ausmal3.

5. Die Phdnomenalitéat des
bewuftseinsimmanenten Inhalts

Es scheint offensichtlich zu sein, dal wir direktes Wissen
von dem Inhalt einer bewuf3ten intentionalen Einstellung
besitzen. Wie kann jedoch das Zustandekommen eines
derartigen Wissens erklart werden? Da ein unmittelbarer
Zugang nur bewuf3ten, eigenpsychischen Zustanden — wie
sie paradigmatisch phanomenale Zusténde verkorpern —
zugesprochen werden kann, so muf es auch ein subjekti-
ver Aspekt sein, der uns zu dem jeweiligen, direkt
erfaBbaren Inhalt fuhrt. Mit anderen Worten: Der einzig
mogliche Kandidat, der die Aufgabe einer subjektiven,
phdnomenalen Vermittlung eines Inhaltes darstellen
kénnte, ist der bereits angefiihrte bewuRtseinsimmanente
Inhalt. Dieser scheint auch tatsachlich die individuierende
Rolle zu Gbernehmen, damit wir zu einem unmittelbaren
Wissen von dem Inhalt des Geglaubten, Gedachten etc.
gelangen kénnen. Wie ich demonstrieren werde, kann ein
phadnomenaler Zustand variieren, obwohl der transzen-
dente Gegenstand, auf den die intentionale Einstellung
gerichtet ist, derselbe bleibt. Analog dazu kann dies jedoch
nicht von dem internalistisch determinierten bewuf3tsein-
simmanenten Inhalt ausgesagt werden, da dieser eben
von dem phanomenalen Aspekt konstituiert ist. Ich mochte
ein Beispiel anfiihren, das illustriert, inwiefern der
bewuftseinsimmanente Inhalt stets phdnomenal und vor
allem wesentlich subjektiv ist: Angenommen zwei Perso-
nen sind intentional (z.B. im Modus des Denkens) auf den
Ginkgobaum im Grazer Stadtpark gerichtet. Evidenter-
weise kann der mit dem bewuftseinsimmanenten Inhalt
verschrankte, phdnomenale Gehalt betrachtlich variieren,
obwohl sowohl der transzendente Gegenstand als auch
der Modus der Einstellung derselbe ist. So kénnte die
Person A denken, daf} der Ginkgobaum der Baum ist,
dessen Blatter das Denken starken sollen, wéhrend die
Person B an den Ginkgobaum als denjenigen Baum denkt,
unter dem sie im Sommer ein Picknick gemacht hat.
Anhand dieses Beispiels wird ersichtlich, da der qua-
litative Gehalt des intentionalen Zustandes sich unab-
héngig von externen Faktoren in der engen Sphéare des
Mentalen formiert.

Variieren wir nun das Szenario und denken an zwei
Personen mit dem gleichen Erlebnisgehalt, die im Modus
des Wahrnehmens mit dem bewuftseinsimmanenten In-
halt des Ginkgobaums im Stadtpark konfrontiert sind. Der
Unterschied soll nun darin bestehen, daf3 in diesem Bei-
spiel die Person A tatséchlich den Ginkgobaum wahr-
nimmt, wahrend die Person B von einem Hologramm ge-
tauscht wird. Das heift, wir haben es mit einem Szenario
zu tun, welches aus psychologischer Hinsicht ununter-
scheidbar ist, jedoch beziglich der externen Faktoren
einen gewichtigen Unterschied aufweist. In psychologi-
scher Hinsicht ist also das tatsachliche Vorkommen eines
transzendenten Gegenstandes vdllig irrelevant, da die bei-
den Personen ein qualitativ identisches Erlebnis (konsti-
tuiert von identischen Qualia) unterlaufen und deshalb de-
ren intentionaler Zustand auch den gleichen bewuftseins-
immanenten Inhalt besitzt. Noch signifikanter wird diese
Analyse, wenn man das Beispiel auf intentionale Einstel-
lungen beziglich nicht-existierender Gegenstande wie
etwa Einhdrner ausweitet. Diese Untersuchung des Hiatus
zwischen bewuf3tseinsimmanentem Inhalt und transzen-
dentem Gegenstand deutet auf ein zentrales Faktum hin:
Fir ein adaquates Erfassen eines bewuftseinsimmanen-
ten Inhaltes darf nicht auf externe Faktoren rekurriert wer-
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den, da man sonst der Gewichtigkeit des qualitativen
Gehalts des analysierten BewuRtseinszustandes nicht ge-
recht werden wurde.

Nun wird oftmals argumentiert, da der konstatierte Unter-
schied beziglich des Inhalts der intentionalen Einstellung von
der Tatsache erklart werden kann, daf Denken nicht mehr als
lautloses Sprechen sei und der damit verbundene quasi
auditive Eindruck den qualitativen Gehalt bestimmen wirde.
Doch meines Erachtens beinhalten (subvokal) verbalisierte
Gedanken nicht aufgrund deren phonologischer Qualitét,
sondern vielmehr aufgrund der Semantik der Worter ihre
konstatierte Phanomenalitat. Dies kann man leicht an
folgendem Beispiel erkennen: Angenommen zwei Personen A
und B vernehmen denselben Satz in italienischer Sprache.
Wahrend die Person A ltalienisch beherrscht und den Satz
versteht, so erlebt die Person B das Gesagte nur als eine
unverstandliche Klangabfolge. Obwohl also der bloRe Laut fir
beide Subjekte derselbe ist, unterscheiden sich die jeweiligen
Erlebnisse in ihrer Phdnomenalitat grundlegend. Dies fuhrt zu
einer weiteren Uberlegung: Wenn nun die Person B den ihr
unverstandlichen Satz in Gedanken innerlich wiederholt
(verbal formuliert), so kann man dennoch nicht sagen, daf? sie
den Satz denkt. Ergo kann das innere Lautbild eines Satzes
auch nicht eine hinreichende Bedingung daflr sein, zu
wissen, welchen Gedanken der formulierte Satz darstellt.
Andererseits divergiert die Lautgestalt von beispielsweise
Jweild* und ,bianco” eindeutig, obwohl das Vernehmen dieser
Laute bei einer Person mit adaquater Sprachkenntnis
dasselbe Erlebnis evozieren kann. Somit kann die pho-
nologische Vorstellung niemals identisch mit dem Denk-
Erlebnis eines Satzes sein. Weiters erkennt man die
Tatsache, daR sich der spezifische qualitative Gehalt des
Versteh-Erlebnisses nicht aus der reinen Wortkombination
ergibt, auch in den Féallen, die sich durch zweideutige Satze
wie etwa ,Die Laster sind langst Uberholt* auftun. Eine
maogliche Interpretation ware: (a) Diese schlechten An-
gewohnheiten gibt es heutzutage nicht mehr. Die andere
hingegen: (b) Diese LKW hat ein Auto schon langst hinter sich
gelassen. In solchen Fallen andert sich der phanomenale
Aspekt des Erlebnisses je nach Interpretations- oder Ver-
stehensweise. Folglich ist der Verweis auf die Lautgestalt
eines Satzes kein Argument gegen die inharente Phano-
menalitat von Gedanken, Glaubenseinstellungen etc. Hinzu-
kommt, da3 es auch Gedanken nicht-verbalisierter Form gibt,
beispielsweise, weil ein komplexer Inhalt in kirzester Zeit
gedacht wird. Dies konnte der Fall sein, wenn man die
Konsequenzen einer These durchdenkt. Trotzdem hat man
wahrend eines solchen Gedankens ein Gefuhl des Wie es ist,
derartiges zu denken und dieser qualitative Aspekt kann nicht
auf ein inneres Sprechen zurilickgefuihrt werden, weil der
Inhalt eben nicht vollkommen verbalisiert wurde. In solchen
Féallen ist meiner Meinung nach der bewuRtseinsimmanente
Inhalt — die Essenz des verbalisierbaren Gedankens — als
eine Art wittgensteinscher ,Keim“ gegeben, der zu dessen
verbaler Manifestation auswachsen kann (siehe: Ludwig
Wittgenstein, Bemerkungen Uber die Philosophie der
Psychologie, Bd. Il, §232). Ebensowenig muf ein solcher
Gedanke von etwaigen visuellen Vorstellungen oder Bildern
begleitet werden — wie es beim Durchdenken einer Theorie
selten der Fall ist. Obwohl in solchen Féallen sowohl die
auditiven als auch die visuellen Begleitphdnomene fehlen,
mul? dem Gedanken dennoch eine Erlebnisqualitat
zugeschrieben werden.

Nachdem also festgestellt wurde, dal sich die Phano-
menalitdt intentionaler Einstellungen nicht auf quasi-
auditive Begleiterscheinungen zuriickfihren lait, so wird
anhand der folgenden Argumentation ersichtlich, da3 dies
ebensowenig fur visuelle Begleiterscheinungen gilt, die
zweifelsohne manchen intentionalen Zustanden zugespro-

chen werden missen. Wenn ich etwa denke, dal Graz die
Hauptstadt der Steiermark ist, so kann dieser Gedanke
von einem inneren Bild einer steirischen Landkarte
begleitet werden. Allerdings kann derselbe Gedanke mit
einem Bild des Landtaggebdudes oder eben mit gar
keinem Bild assoziiert werden. Ich leugne also keines-
wegs, daf visuelle Vorstellungen zu manchen Gedanken,
Wiinschen, Angsten etc. hinzukommen — ich bezweifle
nur, daf} es diese inneren Bilder sind, in denen sich die
Erlebnisqualitét des jeweiligen intentionalen BewuRtseins-
zustandes erschopft. Erstens, weil die assoziierten Bilder
variieren kénnen, wahrend der phanomenale Gehalt des
Gedankens derselbe bleibt. Zweitens, weil es zahlreiche
Gedanken gibt, die weder von einem inneren Sprechen,
noch von inneren Bildern begleitet werden. Wahrend also
die Phanomenalitat des Inhalts von visuellen u.&.
Erlebnisqualitdten umrahmt werden kann, so darf sie
jedoch nicht auf diese reduziert werden. Denn der
bewuRtseinsimmanente Inhalt wird unter anderem von den
Qualia des Zustandes bestimmt — ahnlich wie dies bei
Wahrnehmungen von Ente/Hase-Kippbildern konstatiert
werden kann, wo die (vom Ausloser stark divergierende)
Phénomenalitdét erst den Inhalt der Wahrnehmung
konstituiert.

6. Zusammenfassung

Meines Erachtens ist die Phanomenalitat einer intentionalen
Einstellung eine Komposition aus zwei Aspekten, von denen
jeder flr sich einen spezifischen qualitativen Gehalt in sich
tragt. Verandert sich nur einer dieser Aspekte, so verandern
sich auch die mit dem jeweiligen Zustand verbundenen
Qualia. Die Signifikanz der Phanomenalitat fir eine adaquate
Analyse intentionaler Einstellungen ergibt sich also aus
zweierlei Grinden. Erstens: Da nur der phdnomenale Aspekt
notwendig jeder Form von Bewul3tsein zugeschrieben werden
muf3, so sollte diesem auch der Status der fundamentalen
Essenz von BewuRtsein zuerkannt werden. Dieser qualitative
Aspekt konstituiert nun wiederum denjenigen Inhalt, der
intentionalen Einstellungen stets gegeben sein muf3 und der
gleichsam als die Briicke zu einem eventuellen trans-
zendenten Objekt angesehen werden kann: der bewuft-
seinsimmanente Inhalt. Wie bereits an der mdglichen Ab-
wesenheit eines korrespondierenden transzendenten Gegen-
standes offensichtlich wird, mu3 gefolgert werden, dal} das
Wesentliche einer intentionalen Einstellung eben im engen,
mentalen Inhalt zu suchen ist. Hinzukommt die epistemische
Besonderheit, daf? es keinerlei Gedankens hoherer Ordnung
bedarf, um sich dieses subjektiven Inhalts bewuf3t zu sein, da
innerhalb der Subjektperspektive ein unmittelbares Gewahr-
sein des relevanten Inhalts gegeben ist. Das heif3t, das Sub-
jekt befindet sich in einer privilegierten Position bezliglich der
Feststellung, worauf ein intentionaler Zustand gerichtet ist.

Das Postulat des zweiten phanomenalen Aspekts wird
von dem Faktum gestutzt, dal? phanomenale Eigenschaften
auch die einzigen Kandidaten fur unmittelbar zugéngliche
Eigenschaften sind, die uns die Charakterisierung eines
mentalen Zustandes ermdglichen. So ermdglichen uns auch
die Qualia des Modus eine Phanomenalitdt des in-
tentionalen Zustandes zu identifizieren, die ungeachtet des
Inhalts all denselben Einstellungstypen gemeinsam ist.
Meine Analyse gipfelt also in dem Ergebnis, dal3 betreffs
intentionaler Einstellungen die wesentlichen Eigenschaften,
beispielsweise, daR ein Gedanke, dal p erstens ein
Gedanke (damit meine ich den Zustand des Denkens) und
zweitens ein Gedanke, dal} p ist, stets phanomenale
Eigenschaften sein mussen.
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Introduction

de Man: "The idea of individuation, of the human subject
as a privileged viewpoint, is a mere metaphor by means
of which man protects himself from his insignificance by
forcing his own interpretation of the world upon the
entire universe.”

Putnam: "The methodological solipsist is led to his
transcendental observation that everyone is equally the
'I' of the construction by his praiseworthy desire to
acknowledge others in this sense. But you can't ac-
knowledge others in this sense!”

de Man: "The metaphorical substitution is aberrant but
no human self could come into being without this error.”

Putnam: "Which involves recognizing that the situation
really is symmetrical, if you think they are really con-
structions out of your sense data.”

de Man: "The self was at first the center of the language
as its empirical referent.”

Putnam: "The 'you’ he addresses his higher-order
remark to cannot be the empirical 'you’ of the system.”

de Man: "The self now becomes the language of the
center as fiction, as metaphor of the self.”

Putnam: "But if it's really true that the 'you’ of the system
is the only 'you’ he can understand, then the transcen-
dental remark is unintelligible.”

de Man: "Faced with the truth of its nonexistence, the
self would be consumed as an insect is consumed by
the flame that attracts it.”

Putnam: "Moral: don't be a methodological solipsist
unless you are a real solipsist!”

(These are quotes taken from de Man 1979, 111-112,
and Putnam 1983, 318-319.)

What is striking about this quote is the point where
language comes in for de Man (1979). His chiasm about
the self does not, however, allude to a phenomenalism a la
Mach (“Das Ich ist unrettbar.”), nor is it merely psycho-
analytical. This opaque quote is much rather a matter of
how much agency is ascribed to the self in his relation to
language. | assume de Man (1979) positions himself in the
tradition which tends to more or less radically question the
speaker as an active part of the production of language.
This tradition usually shows an allergic reaction when
confronted with speech “acts” and the (illocutionary) “force”
of a statement. Consequently, Intentionality has to die with
the author. (cf. Barthes 1977) In the first part of my paper |
will explore that tradition a little in order to find out what the
motivation for such a rebuttal of agency and displacement
of Intentionality is. The following section will deal with the
question if, and if yes how, Intentionality can be main-
tained as a concept when applied to the resulting lemming-
speakers and what purpose this might serve. Finally, | will
try to find out how consistent such a widened account of
Intentionality, now essentially deprived of its genuine
context, can possibly be.

1. “an entire field...”

In the intriguing controversy between Derrida (1971) and
Searle (1977) Derrida rejects Austin's philosophy of
language describing it as “the teleological jurisdiction of an
entire field whose organizing center remains intention” (p.
15). According to him, this has to be contrasted with the
sole reproducibility of what has already been there; the
opposition to Austin’s and Wittgenstein’s genetic views is
evident. The focus on written language makes it simple
(though not entirely feasible | suppose) for Derrida to
remove Intentionality from communication.

As becomes clear from the imaginary dialogue between
de Man and Putnam, de Man takes language as a stand-in
for the subject. That is to say, what speaks is the lan-
guage, language as such; not the person. It is the
language which reiterates itself and contains the genuine
origin of all our utterances; i.e. utterances that “we” like to
ascribe to “ourselves”. If that origin really can be found
only in such a broader context, one has to start talking
about that “metaphor of the self” —i.e. about language — as
if it was equipped with Intentionality. This is, e.g., how
language becomes injurious all the way for Butler (1997).
Butler therefore has to come up with some concept of
Intentionality, which is ascribed to language as such; the
“subjected” subjects as the “belated origin” (p. 49) of
utterances only are the medium of language.

“Is a community and history of such speakers not
magically invoked at the moment in which that utterance
is spoken? ... a transitivity that cannot be reduced to a
causal or intentional process originating in a singular
subject?” (p. 49)

This consequently has to lead to a critique of Derrida
(1971), who doesn't allow for any “transitivity” whatsoever,
since the force de rupture of the sign with its context of
production doesn't allow for any pragmatic accounting for
contextual constituents of meaning. The point, though, is
that Butler (1997) cannot maintain the general refutation of
Intentionality and recurs to some third party of speech as
the ultimate bearer of intentional states. l.e., if such
“transitivity” is allowed for, there can be something like
higher-order Intentionality.

The alternative — as | see it — would have to be a focus
on the strategy of rational individuals, using language for
their strategic aims. This approach has been taken by
Brown&Levinson (1978). Their Politeness Theory claims
that the risk of threat via language is constantly minimized
by the agents. Intentionality becomes intentionality, the
non-technical term.

2. Intentionality denaturalized

Putnam (1983) argues against naturalized epistemology
and for the regulative function of reason, which cannot be
relativized away e.qg. in the kind of cultural relativism Rorty
comes up with. Nevertheless, to refer to some common
context, which supposedly cannot be torn apart by the
skeptic, implies that there has to be some kind of
“attunement” among the speakers of a language, a
common “background” (cf. Searle 1983), a commemorated
“natural history” (cf. Wittgenstein 1953, §25).
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On the other hand, the Wittgensteinian point about
justification has to be taken seriously. When explanations
come to an end, there is nothing which could be taken as a
rock-solid basis, a fact which could clarify the intentional
content in such a way that certainty can be claimed for
how to follow a rule. There is no such fact that can be
associated with a rule; nor is there any such fact for a
language (which boils down to the private language
argument). On the other hand, when Wittgenstein (1953,
§217) ends up stating “This is just what | do.”, that
Faustian spirit (“...im Anfang war die Tat") also serves the
purpose of “magically invoking that community” (cf. also
the notorious Augustine-beginning in Wittgenstein 1953).
Where, thus, is the intentional residue? It must somehow
be connected with the “elders”. The inhabitant of a
Chinese Room a la Searle (1980) is not crucial any more
for Intentionality; as long as language is “at work” inside
the room, this is sufficient for the ascription of a mental
state.

This means that the naturalization process, i.e. the
refutation of any internal entity which could guarantee a
full-fledged justification for a rule, implies a redirection of
Intentionality towards the inherited practices, something
like what Butler (1997, 3) calls “condensed historicity”. This
is how e.g. collectivisms can be ascribed Intentionality in
such a way that subordinates the subject — which | would
still claim is the genuine bearer of Intentionality, which
subject thus becomes the “belated and fictive origin”
(Butler 1997), or the “language of the center” (de Man
1979, 112), or the “metaphor of the self’ (de Man 1979,
112), or whatever. And at the same time this subordination
is achieved Intentionality gains a social and historical
dimension. The de-Manian subject-in-isolation has to be
confronted with the possible acknowledgement of others.

“What fact about me makes it the case that | meant plus
rather than quus in the past when | used the ‘+' sign —
then equally, the problem would arise for my perception
of the agreement of other people.” (Searle 2002, 260)

Can this seriously be called an externalism in the sense of
a naturalization? The internalization of rules which are
tought by the “elders” means that the subject accepts the
acceptability standards of some form of life and thereby
reproduces these standards. | guess this can be called
one aspect of the term “reiteration” (cf. Derrida 1971 and
the reduction to “permanence” in Searle 1977). This kind
of “socialization” of the justification regress is represented
by a sudden halt in the line of explanation — as described
by Wittgenstein (1953, §217) — implying that there has to
be some a priori collective (ordinary) ground for intentional
states. (cf. Cavell 1969, 21: “what is normative is exactly
ordinary use itself")

Searle (2002) develops a notion of collective Intention-
ality, which is irreducible to first-person singular Intention-
ality, but at the same time restricted to the sum of
individuals — there is no group consciousness; this notion
is thus less binding metaphysically than the alle-
goric/anthropomorphistic view purported by Butler (1997)
cited above. Nevertheless, this account also has to face
the threat of the critique of Putnam (1983). (cf. Searle
2002, 96) The concession Searle (2002) seems to make to
methodological solipsism is “the fact that | may be
mistaken in taking it that the ‘we’ in the ‘we intend’ actually
refers to a we” (Searle 2002, 97). The question then is:
Can one question collective Intentionality without ques-
tioning the dignity of individual intentional states? In other
words, can one be a real solipsist without being a
methodological solipsist anyway, i.e. what's the use of
being (called) a solipsist otherwise?

3. Where is the spade turned?

The “problem” with Intentionality — i.e. before it is extended
to a (to put it metaphysically neutral) meta-subjective
perspective — is, that it does not serve as a basis e.g. for
certainty about the “uptake” (cf. Austin 21975, 73), i.e.
understanding the force, of a speech act. But where does
the unintelligibility Putnam (1983) complains about come
from? The fact that the skeptic cannot point to the common
standards in order to communicate his concerns shows
that these common standards also determine ex negativo
his point of view. This is what Searle (2002, 150), calls the
transcendental argument about speech acts.

“social phenomena form the conditions of possibility of
speech acts” (Searle 2002, 150)

Which amounts to saying: there can be no excentric
position in/about language. Since it seems unavoidable to
include this transcendental remark in the investigation of
speech acts, the statement about the ‘you’ which Putnam
(1983) is only about the empirical ‘you'. l.e., if the social
predeterminantion of any intentional state is accepted,
there is no inconsistency with the claim that the appeal of
the interlocutor as mere language or metaphor of the self
is acceptable.

But doesn't that exorcize any genuine form of Intention-
ality? Could any kind of mental state, e.g. a belief, be
formed independently of linguistic or social jurisdiction?
The borderline case of mental states in animals often
seems to reveal the critical dose where the social
transcendence of Intentionality can fruitfully be contrasted
with the contingent natural context of the individual. Is
Wittgenstein (1953, §25) a chauvinist about the animal
mind? Often belief ascription to animals seems more
plausible than such exclusive (anthropocentric) jurisdiction
sugests, although one has learned the lesson that the
danger of anthropomorphism is everywhere.

When the methodological solipsist tries to make a
connection with his ‘you’, isn't his — apparently inconsistent
— interpellation and appellation of community in a similar
way faulty and metaphysical as some allegedly transcen-
dental argument about the precondition of one’s own
Intentionality? It takes lots of constraints with which a
higher-order Intentionality (in some solid sense of
Intentionality) could be established. It is too seductive to
fall into allegories, thus merely projecting individual
intentional states onto collectives. But even if it were the
case that some genuine Intentionality as opposed to these
constructs could be found in social contexts, who would be
the subject of this Intentionality? This question is crucial
since similar questions have been pondered in theories of
functionalism — where one would expect an answer to be
simpler, since Intentionality becomes a public good, so to
speak — but no satisfying solution has been presented. To
assume that the collective subject of an intentional state is
out there implies the rejection of further questions, the
Spade is turned. In the case of Intentionality, a “naturaliza-
tion” must always lead it to a place where it is not at home.
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A Naturalized Approach to the Turing Test:
Is DNA Computing a Way Out of the Chinese Room?

Rodrigo Gonzéalez, Leuven, Belgium

Introduction

In the standard account, experiments are regarded as
artificial devices that test scientific theories by providing
reproducible observational instances. This standard ac-
count of experiments neglects their cognitive value as
devices to produce beliefs in experimenters and consen-
sus in the scientific community. In the light of a comparison
between the Turing Test and Fodor’s account of scientific
experimentation, this paper will deal with the following
points:

Firstly, | will critically explore the Turing Test (TT here-
after), especially as to its reliability for assessing intelli-
gence. This critical analysis will be carried out in the light
of a comparison between TT and the goal of scientific
experiments according to Naturalized Epistemology.

Secondly, after considering briefly Searle’s Chinese
Room Argument (CRA hereafter), | will claim that the basis
on which Atrtificial Intelligence has been evaluated to date,
namely, the deceit of an external interrogator, has misled
the attention from the creation of intelligence in machines
to its mere simulation. Furthermore, the comparison
between scientific experiments and TT will show Turing’s
unduly epistemic emphasis on assessing intelligence by
the deceit of interrogators.

Finally, | will propose that a breakthrough in computer
science, to wit, DNA computation, helps go a step further
in the creation and assessment of intelligence upon a
more realistic basis, instead of the purely epistemic and
instrumentalist approach of TT. As DNA implements a
specific program from which life and intelligence arises, so
too may DNA computing bridge the gap between the
emulation of real mental life and its concrete replication.
With the aid of DNA computing, the Turing Test could be
seen as an experiment in which the outcome, the
intelligence of the machine, is true if and only if the
machine has genuinely implemented intelligence, not just
simulating it.

Part I: The basis of the Turing Test to
assess intelligence

Before determining whether the Turing Test can be
regarded as an experiment, it would be suitable to find out
what experiments are for. Scientific experiments are
supposed to be the decisive place where mind and theory
make contact through the observation of experimental
results. Seemingly, experiments solely provide opportuni-
ties for making observations and confirming theories.

However, Jerry Fodor (1991) proposes an alternative
viewpoint to the standard picture of experimentation.
According to Fodor, while some experiments may yield
observable results, the gist of experimentation consists in
the causal induction of a belief if and only if that belief is
true. The causal production of a true belief and its
reproducibility under experimental conditions evince high
degrees of reliability as experiments put questions to
nature, disposing the mind of an experimenter to a state of

judicious receptivity. Given this state, the experimenter will
be convinced of p if and only if p is true.

Further, experiments play another role in science;
namely, they produce conclusive data for scientific
theories, which helps convince the scientific community of
a theory through experimental results. General consensus
stems from experimental outcomes because they
appropriately back the theories held by the scientific
community. Hence, if consensus is not reached with
regard to an experiment, either p is not the case and the
theory from which the prediction has been inferred is false
or the causal connection has failed. In this respect,
experiments need to support ceteris paribus conditions. As
Fodor asserts,

Jones’ saying that it is 13 o’clock on the 31* of February
545 BC would very likely not cause you to believe that it
is (1991, 202).

Given Fodor’'s account of scientific experimentation, can
TT thus be considered an experiment? And if so, does any
problem stem from considering TT as a crucial test for
intelligence?

Even though TT is not intended to generate beliefs
about natural phenomena, it can be regarded as a sort of
litmus test for assessing intelligence in any machine that
emulates the mind. Indeed, TT consists of a feasible
instrumental procedure, the Imitation Game' (Turing
1950/1952), by which we should be convinced that, if a
machine successfully imitates a man, then this is sufficient
for believing that the machine has behaved as if it were
intelligent.

Thus, TT is intended to assess whether or not the
programmed computer can deceive the interrogator by
imitating the answers a man would reply to the questions
he has been put to. The predictions of the Imitation Game
make TT resemble an experiment as Turing asserts that

in about fifty years it will be possible to programme
computers...to make them play the game so well that an
average interrogator will not have more than 70 per cent
chance of making the right identification after five
minutes of questioning (1950, 442).

It is worth remarking that TT does not comprise a definition
of intelligence. On the contrary, according to Copeland
(2000), TT only provides a sufficient condition for any
machine to be considered intelligent so long as an external
interrogator cannot tell any difference in the behavior
between man and computer. The sufficient condition
involved in the test establishes that if something passes
the test, it can be regarded as intelligent. TT, in conse-
quence, is a mere instrumental device to assess
intelligence by the causation of the belief p, that the
machine is a man, even if it is not true that the machine
has replicated intelligence. The latter is a major difference
between TT and the current naturalized view of experi-
mentation in science, as Fodor's account makes clear.
Although in TT an interrogator is caused to believe that the

1 - . .
Turing proposed different versions of TT between 1950 and 1952. For the
sake of simplicity, | take the last version of the Imitation Game.
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machine is a man because it behaved as a man would do,
it does not matter whether or not the machine has truly
replicated a man'’s intelligence. According to Turing,

the idea of the test is that the machine has to try and
pretend to be a man, by answering questions put to it,
and it will pass if the pretence is reasonably convincing
(1952).

The instrumental side entangled in TT shows the stress on
the epistemic point in the assessment of intelligence,
rather than its bona fide production. In this sense, it is not
surprising that TT has not produced entire consensus as to
its reliability to assess intelligence. | will return to this
problem in the following parts because, as | claim, the
assessment of intelligence has to be carried out upon
more realistic basis. This could be so, if there was a causal
connection between the real event in which a machine
replicates intelligence and the mind of an experimenter.

Part Il: Searle’s Chinese Room and the
causal production of mental life

Like TT, Searle’s (1980 and 1990) Chinese Room
Argument is based on deceiving an interrogator through
the imitation of linguistic understanding, one of the
conditions attributed by Turing for creating intelligence in
machines.

Briefly, the Chinese Room thought experiment runs as
follows: John Searle, who knows no Chinese, neither
written nor spoken, supposes that he is locked in a room
and communicates with an external interrogator through
sheets of paper. Passed through a slot, batches of
Chinese symbols are given to Searle, who matches a first
and a second batch by looking up the instructions of a
rulebook in English. By the same procedure, he even
matches a third batch with the other two batches. The
matching of symbols merely occurs according to the
instructions of the rulebook, which could be said to
constitute the program. According to Searle, if the first
batch were a script, the second a story, and the third
guestions about the story, while he is completely unable to
understand the script, story, and questions in Chinese, he
would be completely capable of answering the questions
posed by an external interrogator. Accordingly, this
interrogator would judge Searle as a native Chinese
speaker. In this sense, Searle could pass TT, despite
having no understanding whatsoever of the Chinese
symbols involved. Searle concludes that any computer
passing TT may count as a machine that formally
correlates symbols, but since it is unable to truly under-
stand the meaning of these symbols, it is unable to
instantiate the properties attributed to a mind, such as
intentionality and consciousness.

Setting aside Copeland’s (2001) and other philosophers’
criticisms of CRA (Preston and Bishop 2001), CRA has
somehow undermined the reliability of TT for assessing
intelligence. The essence of the problem seems to be that
instead of providing evidence for the artificial creation of a
mind, TT merely insists on the assessment of intelligence
upon the deceit of an interrogator exposed to the mimicked
answers of a machine pretending to be a man. Conse-
quently, the lack of reliability of TT can be explained by the
absence of a true causal connection between a true belief
and a state of affairs, as the naturalized view of scientific
experimentation requires. Differently put, TT fails to
convince of its reliability because it relies on a simulated
rather than replicated mind.

118

Part 1ll: DNA computation and the program
of life and intelligence

In order to meet current standards of scientific rigor, the
creation and assessment of intelligence should involve an
authentic causal connection. This means that creating a
mind should comprise the replication of the same causal
interaction of a mind, though reproducing these interac-
tions does not necessarily mean to create a mind by
replicating a brain, as Searle claims (1997). Rather, on the
basis of DNA computation, | claim that Artificial Intelligence
may instantiate a genuine causal connection between the
mind and the environment by the program and causal
interaction DNA involve.

DNA computing suggests a compelling solution to the
problem of replicating a mind and, thereby, to the
problems of intentionality and consciousness posed by the
Chinese Room. Forthcoming robots based on DNA
transistor technology (Braun et al. 2003) may self-
assemble without human manipulation. If this were so,
future robots would not merely simulate intelligence and
mind, but potentially replicate both via the duplication of
other organisms causal powers and their adaptive
intelligent behavior.

How could this be so? Since DNA can be considered the
encoded program of life, it is possible to assert that any
machine based on DNA chips would genuinely implement
the program of life and consequently, intelligence. Thus,
creating life and intelligence entail implementing DNA
computation in a computer. In this respect, if we had a
DNA robot running programs, it would behave formally,
due to the computer programs, and intelligently, due to
DNA. And since there are intelligent behaviors associated
with DNA (Dawkins 1976), any machine based on DNA
would behave intelligently.

An approach to the Chinese Room via DNA computing
represents an advantage over the Robot's Reply proposed
by Fodor (1980) as to the following points:

Firstly, DNA computers would instantiate bona fide
replicas of intelligence insofar as they would instantiate
authentic causal connections between the experimenter’s
mind and the state of affairs. The inability of current
computers to deal intentionally with the environment may
be amended by DNA technology by genuinely instantiating
causally enhanced interactive behavior, not simply the as if
of current computers and robots. DNA computing would
improve the reliability of TT within the scientific community
as a consequence of interrogators being caused to believe
that a machine is intelligent if and only if the machine can
replicate the behaviour of an adaptive organism.

Secondly, given the fact that DNA acts in the microlevel
structure of an organism producing its surface character-
istics, the replication of robot-machines by DNA compu-
tation may potentially reproduce the same activities and
processes of a living organism. In fact organisms encode
and store, within each cell, all the instructions needed to
build, operate, maintain, and reproduce itself and to
respond to varied environmental conditions. Hence,
among other processes, a DNA robot may instantiate the
mapping of the environment and the mapping of itself
mapping the environment, which are considered two
necessary conditions for intentionality and consciousness
(Damasio 1999). And, unlike current robots, a DNA based
robot replica would attempt to reach homeostasis as an
ideal condition to replicate itself and, ultimately, to stay
entirely functional.
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Thirdly, DNA is linked to the process of evolution by
adaptive behavior to the environment. Genes naturally
produce intelligence as a means to survival via inherited
responses. This explains why a DNA robot would not only
causally deal with the environment, as the current robot
does, but also inherit a set of intelligent behaviors. The key
to understand why DNA comprises intelligence may be in
Martyn Amos’s (1994) remarks on DNA computation.

DNA meets key requirements regarding extreme minia-
turization and compression: for instance, there are 40Mb
of characters in the genome of the humble fruit fly, and
these are replicated in every cell of the fruit fly's body.
But the real power of DNA computation lies in its mas-
sive inherent parallelism. The average test tube can hold
upwards of 10" strands. When an enzyme is added, to
perform certain operations on the DNA, it acts on every
strand simultaneously. That's a lot of computing going
on at the same time.

In summary, the instrumentalist approach of the TT deters
Artificial Intelligence from creating consciousness and
intentionality in current computers as it comprises the
simulation of a mind rather than its replication. A solution
to this problem is the replication of intelligence via DNA
and the program it implements, which would help
engender Atrtificial Intelligence. Upon this basis, it would be
possible to instantiate a real causal connection between
TT as the litmus test of intelligence, the mind of the
experimenter, and the replication of intelligence. DNA
based computers and robots would be far more convincing
than computers and robots simulating intelligence, such as
the ones envisaged by Turing in the TT.
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Die Rolle einer multiplikativen Wahrscheinlichkeitsmethode
(MPE-Methode) bei der Gestaltwahrnehmung

Rainer Gottlob, Wien, Osterreich

1. Methode

In meinem vorjahrigen Beitrag zum Wittgenstein-Sympo-
sium (Gottlob, R., 2003a) habe ich mit der MPE-Methode,
(Multiplications of the probabilities of error) eine Wahr-
scheinlichkeitsmethode beschrieben, die sich fur stumme
oder auch unbewusste, gréRenordnungsmafige Wahr-
scheinlichkeitsrechnungen besonders eignet.

Wenn als P(A) die Wahrscheinlichkeit von A bezeichnet
wird, so ist die Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeit von A, P(-A) =1 -
P(A), das Komplement von P(A) oder auch P(A®) notiert.
Die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass mehrere semantisch ver-
schiedene Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten gleichzeitig beste-
hen, ist

P(=A) X P(=B) X...x P(=N) = [1 - P(A)] X [1 - P(B)] X...X [ - P(N)]
=P(A°) x P(B%) x...x P(N°) Q)

Bisher konnten mehrere Wahrscheinlichkeitssysteme nur
durch die Bayes-Methode vereint werden:

P(A|B) = P(A) x P(B|A) / [P(A) x P(B|A) + P(=A) x P(B|-A)]  (2)

Fir (2) sind bedingte Wahrscheinlichkeiten erforderlich
und, sofern A nicht B impliziert, drei Pramissen, die multi-
pliziert, dividiert und addiert werden missen. Solche Rech-
nungen sind im Vergleich zu (1) kompliziert und daher
unbewusst oder stillschweigend kaum durchfuhrbar. Dage-
gen besteht (1) nur aus einfachen Multiplikationen von
Komplementen.

In meinem 2003a-Beitrag wurde mehr tber die MPE-
Methode (1) und ihre Variante, mit der Wahrscheinlich-
keitszunahmen berechnet werden konnen, ausgesagt.
Weitere Angaben unter Gottlob 2003b. Fur die heutigen
Zwecke wird die einfache MPE-Methode (1) geniligen.

2. Erkenntnis singularer Fakten: , Dieser
Gegenstand ist ein Apfel”

Auch hierliber habe ich bereits 2003 berichtet. Es wurde a)
der optische Eindruck bewertet, b) der Tastbefund und c)
der Geruch. Aus den bisherigen Erfahrungen wurden
Hochstwerte fur Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten abgeleitet. Fur
a) wurden 10, fiir b) 10° und firr c), den hochspezifischen
Geruch, 10* angenommen. Die Multiplikation nach (1) er-
gab eine Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeit von 10, d.h. die Ge-
fahr, wenn wir in einen Apfel beien wollen, zu irren, ist
minimal. Diese Rechnungen werden natirlich in der Regel
nicht bewusst durchgefuhrt, vielmehr kalkulieren wir unbe-
wusst und gréRBenordnungsmaRig etwa so:

.Drei geringe bis sehr geringe Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten
kommen zusammen, ihre Multiplikation fiihrt zu einer sehr
geringen, vernachlassigbaren Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeit.”

Auch fehlt jeder Anhaltspunkt, der gegen unsere An-
nahme spricht.

3. Gestaltwahrnehmung: , Ich erkenne

meinen Bruder*
Auch hiertiber wurde 2003 kurz berichtet. Entscheidend fur
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die Gestaltwahrnehmung ist die Vielzahl der Merkmale, die
zusammenpassen missen. Angefihrt habe ich zunéachst
einfache Merkmale, die ermdglichen, die Spezies Mensch
zu erkennen, ahnlich wie wir den Apfel erkannt haben. Zu
diesen einfachen Merkmalen kommen solche hinzu, die
hochkomplex sind und von uns nicht mehr bewusst er-
kennbar sind. Dazu gehdrt etwa der Gang, das Gesicht
und die Stimme. Der Ablauf des Ganges besteht aus einer
Vielzahl von Einzelbewegungen, die wir bewusst nicht
mehr beschreiben koénnen, deren Verhéltnis zueinander
aber hochcharakteristisch ist. Nach Churchland wird ein
Gesicht nach dem Augenabstand, der Nasenbreite und
der Lippenform unter einer Million von Menschen sicher er-
kannt und bei der Stimme ermdglichen Obertone, die wir
nicht beschreiben kénnen, einen Anrufer am Telefon nach
wenigen Worten zu erkennen.

Wir fragen uns jetzt, worauf diese groRen Sicherheiten
beruhen. Meine Erklarung: Es ist die Multiplikation von
Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten nach (1). Hierbei geht jedes
der vielen uns unbewussten und unbeschreibbaren Details
als Faktor in die Rechnung ein und jeder Faktor, der immer
kleiner als 1 ist, wird oft ausreichen, die Fehlerwahrschein-
lichkeit etwa um eine Dezimalstelle, manchmal um mehr,
manchmal um weniger, herabzusetzen. Bei der Erkenntnis
des Apfels (bevor wir in ihn hinein gebissen haben) waren
nur drei Faktoren am Werk. Die Zahl der Faktoren, die zur
Gestalterkenntnis beitragen, betragt ein Vielfaches an se-
mantischer Diversitat und an moglichen Nuancen.

Nun mussen wir uns fragen, ob der Mensch Uberhaupt
zu einer Verarbeitung einer solchen Unzahl von Kriterien
fahig ist. Wieder konnen wir uns Churchland anvertrauen,
der in seinem Buch (1995) anfiihrt, dass der Mensch be-
wusst 100 Bits/Sekunde wahrnehmen kann, unbewusst
aber ein Milliardenfaches! Diese gewaltige Kapazitat wiir-
de aber nicht reichen, wenn es das hier befurwortete Prin-
zip der Multiplikation der Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten nicht
gabe. Hinzukommt, dass wir bei stillschweigendem und
unbewusstem Rechnen nicht numerisch rechnen missen,
sondern nur groRenordnungsmaRig. Siehe Tabelle 1:

Wahrschein- Bezeichnung Irrtumswahr-
lichkeit scheinlichkeit
Sicher fur alle <10®
theoret.und prak-
tischen Zwecke
Sicher f. alle prakt. | 10 -10™
Zwecke
Hochgradig 10°-10"
wabhrscheinlich
0.9999-0.9 | Signifikant 10°-10"
wahrscheinlich
0.9-0.7 Eher wahrschein- 0.1-0.3
lich
0.7-0.3 moglich 0.3-0.7
0.3-0.001 Eher unwahr- 0.7 - 0.999
scheinlich
0.001 - Extrem unwahr- 0.999 —
0.000 000 1 scheinlich 0.999 999 9
<0.000 0001 | Praktisch >0.999 999 9
unmaglich
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Die Tabelle 1 zeigt solche GréRenordnungen von Wahr-
scheinlichkeitsbewertungen im Vergleich zu den entspre-
chenden numerischen Wahrscheinlichkeitsangaben.

4. Gestaltwahrnehmung am Beispiel eines
Musikstiickes

Eine groRBe Rolle spielt die Gestaltwahrnehmung bei
Kunstwerken. Werke der darstellenden Kunst oder der
Musik wirken oft auf Grund unbewusster Assoziationen auf
uns, hier wollen wir uns auf die Erkenntnis eines prag-
nanten kurzen Teiles eines Musikstiickes beschréanken.

Es wird kaum jemanden geben, der Beethovens 5
Symphonie einmal gehort hat und das Werk nicht nach
wenigen der ersten Takte wieder erkennen kodnnte. Hier
zunachst das Thema und die erste Durchfihrung zu Be-
ginn des ersten Satzes.

ﬁ::ﬂ:. i *”_iﬂgi_-': =

Abb. 1: Die ersten Takte (Thema und erste Durchfiihrung) von
Beethovens 5. Symphonie.

T

Das Thema besteht aus vier Noten, die Durchfuhrung ist
um einen Ton tiefer, der letzte Ton verléangert, zuséatzlich
gibt es zwei Pausennoten.

Bei der Erkenntnis des Musikstlickes stutzen wir uns 1.
auf rhythmische Wahrnehmungen, 2. auf Tonhéhen und 3.
auf zusatzliche Eigenschaften. Oft geniigt der Rhythmus,
etwa, wenn jemand nur entsprechend auf die Tischplatte
klopft, um ein Musikstlick zu erkennen. Dabei unterschei-
den wir nur zwischen langen, mittellangen und kurzen No-
ten (>1/4, 1/4 — 1/8 und <1/8). Somit haben wir fur das
Thema drei Elemente (Langen von Ténen und Pausen) bei
funf Klassen, das ergibt fir das Thema 3° = 243 mdgliche
Variationen. Fir das Thema + der ersten Durchfiihrung er-
geben sich zehn Klassen, somit 3'° = ~ 60 000 mogliche
Variationen. Die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass ein Affe zufallig
diese Rhythmen mit einem Stock auf den Tisch schlagt ist
rund <1/(2 x 10%) = <0.005 fiir das Thema und <1/(6 x 10°)
=<0.00001 fur Thema und erste Durchfuhrung.

Fir die Tonh6hen beschranken wir uns auf die Téne und
Halbténe einer Oktave, auRerdem bewerten wir Pausen
als 13. Ton und kommen so zu Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten
fur das Thema von 1/13° das sind <10® und fur Thema +
erste Durchfiihrung von 1/13%, = <10™.

Zu den zusatzlichen Eigenschaften zahlen wir: Instru-
mentierung, Tonart, Stimmung Lautstérke etc. Hier be-
schranken wir uns auf die Angaben ,eher wahrscheinlich*
mit Irrtumswahrscheinlichkeiten zwischen 0.3 und 0.1 fur
Thema und Thema + erste Durchfiihrung.

Durch die Multiplikation der Mindestwerte der Irrtums-
wahrscheinlichkeiten gelangen wir fiir das Thema zu < 5 x
10° x 10° x 10" = < 5 x 10™ und fur Thema und erste
Durchfilhrung zu < 10®° x 10™ x 3 x 10" = < 3 x 10™"".
Diese ,gewaltig kleine* Zahl erklart, dass wir schon bei den
ersten Ténen der 5. Symphonie Beethovens das Werk mit
LSicherheit fur alle praktischen Zwecke” (It. Tabelle 1) er-
kennen kénnen, wenn uns das Werk einmal schon be-
kannt geworden ist.

Im praktischen Leben werden solche Rechnungen
nattrlich nicht durchgefihrt. Hier rechnen wir unbewusst
mit dem Zusammenwirken von mehreren Fehlerwahr-
scheinlichkeiten, die signifikanten, hochgradigen und prak-
tisch sicheren Wahrscheinlichkeiten entsprechen. Zuséatz-
lich spielt eine wesentliche Rolle, dass uns Argumente, die
unseren Annahmen widersprechen, fehlen.

Da bei unseren Rechnungen die Klasse (Zahl der No-
ten) als Exponent von Variationsrechnungen auftritt, ist
auch der groRe Unterschied zwischen Thema allein und
Thema + erste Durchfuihrung erklérlich. Daher sind langere
Melodien noch mit viel groRRerer Sicherheit erkennbar.
Schuberts Lied ,Der Lindenbaum® besteht nach einem
langeren und sehr charakteristischen Vorspiel in einer
Strophe aus 58 gesungenen Noten + 5 Pausennoten. Nur
fur den Rhythmus (Dauer der Téne und Pausen) erhalten
wir fir die Variationen eine 31 stellige Zahl und fiir die
Variationen der Tonhdhen eine 71 stellige Zahl.

Unsere Untersuchungen zeigen, dass das, was die Pio-
niere der Gestalttheorie, wie C. von Ehrenfels, A. Meinong,
V. Benussi, S. Witasek, K. Koffka, M. Wertheimer, W.
Kéhler und andere in exakten Experimenten und in
genialen Intuitionen erarbeitet haben, mit Hilfe der
Multiplikation der Fehlerwahrscheinlichkeiten probabilis-
tisch untermauert werden kann.
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Emotion as Perception of Bodily Changes:
Are Somatic Feeling Theories’ Efforts in Reunifying
the Emotion Category Forlorn Hope?

Verena Gottschling, Mainz, Germany

What an emotion is and what classes of emotions there
are, is a central question within the emotion debate. The
premise that emotions form a natural class is a presup-
position found in all “unified theories of emotions”. | am
especially interested in the question as to whether and
how the characterization of what basic emotions are
determines whether a unified theory of emotions is
possible. Because of the recent revival of James-Lange
theories, | concentrate on these theories, which under-
stand emotion as perception of bodily changes. Can these
efforts to reunify the emotion category be successful? Paul
Griffiths recently argued that emotion is a mongrel
concept. Emotions do not form a natural class. Higher
cognitive emotions are not “really” emotions; basic emo-
tions are what emotions really are. This implies that no
unified theory of emotions is possible. Thus, the efforts of
James-Lange theories cannot be successful. | contend
that this argument does not succeed because it is
grounded in a questionable distinction between basic and
more complex emotions.

Cognitive and Non-Cognitive Theories

The two main conflicting views concerning emotions are
the cognitive and the non-cognitive theories.

Non-cognitive theories see emotions as not necessarily
involving a cognitive element. The most popular accounts
are feeling theories or James-Lange theories, which see
emotions as perceptions of bodily changes. The basic idea
is that emotions are special feelings caused by changes in
physiological conditions relating to the automatic and mo-
tor functions. What constitutes fear is our awareness of
these bodily changes:

[..] we feel sorry because we cry, angry because we
strike, afraid because we tremble, and not that we cry,
strike, or tremble because we are sorry, angry or fearful,
as the case may be. (James 1884, 190)

James-Lange theories work well in case of simple
emotions or emotions that are triggered by changes in the
world. If you see an aggressive dog running in your
direction, without any involved judgment, your direct
emotional reaction is fear. A standard argument against
James-Lange theory is that bodily changes or our
perception of them are not necessary for having an
emotion: we can have emotions without showing bodily
states, like long-term emotions show." How is that
possible, if emotions are nothing else than bodily states?
Furthermore, the intentional content of emotions seems
hard to explain, as well as the rich interaction between
emotions and cultural background.

Cognitive theories in contrast have problems in dealing
with empirical evidence that we have emotions in the
absence of judgments or even contradictory to our beliefs.
In the case of phobic reactions, individuals experience an
emotion even if they are convinced the emotion is

* For example being in love for years.
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unwarranted. In addition, the claim that we have an
emotion like joy only if we believe it has certain desired
properties seems too demanding. Intuitively, a baby or
animal can enjoy something without being able to have
any beliefs about it. The belief that something has
desirable properties seems to be a consequence of that
enjoyment rather that the other way around.

Both accounts seem adequate for some emotions — the
real problem seems to be finding a theory that covers all
emotions.

Evolutionary Explanations: A Third Game in
Town?

Besides cognitive theories and non-cognitive theories,
Paul Griffiths sees a third camp - the evolutionary
approaches, especially the affect program theory.
Evolutionary Psychologists propose a different theory of
mind — a theory where we have no general-purpose tools
but specialized tools for very special purposes. Griffiths is
a proponent of stronger evolutionary psychology. He
claims that all emotions are the product of natural selection
and basic emotions are a small group of emotions, which
are modular and pan-cultural.?

Evolutionary psychologists like Griffiths regard Ekman’s
account as a clear example of modular systems. Ekman/
Friesen (1971) distinguished six® basic emotions based on
pan cultural understanding of facial expression: anger,
fear, disgust, surprise, happiness, and sadness. In several
systematic experiments they showed that basic emotions
correspond to distinct bodily patterns. (Ekman/Friesen/
Levensen 1991) According to Ekman the basic emotions
form an affect program: complex, oriented and automatic
responses including facial expression, change in the tone
of voice, endocrine system changes, changes in the level
of hormones, automatic nervous system changes,
subjective emotional feelings and the direction of intention.

There is at least one other subclass of what is called
emotions — which Griffiths called higher cognitive emotions.
For higher cognitive emotions, the affect program theory
does not work, because these are not modular and culturally
specific like envy, guilt, jealousy and love.

It should be assumed that everything that counts as an
emotion must involve the activation of ancient, pan-
cultural, involuntary responses. In particular, higher
cognitive activity need not trigger affect program re-
sponses in order to be counted as emotional. (Griffiths
1997, 104)

2 Defenders of evolutionary psychology can propose a moderate thesis
regarding emotions as well as a stronger one. In contrast to the stronger view,
the moderate view only states that there is a small group of basic emotions,
which are modular and pan-cultural, whereas higher cognitive emotions could
possibly have a different structure. What drives Griffiths’ critic is that,
according to James-Lange theories, complex emotions must be given less
direct evolutionary explanations than basic emotions. (Griffiths 1997:104f.) But
his target is an evolutionary theory concerning all emotions. There is a cost:
Complex emotions with flexible output do not count as emotions.

% Griffiths distinguishes seven basic emotions.
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Griffiths does not the see the necessary unity between
basic and complex emotions. He accepts that (1) complex
emotions may involve basic emotions as parts, (2) they
depend on basic emotions for their development, and (3)
they interact with basic emotions in typical ways. None-
theless, he does not think that they can be reduced to
basic emotions or be understood as elaborations of them,
for being a module causes a different causal mechanism.
Modules are characterized in Fodor’s classical sense as
being domain-specific, mandatory, their internal processes
are not consciously accessible, they are informationally
encapsulated, fast and automatic. Consequently, modular
emotions involve complex, coordinated and automated
and fast responses, which are not voluntary, mandatory,
informationally encapsulated, and opaque to conscious-
ness. (Sterelny/Griffiths 1999, 344) The problem is that this
limits the causal roles basic emotions play and can in
principle play. Complex emotions in contrast are entirely
different. The aforementioned characteristics for being
modular do not work for them. For this reason, Griffiths
states the disunity hypothesis: It is unwarranted to treat
complex emotions as necessarily involving the activation of
primary emotions. The argument summarized is this:

(1) Basic emotions are modular, complex emotions are
not.

(2) This implies different causal mechanisms.

(3) Natural classes require the same causal
mechanisms.
It follows:

(4) Emotions do not form a natural class.

If complex emotions cannot be associated with affect
programs, there is also little hope for unified theories like
the somatic feeling theory either.

The Revival of James-Lange Theories:
Somatic Feeling Theories of Emotion

Lately, we have witnessed a revival of James-Lange
theories. Several attempts were made to reconcile the
cognitive and the non-cognitive approaches. It is conceded
that some aspects in the cognitive camp’s position are
convincing — nonetheless, the more important aspects are
covered by James-Lange accounts. Two recent propo-
nents of accounts along these lines are Antonio Damasio
and Jesse Prinz. Even Griffiths (in press) admits that these
kinds of theories are promising approaches to complex
emotions.

Damasio’s theory has some differences to the classical
James-Lange-theory:

1. He does not identify emotions with feelings, and in
consequence he is able to allow unconscious emo-
tions. Emotions are not feelings but the perception
of changes in bodily states — somatic changes.

2. The number of observed potential is increased:
changes in hormone levels, in the internal milieu,
and of facial expression, an increase in heart rate,
instrumental actions® are included. Somatic states
include states of the respiratory, circulatory, diges-
tive, musculoskeletal, and endochrine systems.

3. “As if"-responses in the brain are also regarded as
emotions.

Damasio (1994) distinguishes primary and secondary
emotions: Primary emotions are innate and pre-organized

* For example, from tremors or tears to striking out in rage.

Jamesian emotions, they are based importantly on
activities in the amygdala and frontal parts of gyrus cinguli,
and identified in affect programs. (Damasio 1994:186 dt.)
In the case of secondary emotions there is additional
activity in the cortical system. These emotions are not
innate but acquired. In these cases, there is additional
activity in the cognitive system, these mental states are
conscious. These emotions are cognitively involved, which
makes more flexibility possible. What unifies emotions in
Damasio’s account is that they are all basic emotions or
contain basic emotions. Damasio concedes that in the
classical James-Lange theory, there is an inadequate
emphasis on the role evaluation plays in the induction of
emotions. Instead, we should identify emotions with
sensations of bodily changes coupled with a mental
evaluative process. (1994, 139)

Jesse Prinz has a similar view, labeled the "somatic
appraisal* theory. He sees emotions as representing
organism-environment relationships, but they do so via
changes in the body. He adopts Lazarus’ (1991) definition
of appraisals as evaluations of what one’s relationship to
the environment implies for one’s well-being. His theory
sees emotions representing core relational themes — that
is the element from cognitive theories. But emotions are
embodied, and judgments are not necessary to elicit the
emotion. According to Prinz the somatic appraisal theory
applies to both basic emotions and to higher cognitive
emotions, suggesting these two categories comprise a
coherent kind. Basic emotions are embodied appraisals,
non basic emotions are blends or combinations of basic
emotions and beliefs or judgments.

Damasio and Prinz both have somatic feeling theories of
emotions and see emotions as a form of bodily perception.
In addition, both have hybrid theories between feeling
theories and somatic theories. Nonetheless there are
some differences: For Prinz, cognitive elements are
causes for emotions but are not components of emotions.
In contrast, Damasio regards cognitive elements as
components of emotions in the case of complex emotions.
Furthermore, their characterizations of basic emotions
differ: Damasio sees them as innate and modular, whereas
Prinz characterizes them as innate and the class of things
where biological and conceptual hints come together. Both
differences seem driven by the wish to allow for immunity
in the disunity thesis and Griffiths’ argument. | will argue
that this maneuver is not even necessary.

Somatic Feeling Theories: Vulnerable to
Griffiths’ Argument?

Premise (2) is essential for Griffiths’ argument. For
Griffiths, there are two main differences between basic and
complex emotions: what triggers the emotion is completely
different; in case of basic emotions, by sensory input —,
and in the case of complex emotions, by input from higher
brain structures. Furthermore, the output-side is different:
Basic emotions are intimately connected to physiological
changes and standard behavior; complex emotions are
not, at least not to the same degree, connected to
standard behavior.

Because input and output differ so much, basic and
complex emotions are completely different. That is enough
to state that both functions are completely different.

Remember, (1) and (2) are premises about all emotions.
According to Griffiths, complex emotions can contain basic
emotions but cannot be reduced to them nor can they be
seen as elaborations of them because complex emotions
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do not need to contain basic emotions. Thus he introduces
a distinction within complex emotions. Is the functional role
different for all complex emotions? Yes, for the criterion is
that complex emotions are not to the same degree
connected to standard behavior. ®

But this criterion presupposes what it intends to estab-
lish: If (1) modules are characterized by the aforemen-
tioned criteria — being affect programs, with all the above
mentioned characteristics of modules, (2) basic emotions
are the components of the different subclasses of enriched
emotions, and (3) whenever basic emotions also contain a
cognitive element or are triggered by a cognitive element,
that (4) enables more flexible responses — then complex
emotions per definition cannot share the criteria for basic
emotions. As a result, basic emotions per definition cannot
be under voluntary control or cannot be triggered by a
cognitive element, complex emotions have to. Formulated
more drastically: This is just to question the basic
assumption of somatic feeling theories. Somatic feeling
theories are not committed to the view that basic emotions
are modular in Griffiths’ sense.

Let me give you an example: Assume Joe has acropho-
bia. Standing on the top of the CN Tower on the glass floor
113 stories above the ground triggers (via sensory input) a
strong emotional response: fear. This fear is not to be
controlled consciously: Even if Joe knows he cannot fall
down, as he is not even walking across the glass floor, he
still experiences angst. He cannot calm down, is not able
to breath any more, he stares saucer-eyed at the glass
floor, etc. This seems a clear example of a basic emotion.
Now let us assume Joe a week before visually imagined to
be in exactly this situation. He had never been to the CN
Tower, and planed to travel to Toronto just to confront
himself with this situation as part of his therapy. His
therapist told him to imagine standing on the top of the CN
Tower in advance as training. Again Joe is in fear. He
breaks out in a sweat, his heart is beating, his hands are
trembling and so on. This time the emotion is triggered by
input from cognitive structures, the response is probably
more flexible: Joe is at least able to stop imagining himself
in that situation and by doing this, the fear disappears after
a while. In both cases, the input and output side differ.
Nonetheless, we feel forced to say that both cases we
have instances of basic emotions, even instances of the
same basic emotion — fear. Even what frightens Joe is
identical. According to Griffiths, we have a complex
emotion in the second case, thus, not “really an emotion”.
Only a real emotion may be contained. But what does this
mean? What distinguishes a contained emotion and being
an emotion other than the flexibility of the output? Griffiths
seems in need to specify more precisely “sufficiently
similar sensory input and sufficiently similar output
patterns” are guarantee basic emotions and, in addition,
emotions of the same kind. Furthermore, these examples
show that we have a mixture of criteria that does not allow
a clear decision about which emotions are basic, complex
but “contain basic emotions”, and complex. “No cognitive
involvement” and “being affect programs” do not give us
correlating classes. The mentioned criteria for subclasses
of emotions do not coincide.

5 If we understand Griffiths as claiming that the functional role differs only in
the case of complex emotions not containing basic emotions, we are not in a
better position. Then, there is a different functional role within the class of
complex emotions. Griffiths’ disunity hypothesis concerns a class of things that
the James-Lange theory is not concerned with.
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Summary

| argued that the thesis that modular elements must have
different causal roles than any complex element containing
both modular and non-modular elements takes for granted
that there is no hybrid theory possible. In addition, it
presupposes that the distinction between basic and more
complex emotions coincides with being modular or not.
This is not an indispensable part of somatic feeling
theories. The disunity hypothesis is no threat for somatic
feeling theories.

References

Damasio, A. 1994 Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the
Human Brain, New York: Grosset/Putnam.

Damasio, A. 1999 The Feeling of What Happens. Body and
Emotion in the Making of Consciousness, New York: Hartcourt
Brace & Company.

Ekman, P., & Friesen, W.V. 1971 Constants across cultures in the
face and emotion, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 17,
2, 124-129.

Ekman, P. 1992 Are there basic emotions? Psychological Review
99, 3, 550-553.

Griffiths, P.E. 1997 What Emotions Really Are. Chicago: Chicago
University Press.

Griffiths, P.E. (In Press) Is Emotion a Natural Kind? In: R. C.
Solomon (Ed.), Thinking About Feeling - Contemporary Philoso-
phers on Emotions, Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.
Griffiths, P.E. In Press Basic Emotions, Complex Emotions,
Machiavellian Emotions. In: A. Hatzimoysis (Ed.), Proceedings of
the Royal Institute of Philosophy, 2001.

Prinz. J. (in Press). Emotion, Psychosemantics, and Embodied
Appraisals, in: D. Evans and P. Cruse (eds.), Emotion, Evolution
and Rationality, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Prinz. J. (in Press). Emotions Embodied, In: R. C. Solomon (Ed.),
Thinking About Feeling — Contemporary Philosophers on Emotions,
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Prinz. J. (forthcoming). Gut Reactions. A Perceptual Theory of
Emotion, to appear: Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sterelny, K. & Griffiths, P. 1999 Sex and Deaths. An Introduction to
Philosophy of Biology, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.



Bedeutung ohne Absicht

Hajo Greif, Graz, Osterreich

1. Meinen was man sagt

Sollte ich ein Bild von der Philosophie der Sprache
zeichnen und hatte nur ein grobes Malwerkzeug zur
Verfugung und durfte nur ein, zwei Striche machen, so
wirde der erste Strich das zentrale Motiv der Sprachphilo-
sophie als die Analyse von Begriffen umreil3en. Der zweite
Strich wiirde diese Analyse als Theorie der Bedeutung,
das heil3t der Anwendungsbedingungen fir Begriffe
darstellen. Dirfte ich dann noch einen dritten Pinselstrich
hinzufugen, wirde ich die Theorie der Bedeutung als
Untersuchung dariiber ausmalen, ob und wie das, was
Sprecher meinen, wenn sie etwas sagen, die Bedeutung
dessen bestimmt, was sie sagen.

Wenn dieses grobe Bild in der Lage ist, die feinen Zige
der Sprachphilosophie einigermaRen treffend wieder-
zugeben, dann zeichne ich mit dem, was ich an dieser
Stelle vorschlagen mdchte, ein anderes Bild. In diesem
Bild erscheint die Theorie der Bedeutung als etwas vom
Unternehmen der Begriffsanalyse deutlich Verschiedenes,
und die Intentionalitét als Bedeutung sprachlicher Formen
erklart sich allenfalls indirekt lber die Intentionalitat als
Absichtlichkeit der Zustande der Sprecher beim Sprechen.
Dieses Bild entspricht einer bestimmten Interpretation des
Programms der Teleosemantik, so wie es von Ruth Garrett
Millikan und Fred Dretske entworfen wurde (vgl. Millikan
1984, Dretske 1988). Diese Perspektive und dieses
Werkzeug mochte ich im folgenden darstellen und
verteidigen.

2. Eine Frage der Bedeutung

Bedeutung kann im Versuch einer moglichst allgemeinen
und unkontroversen ersten Annaherung definiert werden
als die Eigenschaft einer AuRerung, sich auf etwas zu
beziehen. Jenseits aller Differenzen hinsichtlich der
Erklarung dieser Eigenschaft wird in den meisten
philosophischen Sprachgebrauchen die Bedeutung eines
Satzes oder, allgemeiner, einer sprachlichen Form in der
einen oder anderen Weise an die Absichten und die
mentalen Représentationen von Sprechern geknupft, die
mit ihren AuBerungen etwas meinen.

Es ist wahr, daR ich die Absicht haben muR, etwas zu
sagen und daf3 ich Uber eine Vorstellung davon verfugen
mufB3, wortber ich etwas sagen mochte und wie es zu
sagen ist, um etwas sagen zu kénnen und damit in der Tat
auch etwas zu meinen. (Andernfalls wirde ich mich in
einem unverstandlichen und absichtslosen Gemurmel
verlieren.) Aber diese Feststellung sagt noch nichts
dartiber aus, ob die Bedeutung dessen, was ich sage,
durch das, was ich denke, schon definiert ist.

Es gibt, so scheint es, genau einen Fall, in dem die
Beziehung zwischen einem Zeichen und seinem Gegen-
stand allein und genau Uber den Akt des Meinens (als
innerem Akt des in Beziehung Setzens von verschiedenen
Dingen und Ereignissen) hergestellt wird: wenn ich, mit
einer Interpretation der Vorstellungen meines Gegeniber
(Uber das, was er weil3 und was er will) im Sinn, ein neues
Symbol oder Zeichen erfinde, das nur im Kontext dieser
Interpretation, ihres Senders und ihres Adressaten
verstehbar ist. Im Falle sprachlicher Zeichen funktioniert
dies genau deswegen nicht, weil die Beziehung zwischen

AuRerung und Gegenstand qua Offentlichkeit der Sprache
ungeachtet eines spezifischen Verwendungskontextes
gewahrleistet sein mul — also unabhangig von der
personlichen Beziehung zwischen zwei oder mehreren
Sprechern zueinander und der Kenntnis ihrer Absichten
voneinander. Zwar gilt insbesondere im Falle Gricescher
Bedeutungen (Implikaturen, vgl. Grice 1989), daf3 der
Kontext durchaus eine Rolle fiur die Bedeutung des
Gesagten in einer konkreten Situation spielt, doch ist dies
ein abgeleiteter Fall. Er funktioniert nur vor dem Hinter-
grund eines allgemeinen Mechanismus, der festlegt, auf
welche Klasse von Gegensténden sich ein Typ von
Zeichen im allgemeinen beziehen soll und wie sich eine
einzelne AuRerung auf einen Gegenstand beziehen kann.

Die Mehrheit der Theorien in der philosophischen
Semantik lokalisiert solch einen Mechanismus wahlweise
in der kollektiven Intentionalitdt von Sprechern, in
expliziten Konventionen, in impliziten Ubereinstimmungen
im Gebrauch, oder in einer Menge von 6ffentlich zugang-
lichen Regeln als Anwendungsbedingungen fur sprach-
liche Formen. Jede dieser Erklarungen adressiert die
Absichten der Sprecher. In verschiedenem Maf3e wird tber
die Rolle der Sprecherabsichten hinaus auf die Feststel-
lung Wert gelegt, daR? die Beschaffenheit der Welt letztlich
dariiber entscheidet, was sprachliche Formen bedeuten.

Die Teleosemantik spitzt den 6ffentlichen Charakter der
Bedeutung auf folgende Weise zu: Ein individuell fest-
gelegtes und einmalig produziertes Zeichen hat gar keine
Bedeutung, denn Bedeutung ist eine Eigenschaft allein
reproduzierbarer Zeichen. Sie wird ihnen weder per De-
finition noch per Konvention noch per kollektiver Inten-
tionalitdt zugewiesen, sondern nur und genau im Zuge
ihrer Reproduktion, das heif3t in ihrem wiederholten Ge-
brauch. Die Reproduktion erfolgt aufgrund eines bestimm-
ten Effekts oder einer Mehrzahl von solchen. Einer dieser
Effekte ist das Abbilden eines Zustandes oder Ereignisses
in der Umwelt der Sprecher. Die Bedeutung eines Zei-
chens ist sein selektierter Effekt, genau das zu tun. Dies ist
eine seiner Funktionen. Die urspriingliche Korrelation
zwischen Zeichen und abgebildetem Gegenstand kann
zwar, mufd aber nicht unbedingt Uberhaupt von vor-
neherein intendiert sein. Entscheidend ist, daf diese Kor-
relation ein Teil der Ursache dafur wird (als eine
notwendige und Teil einer hinreichenden Bedingung), daf
das Zeichen fortgesetzt reproduziert wird — und zwar von
verschiedenen Sprechern in verschiedenen Situationen.
Ob die Reproduktionsbedingungen erfillt sind und welche
Effekte es genau sind, welche reproduktiv relevant sind,
lakt sich allein historisch, das hei8t auf Basis der
Selektionsgeschichte von Effekten feststellen. Diese
Erklarung von Funktionen als selektierten Effekten hat ihre
Basis in der evolutiondren Theorie der Adaptation durch
naturliche Selektion.

Dies ist eine radikalisierte Version einer Gebrauchs-
theorie der Bedeutung, die strikt naturalistisch, strikt
antirationalistisch und strikt historisch vorgeht, aber
zugleich noch weiter gesteckte Ziele verfolgt. Statt um eine
Beschreibung des sozialen Gebrauchs von Zeichen geht
es um eine Evolutionsgeschichte der Intentionalitat
Uberhaupt — in beiden Sinnen: als Bedeutung und als
Absichtlichkeit.
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3. Die Bedeutung des Darwinismus

Dieses Vorgehen setzt sich einem Verdacht aus — dem
Verdacht namlich, dafl es im bestenfalls naiven Glauben
an die umfassende Erklarungskraft der Darwinschen
Evolutionstheorie Sprache, Bedeutung und Kultur in deren
groBe Erzéhlung einspannt. Eine solche Lesart der
Teleosemantik ist zwar mit hinreichend bdsem Willen
moglich — zumal sie einige Parallelen zur Dawkinsschen
Theorie der Meme aufweist (vgl. Kapitel 11 von Dawkins
1976) —, doch ich méchte eine dezidiert andere Lesart
vorschlagen, die sich an einer Tradition der Interpretation
des Darwinismus orientiert, die keinem biologischen
Determinismus anheimféllt und als deren Anwalt etwa
John Deweys “The Influence of Darwinism on Philosophy”
(Dewey 1910) gelten kann.

Die entscheidende darwinistische Umwalzung der
Wissenschaften vom Leben bestand darin, die Prozesse
des Lebens nicht als durch zeitlose und unveranderliche
Formprinzipien gesteuert zu begreifen, sondern als
dynamisch und kontextuell gebunden. Arten und ihre
Umwelten verandern sich. Zugleich machte der Darwinis-
mus die Prinzipien dieser Veranderung einer empirischen
Untersuchung zugéanglich und versuchte, sie anhand von
wenigen elementaren Kausalgesetzen (und  nicht
inharenten teleologischen Eigenschaften und Strukturprin-
zipien) zu erklaren, welche die Entwicklung des Lebens
eingrenzen (aber nicht in seinen Formen vorab determi-
nieren). Die Prinzipien dieser Erklarung waren Variation —
als offnendes Prinzip der Erzeugung neuer Formen auf der
Ebene des organischen Reproduktionsprozesses — und
natlirliche Selektion — als schlieBendes Prinzip der
differentiellen Reproduktion varianter Formen unter
gegebenen Umweltbedingungen.

Die Rolle der Umweltbedingungen richtig zu verstehen,
ist die Voraussetzung fur ein angemessenes Verstandnis
des Phadnomens der Evolution. Umweltbedingungen sind
lokale Bedingungen, die fir jeden Organismus und jede
Population von Organismen spezifisch sind. Sie sind nicht
als ihre Umgebung im allgemeinen zu verstehen, sondern
als ein Bindel von selektiv relevanten Eigenschaften,
sogenannten Adaptoren — zu denen auch andere
Organismen gehdren. Adaptoren sind Selektionsbe-
dingungen fur Funktionen. Organismen reproduzieren sich
nur, wenn ihre strukturellen und ihre Verhaltenseigen-
schaften auf diese Adaptoren passen — und sie existieren
zuallererst, weil entweder die Eigenschaften ihrer
Vorfahren auf ein weitgehend identisches Bundel von
Adaptoren gepal3t haben oder ihre eigenen Eigenschaften
auf ein neues Bindel von Adaptoren passen. Folglich
haben jeder Organismus und jede Population ihre eigene
Umwelt als Menge von selektiv relevanten Eigenschaften
ihrer Umgebung.

Die Entscheidungskriterien dafir, ob eine Eigenschaft
eine Adaptation ist, sind, folgen wir dieser Bestimmung
von Umweltbedingungen, in zweifacher Weise unterbe-
stimmt:

1. Veranderungen in der Umwelt sind nicht anti-
zipierbar, da sie von kontingenten und bisweilen
noch nicht einmal biologischen Faktoren abhangig
sind. Bislang adaptierte Eigenschaften kénnen ihrer
Adaptoren verlustig gehen und entweder als selektiv
neutrale Residuen weiterbestehen und gegebenen-
falls fur neue Funktionen kooptiert werden oder als
maladaptiv der natirlichen Selektion zum Opfer fal-
len.

2. Der Prozel3 der natirlichen Selektion ist in keiner
Weise intentional oder auch nur zielgerichtet. Unter
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veranderten Umweltbedingungen haben variante
Formen, deren Eigenschaften zuvor neutral oder
gar unvorteilhaft waren, fortan einen reproduktiven
Vorteil, weil der gluckliche Umstand eintritt, dai
jene Eigenschaften auf die neuen Bedingungen
passen.

Aus diesem doppelten Grund lassen sich Eigenschaften
als Adaptationen, ihre Effekte als Funktionen und Evolu-
tionsprozesse als Fortschritt allenfalls in der Rickschau
als solche charakterisieren, und sie lassen sich nur in
Hinblick auf die Variationen identifizieren, die zur Verfu-
gung standen, und in Hinblick auf die Umweltbedingungen,
unter denen ihre Selektion stattfand. Genau diese eigen-
tumliche Beziehung, die der Annahme eindeutiger, optima-
ler, endglltiger Adaptationen im Wege steht, ist der
Schlussel zu einem angemessenen Verstandnis des
teleosemantischen Arguments.

4. Die Evolution der Bedeutung

Zu den auf dem Wege der natirlichen Selektion adaptier-
ten Eigenschaften von Organismen gehéren in vielen
Fallen Mechanismen zur Abbildung von Umweltzustanden
— gegenlber sich selbst oder gegeniiber anderen
Mitgliedern der Population. Auf dieser Ebene bereits kann
man von Funktionen des Abbildens sprechen. Solche
Funktionen nun kénnen auf der Ebene eines Verhaltens
zwischen Individuen der Fall sein, ohne daf} diese bereits
Uber innere Reprasentationen verfigen. Um das so
wundervolle wie notorische Beispiel der Bienentdnze zu
Rate zu ziehen (vgl. Millikan 1984): Die Tanze einer Biene,
die Nektar gefunden hat, haben die Funktion, die anderen
Mitglieder ihres Bienenvolks zu dieser Nahrungsquelle zu
dirigieren, indem sie deren raumliche Lage abbilden.
Bienenténze sind somit erstens offentliche Reprasentatio-
nen, insofern sie sich zwischen verschiedenen Individuen
abspielen. Zweitens erklart sich dieses Verhalten
keineswegs so, dal} die tanzende Biene eine innere
Abbildung von der Lage der Nahrungsquelle absichtsvoll in
einen Tanz zu Ubersetzen versucht. Die Abbildung des
Umweltzustands und die Ausrichtung des Verhaltens auf
diesen sind ein und derselbe Akt.

Manche Lebewesen demgegeniiber sind jedoch in der
Lage, Verhaltensmuster individuell, im eigenen Verhalten
zu selektieren, anstatt als Individuen einer Selektion ihrer
Verhaltensmuster unterworfen zu sein. Dies zu tun ist die
Funktion von inneren Abbildungen von Welt- und
Eigenzustanden. Das eigene innere Verhalten — also
Zustande des Nervensystems — und das auf3ere Verhalten
werden auf diesem Wege auf einen Umweltzustand
adaptiert. Abbildungsverhalten und auReres Verhalten auf
den abgebildeten Zustand hin fallen jedoch nunmehr nicht
in eins. Jedes Individuum entwickelt auf dem Wege des
Lernens einen fir sich spezifischen Mechanismus, sich in
der Welt zurechtzufinden gemafld den Bedingungen, unter
denen es sich zurechtfinden muf3. Dementsprechend
erzeugen verschiedene Individuen verschieden struktu-
rierte mentale Abbildungen der Welt. Individuelle Akte des
aufeinander Beziehens und Identifizierens von Dingen und
Ereignissen sind so, unabhéngig vom Vorhandensein
einer Sprache, maglich.

Historisch gesehen existierten Abbildungsfunktionen
also, bevor Sprache in die Welt trat. Sie existierten sogar
bereits, bevor Absichtlichkeit und mentale Reprasentatio-
nen in die Welt traten. Dies ist der erste Sinn, in dem
Bedeutung als Abbildungsfunktion von Absicht und
Sprache unabhangig ist. Fir das Phanomen sprachlicher
Bedeutungen gilt die Unabhé&ngigkeit von Absichten
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zusatzlich in einem zweiten, systematischen Sinn: Die
Funktion der Sprache insgesamt liegt gerade in der
Verschiedenheit individueller mentaler Reprasentationen
begrindet, die auf dem Wege eines standardisierten,
reproduzierbaren Verhaltensmusters koordiniert werden.
Sprachféahigkeit als solche ist in diesem Sinne eine
biologische Adaptation mit genau dieser Funktion. Sie
selbst hat nicht die Funktion des Abbildens, sondern des
Herstellens, Rezipierens und Reproduzierens von Verhal-
tensmustern, die unter anderem Abbildungsfunktionen
erwerben konnen. Die Abbildungsfunktion sprachlicher
Formen im besonderen beruht auf der Reproduktion
sprachlicher Formen durch verschiedene Individuen in
Relation zu einer ganzen Reihe von selektiv wirksamen
Umweltbedingungen als Adaptoren:

1. einem Weltzustand, auf den ihr Verhalten gemein-
sam auszurichten fiir die weiteren Verhaltensmég-
lichkeiten der Sprecher selektiv relevant ist;

2. dem Verhalten der verschiedenen Sprecher selbst,
die einander in ihrem Verhalten eine fur ihr Verhal-
ten selektiv relevante Umweltbedingung sind;

3. den konkreten jeweils unterschiedlichen inneren Re-
prasentationen, die Sprecher von einem bestimmten
Zustand oder Ereignis in ihrer Umwelt haben.

Die fortgesetzte Reproduktion einer sprachlichen Form
gelingt genau dann, wenn ihre einzelnen Token auf all
diese Bedingungen passen. Eine sprachliche Form muf3
also erstens einen Zustand oder ein Ereignis in der
Umwelt der Sprecher abbilden — aber nicht in ihren
Kopfen; sie mul3 zweitens das Verhalten der Sprecher auf
jenen Zustand oder jenes Ereignis und aufeinander
ausrichten, so daB ihre Interaktionen gelingen; und drittens
muB sie zumindest dabei behilflich sein, die inneren
Repréasentationen der individuellen Sprecher, so ver-
schieden sie auch sein mdgen, auf jenen Zustand oder
jenes Ereignis auszurichten.

Es ist jedoch zum einen keine Reproduktionsbedingung
fur eine sprachliche Form, daf ihre Selektion immer und
voll und ganz intentional im Sinne von absichtsvoll
geschieht. Die Sprecherabsichten erscheinen als
Umweltbedingungen einer zur natirlichen Selektion
teilweise analogen, weil nicht primér intentionalen Form
der Selektion von Verhaltensmustern. Zum anderen ist es
keine Reproduktionsbedingung fir sprachliche Formen,
dal die inneren Représentationen der Sprecher eine
identische Form annehmen oder gar einander transparent
werden, indem sie in der sprachlichen Form abgebildet
werden. Allein die Verbindung zwischen Vorstellung und
AuBerung muR nach innen stabil und nach auRen
anschlu3fahig sein. Dies wird dadurch geleistet, dal
sprachliche Formen bei den Sprechern, die sich ihrer
bedienen, Akte der Identifizierung von Weltzustanden
hervorrufen. Fur deren Gelingen zahlt allein, dal3 ein
bestimmter Weltzustand in eine bestimmte Korrelation zu
einem anderen gesetzt wird. Diese Passung ist das
Kriterium fir die Bedeutung, also die Abbildungsfunktion
einer sprachlichen Form. Ihr Test sind die Umweltbe-
dingungen des Sprechens, die im Rahmen des Mdglichen
stabil zu halten eine der Funktionen des Sprechens als
solchem ist. Eine solche Theorie der Bedeutung ist darum
ein historisches und empirisches, nicht ein analytisches
Projekt.

Denken und Sprechen im allgemeinen und Gedanken
und sprachliche Formen im besonderen treten in den
feinen Graden und Schattierungen einer Evolutionsge-
schichte in die Welt. Denken und Sprechen sind natirliche
Beziehungen zur Umwelt mit jeweils eigenen Funktionen
und mit jeweils eigenen Bedingungen der Selektion dieser
Funktionen. Zugleich jedoch ist die Umwelt des Denkens
und Sprechens die geteilte soziale Lebenswelt, in der
beide stattfinden und in der die AuRerungen und die
Gedanken von Sprechern auf je eigene Weise zu
Umweltbedingungen fiir die AuRerung weiterer Satze und
das AnschlieRen weiterer Handlungen werden. Da diese
Umwelt unabsehbar verénderlich ist, sind Menschen als
Lebewesen und ihre Verhaltensweisen ebensowenig wie
die Bedeutungen ihrer AuRerungen im Sinne einer
perfekten und endglltigen Gestaltung an ihre Umwelt
angepaldt. Weder sind fur jeden Menschen alle Umweltbe-
dingungen zu jeder Zeit vollkommen klar erkennbar oder
gar im eigenen Handeln determinierbar, noch sind die
Handlungen und Absichten anderer Menschen in dieser
Weise verfligbar, noch kénnen sie abschlieRend festlegen,
was eine AuRRerung bedeutet.

Vielmehr sind die Quellen der Bedeutung gerade
variante Formen, die einem bestimmten, individuellen
Verwendungskontext entstammen und zwar vielleicht einer
Absicht entspringen, aber sicher noch keine Bedeutung
haben. Sie sind es genau dann, wenn sie einerseits aus
Motiven beliebiger Art seitens der Sprecher reproduziert
werden und sie sich andererseits an den konkreten
Umweltbedingungen des Sprechens bewahren missen.
Die Beschaffenheit der Welt alleine entscheidet dartber,
welche Bedeutungen sprachliche Formen erwerben. Zu
dieser Welt gehdren auch die undurchsichtigen, analytisch
so wenig hilfreichen Absichten der Sprecher, deren
Funktionen einer Theorie der Evolution des Geistes
zugleich so durchsichtig sind.
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Wittgenstein on Musical Experience and Knowledge

Eran Guter, Haifa, Israel

Most commentators grossly underrate Wittgenstein's
writing on music and generally tend to dismiss this aspect
of his thinking as an oddity. Fortunately, recent years have
seen an upsurge of remedial interest in the relevance of
Wittgenstein's texts on musical matters to the main body of
his philosophical work, in particular to his philosophical

psychology.

Wittgenstein sought the connection between music and
psychology already quite early in his career. His experi-
ments on music perception, conducted between 1912 and
1913 under the auspices of Charles Myers’ cutting-edge
laboratory for experimental psychology in Cambridge, were
designed, as David Pinsent reports, “to ascertain the
extent and importance of rhythm in music” (Nedo and
Ranchetti 1983). Thus stated, these experiments seem to
be of consequence neither to the musician nor to the
philosopher. Yet one should never mistake Wittgenstein
for someone who spends quality time on trivialities. Indeed
much later, after his return to philosophy in Cambridge, he
confessed to G.E. Moore that his experiments on rhythm
did not yield answers to questions in aesthetics as he had
expected at the time (Nedo and Ranchetti 1983).

What were these questions in aesthetics about, and how
did Wittgenstein address them eventually? There is, |
submit, a direct answer to the former query: Wittgenstein
was ultimately interested in the relation of musical
experiences to knowledge; that is, he pondered over the
"aboutness" of music. In this paper | shall attempt to mark
the path that leads to this answer in the context of
Wittgenstein's later writings, thereby answering the latter
query as well. The discussion, | hope, would also
underscore the scholarly need to read Wittgenstein's
remarks on music as part and parcel of his legitimate
philosophical work.

The bulk of Wittgenstein's texts on the experience of
music belongs to his later work, and it is thematically
indigenous to his thinking on philosophical psychology.
Wittgenstein's treatment of the topic of musical experience
occurs at the intersection of three often-overlapping
concerns: (a) the grammatical complexity of language
games that pertain to aesthetic phenomena and to musical
experience in particular; (b) the pervasive aspectuality of
music; and (c) the notion of physiognomy and its implica-
tions. | shall now address these issues in this order.

In his 1938 lectures on aesthetics, while countering G.E.
Moore's analysis of the beautiful, Wittgenstein stressed the
enormously complicated situation in which our aesthetic
expressions have a place (LC 2). They must be seen
against the background of certain activities, and ultimately
of certain ways of living (LC 8, 11). Our aesthetic use of
words is built up on the basis of practices and language
games that are logically prior. Elsewhere, Wittgenstein
elaborated by saying that our aesthetic use of words
presupposes familiarity with numerous other language
games — in the case of music, with games that pertain to
conclusions, expressions of agreement, replies etc. — and
ultimately with “the whole range of our language games”
(CV 52). Thus Wittgenstein construes our aesthetic use of
words as being grammatically complex in a “vertical"
sense (see Hark 1990) that is akin to our use of words in a
secondary sense (Pl Il xi 216).
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When we express our aesthetic experiences, we apply
concepts understood as bearers of specific techniques of
use on "new surroundings" (LW | §797), namely, the
language game of expression. The manner in which we
reach for the aesthetic expression as the only possible
way in which to give expression to our perception,
inclinations and feelings underscores the specificity of
such vertically complex game moves. Furthermore, such
expressions are not metaphors either; they do not refer to
comparisons, which can be identified independently of
their specific, vertically complex, or secondary use.

In the case of music, the specificity of our aesthetic
expressions, the way they are linked to their respective
musical experiences, results in the reciprocity of music and
language. The musical theme is incorporated into
language: "we learn a new gesture" (CV 52). Referring to
"the way music speaks", Wittgenstein remarks: "Don’t
forget that even though a poem is composed in the
language of information, it is not employed in the lan-
guage-game of information" (RPP | 8§888). Expression
presupposes information, yet it is not reducible to
information. Hence the oddity of the converse case —
which Wittgenstein brings up in the continuation of the
passage just quoted above — of a person who thinks that
the playing of a reflective Chopin piece is actually the
speaking of a language, whose sense is kept secret from
him.

Let us proceed to our next issue: the pervasive aspectu-
ality of music. As a number of scholars have already
observed (Hanfling 1990; Hark 1990; Mulhall 1990;
Johnston 1993), there is an obvious conceptual kinship in
Wittgenstein's thinking between the secondary meaning of
words and aspect perception. The dawning of an aspect
marks a vertical shift in the language game played. Its
expression consists of a vertically complex move in a
language game that can only be understood against the
backdrop of the correlate move in logically prior games
(RPP 11 8541), and it is criterially related to the experiences
involved. The expression of aspect dawning is, in
Wittgenstein's words, “a cry of recognition” (Pl Il xi 198),
which is the only criterion for the existence and nature of
the experience involved.

Wittgenstein's remarks on aspect perception are replete
with musical instances, which are significantly broader in
scope than any of the standard examples of the duck-
rabbit and other ambiguous figures. Here is a selection of
very instructive examples: hearing a theme as a march or
as a dance (Pl Il xi 206); hearing a certain bar as an
introduction or in a certain key (RPP | §1); experiencing a
certain interpretation of a musical passage as inevitable
(RPP | 822); playing a passage with more intense
expression or with less intense expression, with stronger
emphasis on rhythm and structure or with less (RPP |
8507); playing a passage with the correct expression (LW |
§688); hearing one thing as a variant of another (RPP |
8508); rephrasing a variation in such a way that it could be
conceived as a different variation on the same theme,
hearing a theme differently in a repetition (RPP | 8517);
hearing a melody differently after becoming acquainted
with the composer’s style (LW | §774).

The most striking thing about these examples is that
they encompass virtually the entire range of what is
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fundamental to the perception and performance of music:
the experience of musical motion through rhythm and
structure, the identification and re-identification of musical
materials, the fine nuances of musical expression, and the
overarching considerations of performance practice, of
genre and style. Thus, according to Wittgenstein, music is
fundamentally and pervasively aspectual. An important
corollary to this observation is this: music does not teach
us about “the external world”. Music is not employed in the
language game of information (RPP | §888).

Another piece of the puzzle is now called for. It is
generally admitted that Wittgenstein’s philosophical
engagement with aspect perception is indigenous to his
late work, notwithstanding some reference to ambiguous
figures in the Tractatus (TLP 5.5423). Granted, it is ever
more striking to acknowledge that his practical engage-
ment with the problem of aspect perception preceded even
the Tractatus, and that it has had its origins in his thinking
on music. Of course, | refer to his 1912-1913 experiments
on rhythm. In these experiments, Wittgenstein was
concerned with the so-called “subjective rhythm” phe-
nomenon as he aimed at determining the conditions under
which subjects heard or read into a sequence of beats a
rhythm, which, in a sense, was not there. By 1912 the
phenomenon has already been well documented in the
annals of psychology. The standard result in experiments
like those conducted by Wittgenstein was that the initial
beat was perceived to be accented, and time intervals
between beats within each group appeared shorter than
the time interval between the final beat of one group and
the initial beat of the next group (Handel 1989).

The crucial point for our present concern is this: Witt-
genstein’'s 1912-1913 experiments on rhythm yielded a
clear-cut case of musical aspect dawning akin to an
ambiguous figure like the duck-rabbit. One may hear the
series of clicks as either duple or triple meter, and could
switch between these alternative aspects at will. Thus it
becomes eminently clear why Wittgenstein came to
disavow these early excursions into experimental
psychology. His original quest turned out in fact to be not
merely “to ascertain the extent and importance of rhythm in
music”, as Pinsent had construed it, but rather to ascertain
the extent and importance of aspect perception in music.
Yet, as Wittgenstein said in his 1938 lectures on aesthet-
ics, the sort of explanation one is looking for when one is
puzzled by an aesthetic impression cannot be given by
means of psychological experiment (LC 21). Empirical data
can have no bearing on grammatical inquiry.

In the remainder of this paper | would like to discuss
some implications of Wittgenstein’'s emphasis on the
notion of physiognomy. The notion of physiognomy — the
meaningful irregularity of the living body — is central both to
his explication of aspect seeing (PI Il xi 193) and to his
various discussions of musical expression (LC 4; PI 8536;
RPP | 8434; CV 52). According to Wittgenstein, enormous
variability, irregularity, and unpredictability are an essential
part of human physiognomy and the concepts for which
human physiognomy serve as a basis (RPP Il §8614-615,
617, 627). Two important claims are intertwined here. First,
human physiognomy is fundamentally, essentially non-
mechanical. It cannot be recognized or described by
means of rules, and it introduces an indefiniteness, a
certain insufficiency of evidence, into our physiognomic
recognition that is constitutive hence not indicative of any
deficiency of knowledge. Second, such indeterminate “fine
shades of behavior” constitute some of our concepts, most
notably our psychological concepts, which we often use in
aesthetic contexts (Z §505).

In the case of music, Wittgenstein's stress on the notion
of physiognomy tells us that musical experience admits
what he calls "imponderable evidence" (Pl Il xi 227-229).
Imponderable evidence includes “subtleties of glance, of
gesture, of tone” that serve as the basis of our Men-
schenkenntnis, our “knowledge of mankind” — knowledge
that can be learned by some, taught by some, yet only
through “experience” or “varied observation” and by
exchanging “tips”. "What we regard as expression"”, says
Wittgenstein, "consists of incalculability" (CV 73). In
language games such as the language game of expres-
sion, “sufficient evidence passes over into insufficient
without a borderline” (RPP Il §614), and so the kind of
knowledge gained — essentially, an ability — cannot be
learned via fixed rules. The concept of musical expression,
like the concept of “soul”, is diametrically opposed to the
concept of a mechanism (cf. RPP | 8324) — exact, definite
calculation and prediction is conceptually detrimental to
what we regard as expression. Wittgenstein suggests that
we try to imagine “other beings” that might recognize
soulful expression in music by rules (RPP Il 8695; Z §157).
This thought experiment is designed to show that musical
expression is constituted in such a way that an encounter
with a mechanical, "soulless" surrogate of expression
would have a petrifying effect.

As the countless ways in which we may perform a piece
of music with genuine expression invariably attest (CV 82),
the imponderability of this kind of evidence is significantly
reflected in the way we attempt to communicate our
knowledge of mankind, and in the measure for the success
of our justifications. Success means that we have allowed
the musical gesture to insinuate itself into our lives, we
have adopted it as our own, we have exerted "a reaction in
which people are in touch with one another" (RPP | §874).
Thinking of music in terms of Menschenkenntnis helps to
dissipate the air of paralogism in Wittgenstein's contention
that music does and does not correspond to a paradigm
that is apart of the music itself (CV 51-52). The paradigm,
says Wittgenstein, is "the rhythm of our language, of our
thinking and feeling". Yet this much is already given to us;
presupposed in our vertically complex games of expres-
sion. If music does point beyond itself, if there is any sense
in considering its "aboutness", this cannot be rendered
according to the ordinary model of knowledge acquisition,
but rather in terms of sensitivity: a kind of attunement and
a matching urge to refine it. Hence, in Wittgenstein's
words, “understanding music is an avowal of the life of
mankind” (MS 137, 20).

In a recently published correspondence between Wittgen-
stein and Rudolf Koder (Alber 2000), there is a passage of
striking candor, written in late 1930, in which Wittgenstein
offers a kind of phenomenology of musical understanding.
We begin by misunderstanding the music we play, he writes,
which only means that we could now listen to voices within
us that may prompt us to feel our way toward understanding
through practice. Wittgenstein ends this passage in these
words: "listen carefully and follow what [these voices] say to
you, and you will see, you will then hear more and more
distinctly, and you will know more and more about yourself
[Dich immer besser in Dir auskennen]".

This passage is certainly not a polished philosophical
text. Yet precisely because it is an intimate letter to a dear
friend, written with obvious passion to music, it states the
upshot of this paper in a clear voice.
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Endnote

In this paper | use the following abbreviations for Wittgenstein's
standard editions in English:

Ccv Culture and Value

LC Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psychology
and Religious

LW | Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology, vol. |

PI Philosophical Investigations

RPP | Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, vol. |

RPP Il Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, vol. Il

TLP Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus

z Zettel
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Consciousness and the Concept of Negation

in Husserl’s Phenomenology

Leila Haaparanta, Tampere, Finland

1. Introduction

In the analytic tradition, logic has been both a central field
of research and a source of tools for philosophical
practice. Unlike analytic philosophers, phenomenologists
have usually taken a reserved attitude towards logical
tools in philosophy. In Heidegger's terms one might say
that a philosopher who uses formal methods is committed
to calculating thought; that is, in manipulating his or her
object of research by means of those tools, he or she is
tied to an attitude typical of and acceptable in the
sciences, but that is not the attitude that a philosopher
ought to have, in a phenomenologist’'s view. A prime
example and a starting-point of the opposition between the
two traditions was the criticism that Carnap raised against
Heidegger's way of using logical words like ‘nothing’
(Carnap 1932). In Carnap’s analysis, it is the new logic
developed by Frege, Russell and Whitehead that is the
final court; that logic serves as an instrument by means of
which we can reveal mistakes in the sentences of
metaphysicians like Heidegger and also recognise the
cases when natural language leads us astray. However,
the new logic may not have been metaphysically as
innocent as Carnap assumed (see Haaparanta 1999).

This paper does not mean to support any simplifying
oppositions between analytic philosophy and phenome-
nology. Nor does it wish to belittle the importance of the
controversies. Instead, it seeks to take a closer look at the
phenomenological roots of one type of logic, namely
intuitionistic logic. It studies Husserl's way of searching for
the origin of negation in consciousness. Some remarks are
made on the relations between Husserl’'s phenomeno-
logical analysis and Kant's transcendental logic. The paper
seeks to pay attention to some of the various roles that
logic had in the philosophical practice of early phenome-
nology.

2. Husserl and Intuitionists on Logic

Since the 1890s, Husserl attacked the psychologistic
philosophy of logic and mathematics. In his view, the basis
of logic is not in psychology, hence, logical concepts and
laws and the rules of logical inference do not express the
structures or functioning of the human mind. Besides the
negative, antipsychologistic programme, Husserl set
himself a positive task. He asked how we can justify logic.
That was to search for the justification of a certain type of
human activity or research. Husserl’s intention was to bring
logic to the path of science, and he asked how logic as
science is possible. We may construe Husserl’s task by
saying that, in his view, the basic concepts, laws and rules
used in logic are in need of justification, and that justifica-
tion can and ought to be given by phenomenology."

There has been discussion on whether Husserl de-
manded radical changes in logic, such as rejecting the law
of the excluded middle. Some interpreters think that
Husserl did not take a clear stand on what kind of formal

! See Haaparanta 1988. The most central works on the philosophical
foundations of logic include Logische Untersuchungen 1900-1901, Formale
und transzendentale Logik 1929 and Erfahrung und Urteil 1939.

system is correct (see, e.g., Mohanty 1976 and Haapa-
ranta 1988). On this view, the research in logic that
Husserl discussed assumed the correctness of classical
logic, and Husserl thought that it is a phenomenologist's
task to give the needed philosophical justification for that
logic and for practising logic as a scientific discipline. A
logical system is given a philosophical justification in
phenomenology by showing that the system is what it is,
because the structure and the functioning of conscious-
ness are of a certain kind; what they are like is precisely
revealed by phenomenological analysis. If, for example,
the law of the excluded middle is a codification of how
consciousness functions, it is justified by a phenomenol-
ogical analysis of consciousness that makes that func-
tioning explicit.

Even if Husserl's position may not be quite clear, he
certainly was conservative in logic compared to L.E.J.
Brouwer, who criticised logic in general, not merely
classical logic.> Michael Detlefsen (1992) argues that
Brouwer’s intuitionistic critique of classical mathematics is
primarily based on epistemological considerations. Hence,
in his view, the intuitionist’s chief objection does not focus
on the use of particular logical laws, such as the law of the
excluded middle. He shows that in Brouwer's view
mathematics is constructional activity or experience which
cannot grow via the logical extrapolation of its content;
instead, mathematics proceeds only phenomenologically
or experientially. If Detlefsen’s interpretation is correct,
Brouwer’s view contains criticism not only against those
who take logic to be the basis of mathematics but also
against logic in general. Detlefsen notes that intuitionistic
logic is also a problematic enterprise from the point of view
of Brouwerian intuitionistic philosophy. According to
Brouwer’s doctrine, original mathematical knowledge is
attained by immed