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Preface

Edmond Husserl’s Logical Investigations, little known to English-speaking
students of philosophy but well known to most students of the subject with
a different mother tongue, is a work of the first importance in the history of
philosophy. It was written at a turning point in Husserl’s philosophical
development, between his earlier book, Philosophy of Arithmetic (1891),
deeply embedded in the psychologism so prevalent in German philosophy of
the time, and the Ideas towards a pure Phenomenology and phenomenological
Philosophy (1913) in which the notion of noema was first presented and the
programme of phenomenology was first set out. In Philosophy of Arithmetic
Husser] had criticised Gottlob Frege’s Foundations of Arithmetic from a
psychologistic standpoint. Psychologism attempts to explain concepts by
reference to the inner mental operations supposedly involved in attaining
them or grasping them; Frege had engaged in denouncing this methodology
— the intrusion of psychological considerations into logic and the analysis
of meaning — from the Foundations of Arithmetic onwards. Husserl, whose
previous relations with Frege had been fairly cordial, was deeply affronted
by his savage, and in certain respects unfair, review in 1894 of the Philosophy
of Arithmetic, and had no further contact with him for the next twelve years.
Frege’s review was his most sustained attack on psychologism; and although
it was resented by Husserl for its unkindness, it is widely believed to have
influenced him profoundly, albeit some reject this conjecture. However this
may be, Husserl had completely changed his attitude to psychologism by 1900.
His arguments against it in the Prolegomena often coincided with those used
by Frege, although he elaborated them in far more detail. Yet while Frege’s
objections to psychologism had made little impact, that of Husserl’s assault
on it was overwhelming: the Prolegomena came close to killing off the influ-
ence of psychologism within German philosophy, although Husserl’s old
teacher Brentano remained bewildered by this turn of events.

Attention to Husserl’s famous book may help to correct the impression
of ‘German philosophy’ often given by those who declare their enthusiasm
for what they describe as the German tradition in the subject. This they see
as originating in the work of Hegel and the idealist school generally and
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descending to Heidegger. Heidegger indeed began as a pupil of Husserl’s,
though he diverged from him so markedly; but the false impression of what
the German philosophical tradition has been may be corrected by reading
Husserl’s disparaging remarks about Hegel, and the accompanying enco-
mium of Bolzano, in the Appendix to Chapter 10 of the Prolegomena.

Frege did not see himself as the founder of a school, although he was
highly conscious of his divergence from the approaches of other philosophers
contemporary with him. Yet nowadays he is recognised by all analytical
philosophers as the grandfather of their school of philosophy — with Bolzano,
whom Husserl so greatly admired, as its great-grandfather. Husserl, on the
other hand, set out to be the inaugurator of a new philosophical method;
and no one could deny him the title of founder of phenomenology. They
were thus progenitors of two philosophical schools that have diverged
so widely from one another that communication between them has until
recently been almost impossible. Yet, at the time when Husserl’s Logical
Investigations were published, no one who knew the work of both men
would have thought of them as belonging to radically different schools of
philosophy; they had somewhat different interests, and a markedly different
literary style, but they did not then appear any great distance apart in
philosophical outlook. The moment of the publication of the Logical Investi-
gations was that at which the views of the founders of the rival philosophical
schools approximated most closely to one another.

They even had quite similar opinions about the nature of logic. Husserl
denied that logic is an essentially normative discipline; he held that any
normative discipline must rest on a theoretical science. Frege is often described
as having held that logic is essentially normative in character, and he did
indeed say as much in one of his unpublished writings. He did so because,
when commenting on its description as embodying the ‘laws of thought’, he
repeatedly observed that it did not lay down laws governing the way we
do think, but promulgated laws concerning how we ought to think. In
fact, however, his view was essentially the same as Husserl’s. He frequently
described logic as concerned with the laws of truth; and in the Introduction
to his Basic Laws of Arithmetic he says that these are laws about what is,
independently of our judgements.

Any analytical philosopher interested in how philosophy arrived at its
present state thus needs to study the Logical Investigations to discover how
the philosophical traditions that stemmed from the work of these two inno-
vators came to diverge so widely: one investigating intuitions of essences,
the other analysing language (to which Frege himself had so ambivalent an
attitude). Recent work within the analytical tradition, from the late Gareth
Evans onwards, has tended to reverse the explanatory priority which that
tradition has historically given to language over thought. This suggests the
possibility of a rapprochement; at the same time it may seem to threaten a
relapse into psychologism. That such a relapse has not occurred is due to

Preface xix

the treatment of the structure of thoughts by adherents of this new tendency
after the model of a Fregean semantic analysis of language. Do we have
here a means of reconciling the two traditions? Or does the gulf between
them remain to be bridged?

MICHAEL DUMMETT
Oxford, April 2000



Introduction

The Logical Investigations (1900/1901)

Edmund Husserl (1859-1938) published his Logische Untersuchungen
(Logical Investigations) in two volumes in 1900 and 1901.! The first volume,
Prolegomena zur reinen Logik (Prolegomena to Pure Logic) appeared from
the publisher Max Niemeyer in July 1900.> The second volume, subtitled
Untersuchungen zur Phinomenologie und Theorie der Erkenntnis (‘Investiga-
tions in Phenomenology and the Theory of Knowledge’), containing six
long treatises or ‘Investigations’, appeared in two parts in 1901. This gar-
gantuan work — which Husserl insisted was not a ‘systematic exposition of
logic’ (eine systematische Darstellung der Logik, LI 111, Findlay II: 3; Hua
XIX/1: 228),® but an effort at epistemological clarification and critique of
the basic concepts of logical knowledge — consisted of a series of analytical
inquiries (analytische Untersuchungen) into fundamental issues in epistemo-
logy and the philosophy of logic, and also extensive, intricate philosophical
discussions of issues in semiotics, semantics, mereology (the study of wholes
and parts), formal grammar (the a priori study of the parts of any language
whatsoever in regard to their coherent combination into meaningful unities),
and the nature of conscious acts, especially presentations and judgements.
In fact it was these latter detailed descriptive psychological analyses of the
essential structures of consciousness, in terms of intentional acts, their con-
tents, objects and truth-grasping character, especially in the last two Investi-
gations, which set the agenda for the emerging discipline Husserl fostered
under the name phenomenology.

The Prolegomena* appeared as a free-standing treatise dedicated to secur-
ing the true meaning of logic as a pure, a priori, science of ideal meanings
and of the formal laws regulating them, entirely distinct from all psycho-
logical acts, contents and procedures. The Prolegomena offered the strongest
possible refutation to the then dominant psychologistic interpretation of
logic, propounded by John Stuart Mill and others, which Husserl viewed as
leading to a sceptical relativism that threatened the very possibility of objec-
tive knowledge. Turning instead to an older tradition of logic stemming
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from Leibniz, Kant, Bolzano and Lotze, Husserl defends a vision of logic as
a pure theory of science — in fact, the ‘science of science’, in the course of
which he carefully elaborates the different senses in which this pure logic
can be transformed into a normative science or developed into a practical
discipline or ‘technology’ (Kunstlehre).

The second volume of the Investigations (1901) was published in two
parts: Part One contained the first Five Investigations and Part Two the
long and dense Sixth Investigation, the writing of which had considerably
delayed the appearance of the work as Husserl began to realise the depth of
the phenomenological project he had uncovered. Whereas the Prolegomena
was particularly influential in turning the tide against psychologism (Frege’s
efforts in the same direction being in relative obscurity at the time), it
was the second volume of the Investigations in particular that had a major
impact on philosophers interested in concrete analyses of problems of con-
sciousness and meaning, leading to the development of phenomenology.

Phenomenology, in line with a general turn away from idealism then
current, was to be a science of ‘concrete’ issues. According to Husserl’s
Introduction, phenomenology aimed to avoid speculative constructions in
philosophy (exemplified, in his view, by Hegel). The Investigations impressed
its early readers as exemplifying a radically new way of doing philosophy,
focusing directly on analysis of the things themselves — the matters at issue
(die Sachen selbst) — without the usual detour through the history of philos-
ophy, ‘merely criticising traditional philosophemes’ as Husserl put it (LI VI,
Intro., Findlay IL: 187; Hua XIX/2: 543), or making partisan declarations in
favour of some philosophical system (such as empiricism, positivism, ration-
alism, Hegelianism or Neo-Kantianism).

Within a decade, as Husserl’s ground-breaking efforts came to be recog-
nised, the Investigations had established itself as the foundational text of
the nascent ‘phenomenological movement’ (a term Husserl himself regularly
invoked) in Germany. The Investigations’ influence subsequently spread
throughout Europe, from Russia and Poland to France and Spain, such
that eventually, it is no exaggeration to say that this work took on a status
in twentieth-century European philosophy analogous to that of another
foundational text — this time in psychoanalysis — Die Traumdeutung ( Inter-
pretation of Dreams),’ published by Husserl’s contemporary Sigmund Freud
(1856-1939) in 1899. The Investigations continues to be a necessary starting-
point for anyone wanting to understand the development of European
philosophy in the twentieth century, from Heidegger and Frege to Levinas,
Gadamer, Sartre or Derrida.

Given that the Logical Investigations is such a pivotal text in twentieth-
century philosophy, it remains something of a neglected masterpiece, re-
markably little read, and where read, poorly understood. For some seventy
years it remained untranslated into English. An American philosopher living
in Europe, William B. Pitkin sought Husserl’s permission to translate it into
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English in 1905, but he abandoned the effort when he could not get a publisher
(see Hua XVIII: xxxvii; XIX/1: xxii). Seemingly, the philosopher William
James, who was consulted on the project, advised the publisher not to pro-
ceed — suggesting that the last thing the world needed was another German
textbook on logic, and so the project was abandoned, which grieved Husserl
because he had been an admirer of James.® Marvin Farber, an American
student of Husserl’s, published a paraphrase of the Investigations in 1943,
but it was not until 1970 that John N. Findlay produced the first and only
complete English translation of the Second Edition. With the hundredth
anniversary of the Investigations’ publication now upon us, it is important
to make Findlay’s translation available once again in an accessible form for
the English-speaking reader.

The emergence of phenomenology

In the first edition of 1901, Husserl adopted the existing term ‘phenomenology’
(Phénomenologie) — a term already in currency since Lambert, Kant and Hegel,
but given new vigour by Brentano and his students — in a somewhat less
than fully systematic way to characterise his new approach to the conditions
of the possibility of knowledge in general. Husserl wrote in his Introduction:

Pure phenomenology represents a field of neutral researches, in which
several sciences have their roots. It is, on the one hand, an ancillary to
psychology conceived as an empirical science. Proceeding in purely in-
tuitive fashion, it analyses and describes in their essential generality
- in the specific guise of a phenomenology of thought and knowledge —
the experiences of presentation, judgement and knowledge, experiences
which, treated as classes of real events in the natural context of zoo-
logical reality, receive a scientific probing at the hands of empirical
psychology. Phenomenology, on the other hand, lays bare the ‘sources’
from which the basic concepts and ideal laws of pure logic ‘flow’, and
back to which they must once more be traced, so as to give them all the
‘clearness and distinctness’ needed for an understanding, and for an
epistemological critique, of pure logic.

(L1, Findlay I: 166; Hua XIX/1: 6-7)

The logician is not interested in mental acts as such, but only in objective
meanings and their formal regulation, the phenomenologist on the other
hand is concerned with the essential structures of cognition and their essen-
tial correlation to the things known. When Husserl says in this Introduc-
tion, ‘we must go back to the things themselves’ (Wir wollen auf die ‘Sachen
selbst’ zuriickgehen, L1, Findlay I: 168; Hua XIX/1: 10), he means particu-
larly that the task of phenomenology is to clarify the nature of logical
concepts by tracing their origins in intuition:
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Our great task is now to bring the Ideas of logic, the logical concepts and
laws (die logischen Ideen, Begriffe und Gesetze), to epistemological clar-
ity and definiteness. Here phenomenological analysis must begin.

(L1, Findlay I: 168; Hua XIX/1: 9)

More broadly, Husserl wants to document all matters that present them-
selves to consciousness in their diverse modes of intuitive givenness (and not
restricting the sources of intuition arbitrarily in advance, as empiricism
and other theories traditionally had done). Husserl initially characterised
phenomenology ambiguously as either a parallel discipline to epistemology,
or as a more radical grounding of epistemology, that sought to clarify the
essences of acts of cognition in their most general sense. In analysing knowl-
edge, Husserl wanted to do justice both to the necessary ideality (that is:
self-identity and independence of space and time) of the truths known in
cognition, and at the same time properly recognise the essential contribution
of the knowing acts of the subject. Thus, looking back in 1925, Husserl
described the aim of the Logical Investigations as follows:

In the year 1900-01 appeared my Logical Investigations which were the
results of my ten year long efforts to clarify the Idea of pure Logic
by going back to the sense-bestowing or cognitive achievements being
effected in the complex of lived experiences of logical thinking.®

Husserl’s overall aim is to lay down what he describes as the ‘phenomeno-
logical founding of logic’ (die phinomenologische Fundierung der Logik, LI,
Findlay I: 175; Hua XIX/1: 22), a clarification of the essential nature of
logical knowledge as a preliminary to systematic formal logic and to science
in general.” More narrowly, his ‘phenomenology of the logical experiences’
(Phdnomenologie der logischen Erlebnisse, L1, Findlay I: 168; Hua XIX/1:
10) aims to give descriptive understanding of the mental states and their
‘indwelling senses’ (ikren einwohnenden Sinnes), with the aim of fixing the
meanings of key logical concepts and operations, through elaborate and
careful distinctions and clarifications. ‘Phenomenology’, in the First Edition,
then, meant the efforts to inquire, radically and consistently, back from the
categories of objectivities to the subjective acts, act-structures, experiential
foundations in which the objectivities of the appropriate sorts come to be
objects of consciousness and to evident self-givenness, working in the domain
of pure intuition, rather than being a theoretical or hypothetical construc-
tion in the manner of naturalistic psychology. As Husserl put it in 1925, this
‘regressive inquiry’ brings a new world to light." This is the domain of the
correlation between objectivity and subjectivity.

In particular, Husserl wants carefully to analyse the intentional subject
matter of expressive experiences (ausdriickliche Erlebnisse) where ‘expression’
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is understood as the articulating of meaning. His focus then is on the ideal
sense of the objective intention (iar intentionaler Gehalt, der ideale Sinn ihrer
gegenstandlichen Intention, L1, Findlay I: 174; Hua XIX/1: 21). In giving an
account of the idea of meaning or expression, Husserl takes concepts apart
and elaborates extensively on their many meanings before moving on to
discuss other related concepts. Thus, for example, he carefully distinguishes
the number of different senses of the term ‘presentation’ (Vorstellung), separ-
ating out its various psychological, logical and epistemological meanings.
Likewise, he embarks on conceptual analyses of key concepts such as ‘con-
tent’, judgement’ and ‘consciousness’. Thus he recognises the need to sort
out the many meanings of the term ‘content’ (Inhalt, sometimes Gehalt),
a term particularly frequently invoked by logicians and psychologists of
the day. In particular, the contrast between what Husserl terms in the First
Edition real (reell) and ideal content, and later what he refers to as the
distinction between phenomenological and intentional content (LI V §16). A
typical example of the clarification Husserl is seeking is his differentiation in
Sixth Investigation (§§30—5) of the kinds of unity and conflict of meaning
contents that lay the basis for the logical laws of consistency and contradic-
tion. It is these rigorous feats of analysis that won the admiration of early
readers and, more recently, of analytic philosophers.

While Husserl’s own ‘concrete’ analyses were initially focused primarily
on the foundations of arithmetic and logic, and the structures of knowledge,
gradually he and his followers broadened phenomenology to address the
a priori structures of consciousness in general, including affective, volitional,
practical, evaluative, aesthetic, religious, legal, political and other forms of
conscious awareness of meaning grasping and meaning articulating. Phenom-
enology was to be a science of essences and as such it was a pure, a priori
discipline, attending to the nature of things as given in ‘essential seeing’
(Wesensschau). Phenomenology would broaden the sources of intuition
further than previous philosophies had allowed, and clarify the fundamental
relation of thought to truth.

Quite early on, the Investigations attracted the attention of students of
the Munich philosopher and psychologist Theodor Lipps (1851-1914), who
himself had been criticised for psychologism in the Prolegomena and who, in
consequence, altered his views to come largely into agreement with Husserl.
Through Lipps’s students, especially Johannes Daubert (1877-1947), the
Logical Investigations became the leading philosophical text for a generation
of German philosophers, including Alexander Pfinder (1870-1941), whose
prize-winning, Habilitation thesis, written under Lipps at Munich, Phenom-
enology of Willing. A Psychological Analysis (Phdnomenologie des Wollens.
Eine psychologische Analyse, 1900), contained the word ‘phenomenology’ in
the title, aithough the term does not occur elsewhere in the work." Subse-
quently, Max Scheler (1874-1928), Adolf Reinach (1883-1917), Edith Stein
(1891-1942) and Roman Ingarden (1893—-1970) were all drawn to this early
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conception of phenomenology with its strongly realist orientation and its
promise of resolving philosophy’s hitherto intractable disputes.

The role of the Investigations in Husserl’s
development

Husserl himself regarded his Logical Investigations as a ‘“break-through”,
not an end but rather a beginning’ (ein Werk des Durchbruchs, und somit nicht
ein Ende, sondern ein Anfang, LI Findlay I: 3; Hua XVIII: 8).” In it, Husserl
abandoned his earlier approaches to logic and mathematics expressed in
his first book, Philosophie der Arithmetik (Philosophy of Arithmetic, 1891),"
which had been judged psychologistic by its chief critic, Gottlob Frege (1848-
1925). Husserl discovered a much more fruitful way of doing philosophy
in a rigorously scientific way through the clarification of the essences of
our fundamental cognitive achievements, eventually leading to his later
transformation of phenomenology into a comprehensive transcendental
philosophical outlook. Ever a restless innovator, he constantly reinterpreted
the significance of his own contribution, and thus the Investigations played a
singular role in his own philosophical development. Both in his lecture courses
and in his private research manuscripts, he constantly reworked the ground
covered in the Logical Investigations, for example, in his Gottingen lectures
on logic (1906-7), on meaning (1907-8), on logic (1910-11), in his Freiburg
lectures on logic and in Phenomenological Psychology (1925), in the lectures
that eventually evolved into Formal and Transcendental Logic (1929), and
even in his Crisis of European Sciences (1936) and the posthumously pub-
lished Experience and Judgement (1938). Husserl’s own ‘breakthrough’ seemed
so surprising even to himself that it had to be constantly rethought.

In later years, Husserl sought to distance himself from the common under-
standing of the work as solely an exercise in the philosophy of logic. He
complained that he was being characterised rather limitedly as a logician,
whereas he saw himself more broadly as a theorist of science in general, and
as the founder of a new foundational science, first philosophy or phenom-
enology, which aimed at the careful description of all forms of making meaning
and registering meaningfulness and hence the whole domain of subjectivity.
He even claimed (in a letter to E. Spranger, 1918, quoted in Hua XVIII: xiii)
that phenomenology had ‘as little to do with logic as with ethics, aesthetics,
and other parallel disciplines’. In other words, Husserl would later suggest
that it was simply an accident of personal biography that he happened
to come to phenomenology through logical researches; he could just as
easily have entered the field from another direction entirely. In a letter to
Georg Misch of 16 November 1930, Husserl said that he lost interest in
formal logic and real ontology when he made his breakthrough to the tran-
scendental, and later concentrated on founding a theory of transcendental
subjectivity and intersubjectivity.'* Before analysing the Investigations in more

Introduction  xxvii

detail, let us now turn, then, to a brief consideration of the author, Edmund
Husserl.

Edmund Husserl (1859-1938): life and writings

Edmund Husserl was born in Prossnitz, Moravia (now Prostejov, Czech
Republic), on 8 April 1859. He studied mathematics and physics at the
universities of Leipzig and Berlin, where he was deeply influenced by the
mathematician Carl Weierstrass (1815-97), before moving to the University
of Vienna, where he completed his doctorate in mathematics in 1882. Follow-
ing a brief period as Weierstrass’ assistant and a term in the army, Husserl
went back to Vienna to study philosophy with Franz Brentano from 1884 to
1886. On Brentano’s recommendation, Husserl then went to the university
of Halle to study with Brentano’s most senior student, Carl Stumpf (1848
1936), completing his Habilitation thesis, On the Concept of Number. Psycho-
logical Analyses with him in 1887."° Husserl remained in Halle as a lowly,
unsalaried Privatdozent from 1887 until 1901, the unhappiest years of his
life, as he later confessed.

Although Husserl wrote research notes and manuscripts continuously and
obsessively, he published few books during his lifetime.'® His first publica-
tion at Halle came in 1891 with the Philosophy of Arithmetic, whose opening
chapters contained a revised version of his Habilitation thesis. The Logical
Investigations took another ten years of difficult labour to write, during
which Husserl sacrificed many of the routines of family life. Husserl always
regarded its results as provisional. Nevertheless, writing the book ‘cured’
him, as he later said to Dorion Cairns. Its publication facilitated a move
from Halle to a new salaried position at the university of Gottingen, a
renowned centre of mathematics under David Hilbert (1862-1943). It was
during his years at Goéttingen that he began to attract both German and
international students to pursue the practice and theory of phenomenology.
However, Husserl still managed only two publications between 1901 and
1916: an important long essay, Philosophie als strenge Wissenschaft (‘Phil-
osophy as a Rigorous Science’), commissioned by Heinrich Rickert for his
new journal Logos in 1910/1911," in which Husserl outlined his opposition
to all forms of naturalism and historicism (as he understood Dilthey’s
Weltanschauungsphilosophie to be); and a major book, Ideas Pertaining to
a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy™ (hereafter
Ideas 1), published in 1913, which offered an entirely new way of entering
into phenomenology.

To the great shock of Husserl’s earlier realist followers (such as Ingarden
and Pfiander), Ideas I quite deliberately espoused a form of transcendental
idealism (involving a radicalisation of the projects of Kant and Descartes),
an outlook Husserl would continue to maintain and develop throughout his
career. Husserl himself, however, insisted that he really had this orientation
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in mind when he was developing phenomenology in the Investigations. In his
Introduction to Ideas 1, he said that readers of the Logical Investigations
had misunderstood the work as an exercise in a kind of immanent psychology,
whereas he had always intended a purer and more essential phenomenological
approach:

In supposed agreement with the Logische Untersuchungen, phenom-
enology has been conceived as a substratum of empirical psychology,
as a sphere comprising ‘immanental’ descriptions of psychical mental
processes, a sphere comprising descriptions that — so the immanence
in question is understood — are strictly confined within the bounds of
internal experience. It would seem that my protest against this concep-
tion has been of little avail . . .

(Ideas 1: xviii; Hua III/1: 2)

In other words, Husserl would later claim that transcendental phenomen-
ology as a science of pure essential possibilities was entirely distinct from
psychology in all its forms, including descriptive psychology (which he now
treats as a branch of empirical psychology).

In 1916, Husserl was appointed to the chair of philosophy at the Univer-
sity of Freiburg, which he held until his retirement in 1928. Here, as he
recorded in his 1920 Foreword to the revision of the Sixth Investigation (LI,
Findlay 1970: 661; Hua XIX/2: 533), he became deeply immersed in teach-
ing and research, pursuing the ideal of a system of philosophy with phenom-
enology at its core, and published almost nothing, apart from an article on
the renewal of philosophy in a Japanese journal Kaizo, a little article on
Buddha, and a truncated version of his lectures on time, On the Phenom-
enology of the Consciousness of Internal Time (1928), edited by his successor
to the Freiburg Chair, Martin Heidegger, more or less as a counterpoint to
the latter’s own Being and Time (1927)." During the last decade of his life,
however, Husser]l was extremely active, giving lectures in Germany, Holland
and France, and publishing Formal and Transcendental Logic in 1929, and
the French version of his Paris lectures, Méditations cartésiennes, in 1931,
translated by Gabrielle Peiffer and Emmanuel Levinas.”' In part, Husserl’s
intense activity was spurred by his desire to offer a corrective to Heidegger’s
version of phenomenological ontology, which Husserl felt distorted and
betrayed his own mission for a transcendental phenomenology.

Following the coming to power of the National Socialists in January
1933, Husserl and his family suffered under the increasingly severe anti-
Semitic laws enacted in Germany, which led to the suspension of his emeri-
tus rights and eventually (in 1935) to the withdrawal of German citizenship.
While he continued to live in Freiburg, he was shunned by most of his
former colleagues, apart from his assistant Eugen Fink (1905-75) and former
student Ludwig Landgrebe (by then a professor in Prague). However, he set
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about the task of preparing his extensive research manuscripts for publica-
tion. Despite meeting with official opposition, Husserl continued to write
with new vigour against the crisis of the age, producing work of astonishing
scope and originality, e.g., the Crisis of European Sciences, developed in
lectures in Vienna and Prague and published in Belgrade in 1936 (publica-
tion in Germany being denied him).” After a period of illness, Husserl died
in Freiburg in 1938. His last work, Erfahrung und Urteil (Experience and
Judgement) appeared posthumously, with the extensive editorial involve-
ment of Ludwig Landgrebe, in 1938.%

Through the intervention of a young Belgian philosophy graduate and
priest, Fr Hermann Van Breda (1911-74), much of Husserl’s Nachlass, in-
cluding lecture notes and research manuscripts, amounting to some 45,000
pages of hand-written material, composed in an obsolete German short-
hand, the Gabelsberger system, was smuggled out of Nazi Germany and is
now preserved in manuscript form in the Husserl Archives in Leuven, Bel-
gium. Here, in cooperation with the sister archives in Cologne and Freiburg,
researchers are carefully editing these manuscripts for publication in the
Husserliana Gesammelte Werke series of which more than 30 volumes have
already appeared, with more scheduled.

The genesis of the Logical Investigations

On his own admission, the origin of Husserl’s Logical Investigations lay in the
studies in mathematics, logic and psychology, he had been pursuing, inspired
by his teachers Weierstrass, Brentano and Stumpf. As he put it, the Investiga-
tions originally grew out of his desire to achieve ‘a philosophical clarifica-
tion (eine philosophische Klirung) of pure mathematics’ (Findlay I: 1; Hua
XVIII: 5). It worried Husserl that mathematicians could produce good re-
sults and yet employ diverse and even conflicting theories about the nature
of numbers and other mathematical operations. Their intuitive procedures
needed philosophical grounding. In search of this grounding for mathematics,
Husserl was led to consider formal systems generally, and ultimately to a
review of the whole nature of meaningful thought, its connection with lin-
guistic assertion, and its achievement of truth in genuinely evident cognitions.

Husserl suggested that the Logical Investigations was originally inspired
by Brentano’s attempts to reform traditional logic. As he put it in his
‘Phenomenological Psychology’ lectures of 1925:

.. . the Logical Investigations are fully influenced by Brentano’s sugges-
tions, as should be readily understandable in view of the fact that I was
a direct pupil of Brentano.*

In lecture courses Husserl had attended, Brentano had proposed a reform of
traditional Aristotelian syllogistic logic, restricting the range of significant
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Jogical forms, effectively reducing all forms of quantification to existential
quantification, reformulating the structure of logical judgements and recast-
ing sentences in new ways to highlight the underlying logical structure dis-
tinct from the grammatical form. Despite its promise, Husser] recognised
that Brentano’s project was destined to fail, since it lacked a proper clari-
fication of the nature of meaning in general. Only a complete clarification of
the ‘essential phenomenological relations between expression and meaning,
or between meaning-intention and meaning-fulfilment’ (Findlay I: 173; Hua
XIX/1: 19) could steer the proper course between grammatical analysis and
meaning analysis (Bedeutungsanalyse), Husserl claimed.

Brentano’s failed reform of logic alerted Husserl’s attention to serious defi-
ciencies in current accounts of the nature of logic, in J. S. Mill, C. Sigwart,
W. Hamilton, B. Erdmann, T. Lipps, and others. Husserl’s familiarity with
— and deep critique of — the logical and mathematical developments of the
nineteenth century are evident in his several critical reviews of logical liter-
ature, published in 1894, 1897, 1903 and 1904.% While he fully recognised
the importance of logic understood as a calculus of classes being developed
by George Boole (1815-64) and by his German contemporary, Ernst
Schroder, and the attempts to interpret logical deduction as a mechanical
process made by William Stanley Jevons (1835-82) and others, including
Gottlob Frege, Husserl harboured worries about the limitations of formal
mathematical logic, which he saw as a refinement of logical technique
rather than as a genuine philosophy of logic.”® In particular, Husserl saw
a calculus purely as a formal device for mechanically transposing signs
(or replacing them with equivalents) according to rules, and thus essentially
different from proper logical deduction. Technical brilliance in mathemat-
ical logic still required critical theoretical insight in order to elevate it to
science.

For a more positive view of logic, Husserl revived ‘pure logic’, a concep-
tion deriving from Leibniz and Kant, but expressed most clearly in the
Wissenschaftslehre of the neglected Austrian logician Bernard Bolzano (1781-
1848),7 and his followers (especially Frege’s teacher Rudolf Hermann Lotze,
1817-81), which saw logic as a purely formal ‘science of science’. Husserl
singled out Bolzano in particular as one of the greatest logicians and even as
the unacknowledged forefather of modern mathematical logic:

Logic as a science must . .. be built upon Bolzano’s work, and must
learn from him its need for mathematical acuteness in distinctions, for
mathematical exactness in theories. It will then reach a new standpoint
for judging the mathematicizing theories of logic, which mathemati-
cians, quite unperturbed by philosophic scorn, are so §qccessfully con-
structing. These theories altogether conform to the spirit of Bolzano’s

logic, though Bolzano had no inkling of them.
(L1, Prol. §61; Findlay I: 143; Hua XVIII: 228)
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Husserl would also credit Hermann Lotze with opening his eyes to the true
nature of the ideal objectivities which logic studied, helping him to under-
stand the domain of the ideal while avoiding Platonic hypostasization.

Of course, as Husserl set out to write the Logical Investigations many
other philosophical issues pressed on him, leading him considerably beyond
what might be considered to belong strictly to the task of laying the founda-
tions of logic and into broader questions of epistemology, semantics and
even ontology. Husserl was drawn to inquire into the conditions of mean-
ingful utterance and expression generally, beginning with the nature of sig-
nification in general, linguistic expression, the relation between individual
and species, the a priori laws governing the whole-part structures generally,
the formal laws governing linguistic sense and non-sense, the puzzling nature
of intentional content and reference, and, finally, the nature and structure of
conscious acts as such, and specifically the nature and structure of judge-
ments which aim at truth and which were traditionally considered to be the
vehicles of logical thought. These themes make up the six Investigations of
the second volume.

Husserl’s struggle to rescue logic from psychology

As Husserl acknowledged in the Foreword to the Investigations, his philo-
sophical career began from Brentano’s assumption that logical issues could
only be clarified by psychology. However, his initial attempts at laying a
‘psychological foundation’ ( psychologsiche Fundierung, L1, Findlay I: 2; Hua
XVIII: 6) for arithmetical and logical concepts and judgements quickly ran
into problems. While psychology was undeniably useful for clarifying the
practical procedures of human reasoning and in accounting for the origins
of concepts, it failed completely to appreciate or handle the logical unity of
the ‘thought content’ (Denkinhalt, Findlay I: 2; Hua XVIIL: 6) involved,
specifically, the complete independence of this content from all our psychi-
cal behaviour. The Pythagorean theorem stands as an independent valid
truth whether anyone actually thinks it or not. Such thought contents pos-
sess an ‘ideality’ that allow them to be instantiated in different thought
processes of the same individual (LI, Intro. §2, Findlay I: 167; Hua XIX/1:
8) or in diverse individuals’ thoughts at different times. Psychological analy-
sis could not accommodate this peculiar ideal unity of thought contents.
Husserl therefore suspended his investigations into the philosophy of math-
ematics to grapple with the ‘fundamental epistemological questions’ (die
Grundfragen der Erkenntnistheorie, Findlay I: 2; Hua XVIII: 7) thrown up
by his recognition of the ideality of meanings. Mathematics and logic needed
a thorough epistemological grounding; through a ‘critique of knowledge’
(Erkenntniskritik) to be carried out through the application of phenomeno-
logical essential insight, as Husserl would develop it.
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In the Investigations, then, Husserl aims at the very ‘Idga (Idee) of mean-
ing’ and the ‘Idea of knowledge’ - the systematic conception of the essence
of meaning and knowledge, which had been completely obscgred in the
psychologistic approach. He employed the term ‘phenomenology’ to express
this kind of fundamental epistemological inquiry (see LI Intro. §7), which
looked at the very structure of acts of thinking and knpwing as well as at the
objects of knowledge in terms of their essential meanings. N

Inspired by his intensive reading of Bolzano, Lotze and ot.her logicians,
and of contemporary Brentanians such as Kasimir Twardowski (1866-1938),
Alois Hofler (1853-1922) and Alexius Meinong (1853-1920), Husseﬂ came
to question the idea of psychological grounding. Hpsserl came to reject the
account in the Philosophy of Arithmetic of the genesis of arithmetic concepts
as given which employed Brentanian descriptive psychology to trace thp
psychological genesis of numbers in acts of collecting and coll}gatlng. His
much discussed interaction with the logician Gottlob Frege in the early
1890s may also have helped to accelerate the shift thqt was already occur-
ring in his thinking.”® It is at least clear that both philosophers sepa}ratel)f
were developing sophisticated accounts of the difference between’ the sense
(Sinn) of an expression and its objective reference. In Husserl's case this
distinction would deepen his understanding of the structure of 'the inten-
tional relation leading ultimately to his ‘breakthrough’ recognition of the
essential correlation between thinking and its object, which he says occurred
around 1898.% ’ .

From the outset of his career, Husserl had regarded Brentano's redis-
covery of intentionality (the ‘aboutness’ or ‘directedness’ of mental aqts)
as hugely significant for the analysis of cognitive acts and processes (which
Husserl called ‘Erlebnisse’, lived experiences or mental processes), but, dpr-
ing the 1890s, he came to reject as unsatisfactory Brentano’s account, which

seemed embedded in Cartesian immanentist assumptions about the nature
of ideas, and which left dangling the issue of the status of intentxongl ob-
jects. Husser]l was dissatisfied with Brentano’s characterisa'tlon of the'mtfen—
tional object as ‘inexistent’ and as ‘indwelling’ in the act. Thls characterlsatlon
seemed to repeat the impasse of the modern representationalist accoun.t .of
knowledge in Locke and others, with its attendant problem of thg ab.lhty
of the mind to get beyond its own representations. Brentano had mamtalr.led
that every presentation related to an object, but' what a})oqt presentation
that appeared to have no objects? Bolzano had d1scusse(_i objectk?ss presen-
tations’ and the problem of the status of thoughts that'mvolved impossible
or non-actual entities (round squares, golden mountains, a_nd SO 01'1) had
been bequeathed to Brentano’s pupils, especially Tvyardowskl anq Me;nong.
Do all thoughts refer to objects, even thoughts of impossible Ob_]ect.s, .
In a number of studies throughout the 1890s Hgsserl f:arefully c}arlﬁed his
own understanding of the relations between the }ntentlor{al act, its content
and object, in, for example, his fragments discussing the differences between
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‘intuition’ (4nschauung) and ‘representation’ (Représentation) in terms of the
kind of ‘fulfilment’ (Erfiillung) involved,* in his draft review of Twardowski’s
book On the Content and Object of Presentations,” and in the several drafts of
his never completed study, Intentionale Gegenstinde (‘Intentional Objects’),
probably written in 1894 and re-worked up to 1898.> The results of these
investigations found their way into the second volume of the Investigations,
especially the First and Fifth Investigations and the Appendix to the Sixth
Investigation, where the issue of intentionality and Husserl’s distance from
Brentano’s conception of inner perception are treated at some length.

Briefly, Husserl rejected Brentano’s attempts to define psychical phenom-
ena in distinction from physical phenomena and his account of ‘immanent
objectivity’. For Husserl, the main achievement of Brentano was that he
identified the essential ‘pointing-beyond-itself’ (iiber-sich-hinausweisen) of
the mental act. Twardowski’s attempt to distinguish between the sensuous
immanent content of the act, the act’s intentional object, and the real object
referred to, also suffered from a ‘false duplication’ of the object.”® Husserl’s
answer was to distinguish between the immanent sensuous ‘reelle’ contents
of the mental act and the transcendent ideal meaning-content of the act,
which guarantees we are speaking of the same meaning across repeated
acts, and between these and the transcendent object of the act (and not as
Twardowski considered it the immanent object).* By the late 1890s Husserl
had developed the main elements of his account of the relations between
signs and things signified, between intentions and their intuitive fulfilments,
but it seems likely that his crucial distinction between sensuous acts and acts
of categorial intuition did not emerge until he began writing the six Inves-
tigations themselves. This notion of categorial intuition, a distinct intuition
of complexes founded on sensory intuition, opened up the proper domain of
phenomenological viewing as Husserl would develop it after 1901.

The results of Husserl’s intensive research during his most active decade
of the 1890s were brought together in a remarkable way in the Investigations.
Thus, for instance, his 1894 article, Psychologische Studien zur elementaren
Logik (‘Psychological Studies in the Elements of Logic’),” sketched the dis-
tinction between dependent and independent contents that inaugurated the
theory of parts and wholes later incorporated into the Third Investigation.
But the first real start on writing the Investigations came in 1896 when
Husserl delivered the lectures that formed the basis of the Prolegomena and
in 1899 began to prepare the six Investigations themselves for the press.
There is some evidence, chiefly his wife Malvine’s account, that Husserl was
still feverishly revising when the manuscript was wrested from his hands
by Stumpf and sent to the publisher.* Certainly, it is clear that Husserl
was having difficulties containing the Sixth Investigation as it grew in length
and complexity and forced him to rethink distinctions made in the earlier
Investigations, including his account of the relation between demonstrative
indication and fulfilment of meaning in cases of perception.
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The published revisions of the Logical Investigations
(1913, 1921)

Almost as soon as the First Edition of the Logical Investigations appeared,
Husserl began to express dissatisfaction with some of its formulations and
began to revise. In his 1902/3 lectures on epistemo'logy, he was a?ready
clarifying the distinction between phenomenology Wthh' hq characterises 213s7
a ‘pure theory of essences’ (reine Wesenslehre) and descrlptlve psycholog)./..
But his first public opportunities came in 1903, with his reply to a critic
named Melchior Palagyi® — where he made clear that his concept of ideality
was drawn from Hermann Lotze, and that he was not opposed to t.he psy-
chological explanation of concepts but only to the founding of logic upon
such an explanation — and with his Bericht iiber deutsche Schriften zur Logik
in den Jahren 1895-1899 (‘Report on German Writings in Logic from the
Years 1895-1899), where he repudiated his initial characterisation of the
work as a set of investigations in ‘descriptive psychology’.” From around
1905, as is evident from letters written to Scheler and others, Husserl clearly
intended to publish a revised edition of the Investigations (see Hua XI1X/ £1
xxiii). In subsequent lecture courses at Géttingen, e.g., in 1906—7,‘“.’ 1907-8,
and 1910-11,** Husserl developed new conceptions of logic, semiotics, and
semantics (including the theory of the forms of meanings begun in the Fqurth
Investigation, but which needed to be revised in the light of th.e Sixth),
offering essential revising of aspects of the earlier tentative formulations, a.\nd
leading ultimately to an entirely new theory of phenomenological meaning,
publicly announced as the doctrine of the noema in Ideas 1.

Also, from around 1905 and inspired by his reading of Kant and Descartes,
Husserl was moving in a transcendental direction, embracing both Descarte§’
project of prima philosophia, first philosophy, and Kant’s project of a ‘cri-
tique of reason’.” Husserl was revising his thoughts on the nat}lre of the
flow of consciousness and on the conception of the pure ego, which he had
repudiated as an unnecessary postulate in the First Edition (where he was
satisfied with the empirical ego). He gradually came to see the need for a
fundamental change of attitude (Einstellungsinderung) away .from Fhe
‘natural attitude’ as a prerequisite for the proper phenomenologlc.al seeing
of the essences of cognitive acts (‘noetic’ acts in general) and their object.s
understood as pure possibilities of any consciousness whgtsoe\{er. This
reorientation shed new light on the correlation between the 111'tent19na1.ac.t
and its object, understood as what is intended in the manner in which 1t. is
intended, a conception that eventually would be named as the noema, which
made its first published appearance in Ideas L.

As Husserl engaged in this self-criticism and reorientation, the problgm of
relating these new concepts of phenomenology to his existing published
work became evident. Around 1911, with the First Edition of the Investiga-
tions now out of print, and with misinterpretations gaining currency among
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his followers, Husser] began to think seriously about revising the whole work
in the light of a new introduction to phenomenology and transcendental
philosophy which he was planning, and which eventually appeared as Ideas
I (1913).* At first, Husserl harboured ambitious plans to offer a number of
new expositions of phenomenology and phenomenological philosophy that
would render the old Investigations obsolete (see his letter of 7 July 1912
to W. E. Hocking, quoted in Hua XIX/1: xxvi). However, since Ideas I was
a deliberately programmatic work, to complement it Husser]l saw the need
for examples of concrete phenomenological analyses — ‘attempts at genu-
inely executed fundamental work on the immediately envisaged and seized
things themselves’ (Versuche wirklich ausfiihrender Fondamentalarbeit an der
unmittelbar erschauten und ergriffenen Sachen, Findlay I: 4; Hua XVIII: 9),
as he puts it in the Foreword to the Second Edition. The six Investigations
would remain the paradigm of these concrete phenomenological inquiries.
Husserl began revising the text of the Logical Investigations in March
1911, but only made real progress in spring 1913 after Ideas 1 went to press.
However, even his relatively modest planned revision, done in the light of
his new understanding of phenomenology (as expressed in Ideas 1), proved
too demanding, and he produced only a partially revised Second Edition in
1913.* This was Husserl’s ‘middle course’ (Mittelweg), as he put it in his
Foreword to the Second Edition, where he articulated three ‘maxims’ that
guided the revision (Findlay I: 4-5; Hua XVIII: 10-11): namely, to leave
individual errors standing as representing steps in his own path of thinking;
to improve what could be improved, without altering the course and style of
the original; to lift the reader level by level to newer and deeper insights.
In the revision the Prolegomena, which was written with a single purpose,
was left largely unchanged; but those passages in the Investigations that
specifically discussed the nature of phenomenology, and the kind of essen-
tial insight involved, were extensively altered and expanded. In general, the
Second Edition highlights the central discovery of phenomenology, a con-
cept that had received only tangential and incidental treatment in the First
Edition, and gives surer indications about its nature. Thus, invoking his
1903 essay (quoted in Foreword to the Second Edition, Findlay I: 6; Hua
XVIII: 13), Husserl claims that the chief error of the 1901 edition was to call
phenomenology a ‘descriptive psychology’, whereas in fact, phenomenology
knows nothing of personal experiences, of a self, or of others, similarly it
neither sets itself questions, nor answers them, nor makes hypotheses. In
1903, Husserl had claimed that this purely immanent phenomenology was
to be free of all suppositions about the nature of the psychological, and
furthermore, it would actually provide a critique of knowledge that might
then be used as a basis for empirical psychology or other sciences. But,
in itself, phenomenology is not identical with descriptive psychology.*
This phenomenological approach brings to evidence the general essences
of the concepts and laws of logic. While both descriptive psychology and



xxxvi Introduction

phenomenology are a priori disciplines, phenomenology cuts all its tie§ with
individual minds and real psychic processes, even those understood in the
most exemplary manner (LI, Intro. §3, Findlay L. 171; Hua XIX/1: 16 -
added in the Second Edition).

Husserl is now more emphatic that this eidetic science relies entirely on
the evidence of pure intuition, and operates within the ‘sphere of imman-
ence’, bracketing all concerns with worldly existence and real psycho-
logical processes. Husserl thus imports into the text of the Investigations the
notions of bracketing, epoché, and reduction, which had become central to
his expositions of phenomenology only after 1905.% Husserl now stresses the
remoteness and unnaturalness of phenomenological reflection and expands
the section (LI, Intro. §3) devoted to listing various difficulties that attach
to how we move from naive to reflexive understanding. Pure phenom.er‘lo—
logical seeing (Wesensschau) must be purged of its inherent world-posrfmg
tendency and associated beliefs that belong to what Husser_l calls ‘the
natural attitude’ (die natiirliche Einstellung) with its assumption of real
existence (empirisch-reales Dasein; see L1 V §2, Findlay II: 82; Hua XIX/ 1:
357 — paragraph added in the Second Edition). It was this purlﬁcatnon of
epistemology from the distortions imposed by the natural attitude that led
Husserl to see phenomenology as essentially distinct from any psychology,
including descriptive psychology. Instead, phenomenology was to be the
‘universal science of pure consciousness’.** Husserl later stressed that the
First Edition was already de facto ‘analyses of essence’, but that he gradu-
ally came to clearer self-consciousness regarding the purely eidetic nature of
his inquiries.” .

The revisions of the Second Edition constantly underscore the pure a priort,
eidetic character of phenomenology. Consider the following typical revis1oq to
the Third Investigation. The original sentence in the First Edition, referring
to the relations of dependence holding between quality and intensity of a
tone, reads: ‘And this is not a mere fact but a necessity’. The Second Edition
reworks this sentence to read: ‘Evidently this is no mere empirical fact, but
an a priori necessity, grounded in pure essence’ (LI III §4, Findlay II: 18;
Hua XIX/1: 237). The pure a priori essential character of the la\.vs un-
covered by phenomenological insight is now sharply contrastec_l with the
kind of empirical generalisation characteristic of the natqral sciences. .To
clarify this further, Husserl replaced Section 12 of. the Third Investigation
(LI III §12), which had dealt with dependence relations l?etween tgmpprally
coexisting and successive parts, with a completely rewritten sectlc')n. in Fhe
Second Edition, which specifies more exactly the nature of ‘the dlstln'cjuon
between analytic and synthetic propositions, wheret?y analytic propositions
are purely formal and are not determined by their con'tent in any way,
whereas a priori laws which relate to contents are synthetic a priori. .

Phenomenology focuses on the essential features.of conscious states in
general (akin to Kant’s concern with knowledge In general, Erkenntnis
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tiberhaupt — a conception already elaborated in the First Edition) under-
stood as pure possibilities rather than in terms of any empirical instantiation
in animals, humans or other kinds of minds. In contrast with pure phe-
nomenology, Husserl now more sharply characterises all psychology as
empirical, as a causal science of physical organisms and their psycho-
physical states, e.g., ‘as the empirical science of the mental attributes and states
of animal realities’ (als Erfahrungswissenschaft von psychischen Eigenschaften
und Zustinden animalischer Realititen, LI, Intro. §2, Findlay I: 169; Hua
XIX/1: 12), the science which studies ‘the real states of animal organisms in
a real natural order’ (LI Intro. §6, Findlay I: 176; Hua XIX/1: 23). Husserl
distinguishes both empirical and its sub-branch descriptive psychology from
pure phenomenology. While psychology is a valuable empirical science, the
reduction of meanings to their psychological states, i.e., ‘psychologism’, is a
natural, ever present temptation to the mind (‘at first inevitable, since rooted
in grounds of essence’, LI, Intro. §2, Findlay I: 169; Hua XIX/1: 12), which
can only be cured by phenomenological analysis. Only pure phenomeno-
logy, and not descriptive psychology, Husserl writes in the Second Edition,
can overcome psychologism (LI, Intro. §2, Findlay I: 169; Hua XIX/I:
11-12). Furthermore, Husserl departs from Neo-Kantianism, by stressing
that the grasp of the conditions for the possibility of knowledge comes
from insight into the essence of knowledge, that is from phenomenological
viewing.

In keeping with his new transcendental orientation, Husserl has more
appreciation in the Second Edition of ‘the pure ego’ (das reine Ich, L1 V §5,
8) of the Neo-Kantians (especially Natorp), which he had originally dismissed
as an unnecessary postulate for the unification of consciousness (see LI V §8,
Findlay II: 352; Hua XIX/1: 374). He also endeavours to improve his initial
attempts at drawing a distinction between the quality and intentional matter
of acts. In particular, he was unhappy with his original characterisation of
the sensuous matter of the act and the manner in which it is taken up and
interpreted in the act. His later account of the noema was offered as a
corrective (see, e.g., LI V, §16, Findlay II: 354; Hua XIX/1: 411).

In the First Edition, Husserl had characterised phenomenology as ex-
panding or as clarifying epistemology (e.g., LI Intro. § Findlay I: 166; §2,
I: 168), in that it offered a kind of ‘conceptual analysis’ (Begriffsanalyse),
concerned with differentiating and disambiguating the different senses of
basic epistemological concepts (such as ‘presentation’, Vorstellung). In his
Introduction to the Second Edition, Husserl is now more aware of a possible
misunderstanding whereby this conceptual analysis would be misunderstood
purely as an investigation of language, in short as linguistic analysis, whereas
in fact Husserl is anxious to distinguish his ‘analytical phenomenology’
from linguistic analysis. Reliance on language can be misleading, Husserl
believes, because linguistic terms have their home ‘in the natural attitude’
(in der natiirlichen Einstellung) and may mislead about the essential character
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of the concepts they express, whereas phenomenological thinking about
consciousness takes place in the eidetic realm where all natural attitudes are
bracketed. For Husserl, it is certainly true that the objects of logic — pro-
positions or statements (Sd‘ze) — are encountered only in their grammatical
clothing, i.e., in linguistic assertions, and it is an obvious fact that the findings
of science eventually take the form of linguistic utterances or sentences.
Husserl, then, agrees with J. S. Mill that discussions of logic must begin
with a consideration of language, though not issues of the nature of grammar
or the historical evolution of language as such, but rather in relation to a
theory of knowledge. Husserl is seeking a ‘pure phenomenology of the experi-
ences of thinking and knowing’ (Findlay I: 166; Hua XIX/1: 6), experiences
not to be understood as empirical facts, but rather grasped in ‘the pure
generality of their essence’ (ibid.). Linguistic analysis is not a substitute for
a fundamental analysis of consciousness (see LI I §21). In this sense, phe-
nomenology clarifies our linguistic practice and not the other way round.

Husserl’s incomplete revisions of the Sixth
Investigation

In 1913 Husserl intended to revise the Sixth Investigation in a radical fash-
ion, but became bogged down (see his letter of 23 June 1913 to Daubert,
quoted in Hua XIX/1: xxv), and eventually withheld it when he sent the
revised five Investigations to press. Husserl now recognised that his original
account of categorial intuition with its realist commitments did not fit com-
fortably with his new transcendental idealist framework. He made various
attempts at a complete reworking of this Investigation in late 1913 and
again in 1914, but lost enthusiasm for these revisions during the war years
(1914-18), when exhaustion prevented research ‘on behalf of the phenom-
enology of logic’ (fiir die Phinomenologie des Logischen, Findlay 1I: 177;
Hua XIX/2: 533). As he recounted, he could only ‘bear the war and the
ensuing “peace”’ by engaging in more general philosophical reﬂections,
specifically the elaboration of his ‘Idea of a phenomenological philosophy’
(Idee einer phinomenologsiche Philosophie, Findlay II: 177; Hua XIX/2: 533).
Meanwhile, he gave the manuscripts to Edith Stein who attempted to order
them into two articles for the Jahrbuch, but she could not get Husserl to
look over her work and the project stalled.

After the war, Husserl turned again to logic and eventually was prevailed
upon to publish a limited revision of the Sixth Investigation in spring 1921.
In his Foreword, dated Freiburg, October 1920, Hpssgrl regrets' that he was
unable to produce the radically revised Sixth Investigation promised in 1913,
and acknowledges that it was the pressure of friends (1nclud1n‘g, presumably,
his new assistant, Martin Heidegger) that ﬁna}ly forc?d him to produce
this new edition. In fact, Husserl was never satlsﬁed. with his revision and
continued to work intermittently on a full revision of this crucial Investigation,
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leaving some drafts that remained unpublished at his death.* These drafts
attempt a complete rethinking of the nature of signs involving a distinction
between signitive and significative intentions in attempting to specify the
achievement of abstract symbolic thought.” Husserl was also gradually com-
ing to recognise the contextual aspect of meaning which would lead eventu-
ally to his discovery of ‘genetic’ phenomenology in the early 1920s.

HusserI’s 1920 Foreword is written in tones of exasperation and defensiveness
regarding the many misunderstandings of his work then current. He details
changes made, mainly in the second section of the Sixth Investigation, entitled
Sinnlichkeit und Verstand (Sensibility and Understanding), where the concept
of categorial intuition — originally introduced in the First Investigation — is
treated at some length. Husserl maintains that his critics have misunder-
stood his talk of immediacy as relating to the immediacy of sensory intui-
tion rather than to the nature of intuition generally. In particular he attacks
the views of Friedrich Albert Moritz Schlick (1882-1936, founder of the
Vienna Circle), as expressed in his Allgemeine Erkenntnislehre (General Theory
of Knowledge, 1918)** where he had argued that Husserl’s Ideas I relied on a
bizarre notion of non-physical intuition that required a peculiarly strenuous
kind of study. Husserl replies that by ‘strenuous study’ he means no more
than the application of a mathematician. Schlick’s criticism typifies a more
general unease in philosophical circles with Husserl’s emphasis on intuition
which was seen by many as promoting an irrational intuitionism that could
not be corrected. The Neo-Kantians voiced similar criticisms of Husserl’s
concept of categorial intuition, as is evident from Fink’s reply to Husserl’s
critics.”> How could one have intuition of the categorial? Husserl, on the
other hand, understood by intuition, cognitive experiences which are ac-
companied by adequate evidence. He wants always to emphasise that acts of
knowing are essentially diverse and that their respective modes of intuitive
fulfilment must be appreciated and appropriately distinguished.

In his Foreword to the revision of the Sixth Investigation, Husserl also
challenges an accusation — apparently widespread, but which he vehemently
rejected — that he had rejected psychologism in the first volume of the In-
vestigations only to fall back into it in the second (LI, Findlay IT: 178; Hua
XIX/2: 535).* Husserl believes these critics have failed to appreciate the true
sense of his phenomenology, and have misunderstood it as a kind of intro-
spectionist psychology. In order completely to separate phenomenology
from introspectionism, psychology and indeed all natural sciences, Husserl
emphasises the need to undertake the epoché and the reduction. It was only
by removing all traces of the natural attitude in regard to our cognitive
achievements that their true essences can come into view in an undistorted
manner. This claim integrates the Logical Investigations into Husserl’s later
transcendental idealism, whose treatment is beyond the scope of this intro-
duction. Let us now turn to examine in more detail the philosophical con-
tent of the work itself.
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Husserl’s Kampfschrift: the Prolegomena

In the Foreword to the Second Edition, Husserl records that the Prolegomena
was a ‘polemic on psychologism’ (Streit um den Psychologismus, Findlay
I: 6; Hua XVIII: 12), and major figures such as Paul Natorp, Wilhelm
Dilthey and Wilhelm Wundt recognised it as such, so that the Prolegomena
took on a life of its own and had an independent impact in German philoso-
phy for its criticism of psychologism. Husserl, however, liked to emphasise
its coherence with the second volume and wrote to Meinong that the
critique of psychologism was central to his phenomenology of knowledge
in general (letter of 27 August 1900, quoted in Hua XVIII: xvii). Others,
including Wundt, could not so easily see the connection between the two
volumes.

According to the Foreword, the first draft of the Prolegomena originated as
two series of lectures delivered at Halle in the summer and autumn of 1896
(Findlay I: 5; Hua XVIIL: 12) and written up in 1899. These 1896 lectures had
already set out Husserl’s conception of logic as a pure, formal, autonomous
science of ideal meanings and the ideal laws which govern them, and offer-
ing a sharp differentiation of pure logic from the more traditional inter-
pretation of logic as an ‘art’ or ‘technique’ (Kunstlehre) of thinking well. The
Halle lectures, however, do not contain some of the more important parts of
the Prolegomena, namely, the discussion of relativism (Prol. §§32-7), and the
detailed criticisms of Mill, Spencer, Sigwart and Erdmann, and the discussion
of ‘thought-economy’ associated with Mach and Avinarius (Prol. §§52-6).
As the Prolegomena was written entirely in one cast of mind, Husserl did
not feel the need to make major revisions in the Second Edition.

Husserl’s negative aim was to demonstrate that the psychologistic inter-
pretation of logic was a self-defeating, self-contradictory absurdity:

the correctness of the theory presupposes the irrationality of its premises,
the correctness of the premises the irrationality of the theory.
(Prol. §26, Findlay I. 61; Hua XVIII: 95)

Furthermore, whereas the study of traditional logic should have given a clear
understanding of the ‘rational essence of deductive science’ and indeed be
the ‘science of science’, in fact the logic of his time was not adequate to that
task. Husserl’s positive aim was to find out ‘what makes science science’
(Prol. §62, Findlay I: 144; Hua XVIII: 230), but the unclarity and confusion
surrounding logical concepts put the whole project of exact scientific knowl-
edge at risk:

In no field of knowledge is equivocation more fatal, in none have con-
fused concepts so hindered the progress of knowlefige, or so impeded
insight into its true aims, as in the field of pure logic.

(Prol. §67, Findlay I: 154; Hua XVIII: 246)
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In his 1900 Selbstanzeige (‘Author’s Report’) to the Prolegomena Husserl
announced that he was defending logic as a pure, a priori, independent,
theoretical science, reviving the older Bolzanian idea of a pure logic against
the prevailing psychologistic misinterpretation of logic that leads to con-
tradictions and absurdities, and ultimately to sceptical relativism. Husserl
argues that logical laws and concepts belong to the realm of the ideal, being
purely formal, that is, applied in general to every kind of content. In the
Prolegomena Husserl makes an important distinction between empirical gen-
eralisation and the kind of formalisation required for idealisation in science
and mathematics. He contrasts this pure theoretical logic with applied logic,
understood as an art of thinking (Kunstlehre), drawing an analogy with the
contrast between pure geometry and the art of land surveying (Feldmesskunst).
Thus, in the Selbstanzeige Husserl defines pure logic as

... the scientific system of ideal laws and theories which are purely
grounded in the sense of the ideal categories of meaning; that is, in the
fundamental concepts which are common to all sciences because they
determine in the most universal way which makes sciences objective
sciences at all: namely, unity of theory.”

Science as such is for Husserl a regulated interconnection of ideal truths
expressed in propositions. Logic deals with these propositions and their
component meanings in their utmost generality, understood as pure cat-
egories. According to Husserl, following in the Kantian tradition, all logical
distinctions are ‘categorial’ (LI II §1) and belong to ‘the pure form of
possible objectivities of consciousness as such’ (LI II, Findlay I: 240; Hua
XIX/1: 115). Furthermore, knowledge can be about many kinds of different
things, there are multifarious objects of knowledge, not just real things, but
ideal entities, relations, events, values. The conception of scientific knowledge
must be sufficiently broad to accommodate this diversity of objects of knowl-
edge. Husserl, then, wants a new account of logic as a pure a priori science,
a mathesis universalis in the manner of Leibniz. It must be balanced with a
new theory of the nature of objects in general, formal ontology, developed
in the Third Investigation. In other words, pure logic has a counterpart, the
pure theory of objects.

Husserl’s encounter with Frege — the issue of
psychologism

Since the rejection of psychologism and the defence of the ideal objectivity
of logical laws is now more usually credited to Gottlob Frege rather than to
Husserl, it is appropriate at this point to examine the relations between
these two logicians. In fact, they corresponded with one another on various
issues in mathematics and semantics in 1891 (and again in 1906). Husserl
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was one of the first philosophers in Germany to recognise Frege’s work,
and, although he had criticised Frege’s account of the nature of identity
in the Philosophy of Arithmetic in 1891, relations between the two were
collegial and mutually respectful. But, in 1894, Frege published an acerbic
review of Husserl’s Philosophy of Arithmetic, in which he accused Husserl of
making a number of fundamental errors.”® According to Frege, Husserl
treated numbers naively as properties of things or of aggregates rather than
as the extensions of concepts (the extension of a concept is the set of objects
the concept picks out).” Husserl had seen number as deriving from our
intuition of groups or multiplicities and since neither one nor zero is a
multiple, strictly speaking they were not positive numbers for Husserl. Frege
criticised Husserl’s account of zero and one as negative answers to the ques-
tion: ‘how many?’ Frege states that the answer to the question, ‘How many
moons has the earth?’, is hardly a negative answer, as Husserl would have
us believe. Furthermore, Frege believed, Husserl seemed to be confusing the
numbers themselves with the presentations of number in consciousness, ana-
logous to considering the moon as generated by our act of thinking about
it. Crucially for Frege, in identifying the objective numbers with subjective
acts of counting, Husserl was guilty of psychologism, the error of tracing the
laws of logic to empirical psychological laws. If logic is defined as the study
of the laws of thought, there is always the danger that this can be inter-
preted to mean the study of how people actually think or ought to think;
understanding necessary entailment, for example, as that everyone is so
constituted psychologically if he believes p and if he believes that p implies
g then he cannot help believing that ¢ is true. For Frege, Husserl has
collapsed the logical nature of judgement into private psychological acts,
collapsing together truth and judging something as true.

According to the journal kept by W. R. Boyce-Gibson, who studied with
Husserl in Freiburg in 1928, Husserl later acknowledged that Frege’s criti-
cisms had ‘hit the nail on the head’. On the other hand, there is considerable
evidence that Husser]l was already moving away from his own earlier
psychologism when Frege’s review was published, especially in his critique
of Schréder’s Algebra of Logic.® Husserl was already embracing Bolzano’s
Wissenschaftslehre® with its doctrine of ‘states of affairs’ and ‘truths in
themselves’, whose precise nature he then came to understand through his
reading of Hermann Lotze’s account of the Platonic Ideas, as he had reported
in his reply to Melchior Palagyi in 1903. Given the supposedly crucial im-
portance of Frege’s review of Husserl, it is surprising that Frege receives
only one mention in the Prolegomena in a footnote (Prol. §45, Findlay
I: 318; Hua XVIII: 172 n. *¥) where Husserl writes: ‘I need hardly say that
I no longer approve of my own fundamental criticisms of Frege’s anti-
psychologistic position set forth in my Philosophy of Arithmetic’. Husserl
now cites both Frege’s Die Grundlagen der Arithmetik (Foundations of Arith-
metic, 1884) and the Preface to his Grundgesetze der Arithmetik (Fundamental
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Laws of Arithmetic, 1893) as anti-psychologistic statements of which Husserl
can now approve.

In fact, Husser] had abandoned the approach of the Philosophy of Arith-
metic almost as soon as it was published in 1891. He realised that the
cardinal numbers were not the basis of all numbers, and in particular that
the psychological approach could not handle the more complex numbers
(e.g., the imaginary numbers). In the Prolegomena Husserl explicitly denies
that numbers themselves are to be understood in terms of acts of counting
although they can only be accessed through acts of counting:

The number Five is not my own or anyone else’s counting of five, it is
also not my presentation or anyone else’s presentation of five.
(LI, Prol. §46, Findlay I: 109; Hua XVIII: 173-4)

While it is only by counting that we encounter numbers, numbers are not
simply products of the mind. This would deny objective status to mathemat-
ics. The psychological origin of arithmetic concepts does not militate against
the independent ideal existence of these concepts as species quite distinct
from ‘the contingency, temporality and transience of our mental acts’ (LI,
Prol. §46, Findlay I: 110; Hua XVIII: 175). Two apples can be eaten but not
the number two, Husserl says in his 1906/7 lectures. For Husserl, logical
concepts contain nothing of the process by which they are arrived at, any
more than number has a connection with the psychological act of counting.
Numbers and propositions, such as the Pythagorean theorem, are ideal
‘objectivities’ (Gegenstindlichkeiten, Findlay: ‘objective correlates’), which
are the substrates of judgements just as much as any real object is. In
contrast to ‘real’ entities that bear some relation to time, if not to space,
the pure identities of logic are ‘irreal’ or ‘ideal’. Husserl characterised them
as ‘species’ in the Aristotelian sense, along side other ‘unities of meaning’, for
example the meaning of the word ‘lion’, a word which appears only once in
the language despite its multiple instantiations in acts of speaking and
writing. What is logically valid is a priori applicable to all worlds. In the Pro-
legomena, then, Husserl, holds a view similar to Wittgenstein in the Tractatus
— logic says nothing about the real world, the world of facts. It is a purely
formal a priori science. Husserl, however, integrates logic into a broader
conception of the theory of science.

Whereas Husserl had begun in 1887 with the assumption that psychology
would ground all cognitive acts, he ends the Foreword to his Investigations
by quoting Goethe to the effect that one is against nothing so much as
errors one has recently abandoned, in order to explain his ‘frank critique’
(die freimiitige Kritik) of psychologism (LI, Findlay I: 3; Hua XVIII: 7).
While in agreement with Frege concerning the dangers of psychologism for
logic, Husserl was not persuaded by Frege’s project for mathematical logic
as, in general, he was, as we have seen, suspicious of the purely formal turn
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to symbolic logic, exemplified in his day by the logical programmes of George
Boole (see Hua XXIV: 162), William Stanley Jevons and Ernst Schréder,
which for him contained theoretical flaws and confusions. That is not to say
that Husserl thought of formalisation as unnecessary; in fact, he saw it as
the only purely scientific way of advancing logic (LI, Prol. §71, Findlay L
158-9; Hua XVIII: 254). Thus he praised the elegance with which mathema-
ticians were expanding and transforming the domain of traditional logic,
and he criticised those who refused to recognise the proper role of math-
ematics in these matters. However, Husserl believed that this mathematical
tendency was manifesting itself as a kind of technical ability that had not
reflected on the nature of its founding concepts. Philosophy must try to
think through the essential meanings of logical procedures:

The philosopher is not content with the fact that we find our way about
in the world, that we have legal formulae which enable us to predict the
future course of things, or to reconstruct its past course: he wants to
clarify the essence of a thing, an event, a cause, an effect, of space, of
time, etc., as well as that wonderful affinity which this essence has with
the essence of thought, which enables it to be thought, with the essence
of knowledge, which makes it knowable, with meaning which make it
capable of being meant etc.

(Prol. §71, Findlay I. 159; Hua XVIII: 255)

As Husserl put it in his 1906/7 lectures, ‘Introduction to Logic and The-
ory of Knowledge’, one must distinguish between mathematical logic and
philosophical logic (Hua XXIV: 163). Towards the end of his life Husserl
would repeat this criticism in The Crisis of European Sciences, where he
would criticise this ‘idolization of a logic which does not understand itself’
and claim that a formal deductive system is not in itself an explanatory
system (Crisis, §55, Carr: 189; Hua VI: 193). For Husserl, purely extensionalist
logic or calculus could never be more than a brilliant technique. From the
Prolegomena onwards, Husserl offered a complex account of the full nature
of what he called ‘formal logic’, utilising a much wider conception than is
now current. In some respects his account of logic is quite traditional, being
centred on the notion of judgement or assertion (Greek: apophansis) and
hence is, following Aristotle, characterised as ‘apophantic logic’ (see LI, IV
§14, Findlay II: 72; Hua XIX/1: 344). On the other hand, in Formal and
Transcendental Logic (§§12-15) Husserl articulated this mature vision of this
‘formal logic’, which for him included formal grammar or what he called
‘the pure theory of forms of meaning’ that laid down the conditions of
meaning combination as such; then a second level of ‘consequence-logic’ or
the logic of validity which is concerned with inference; and finally a ‘logic
of truth’, which recognised that logic aims not only at formal validity but
seeks to articulate truth. In the Prolegomena Husserl also saw the need for a
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general ‘theory of manifolds’ or the theory of the possible forms of theories
to complete his account of the nature of logic in general. We cannot deal
with the complexities of Husserl’s vision of logic here, except to note that in
the Investigations Husserl was not pursuing an objectivist account of logic
as his exclusive aim. Husserl recognised the essential ‘two-sidedness’ of the
acts which are aimed at logical meanings, on the one hand there are the laws
governing the meanings themselves, but there are also the judgings, inferrings,
and other acts, which are oriented towards the subjective side, that need to
be treated by phenomenology (Formal and Transcendental Logic §8). In other
words, the aim of phenomenology is to study the essential correlations be-
tween acts of knowing and the objects known, something that became clearer
to Husserl after he wrote the Investigations.

The structure of the six Investigations

While the Prolegomena was written with a single purpose and, by Husserl’s
standards, remains a relatively straightforward piece of writing, the six In-
vestigations of the second volume at first sight seem much less unified and
coherent, with most commentators testifying to their uneven, fragmentary
and sprawling character. Husserl himself warned that the work could not
be considered as a finished exposition of scientific results or as ‘one book
or work in the literary sense’ (LI, Findlay I: 5; Hua XVIII: 11), but rather
should be seen as a ‘systematically bound chain of investigations’, ‘a series
of analytical investigations’ (eine Reihe analyticher Untersuchungen, L1,
Findlay I: 173; Hua XIX/1: 20), which would need further elaboration
through ‘resolute cooperation among a generation of research-workers” (LI,
Findlay I: 171; Hua XIX/1: 16-17). It had to be seen as a living develop-
ment of philosophical ideas, a journal of philosophical discovery.

A recent commentator, Kit Fine, has remarked (referring specifically to
the Third Investigation but applicable with justice to the whole): ‘Such is the
range of the work that it is with a growing sense of excitement that one
discovers the riches that lie beneath its rough and seemingly impenetrable
exterior’.® David Bell has identified a threefold structure to the work, with
the Prolegomena establishing the need for ideal unities in logic and knowl-
edge generally, the first four Investigations clarifying issues of linguistics,
semantics, formal ontology and formal grammar, while the final two Investi-
gations were properly phenomenological, studying the nature of conscious
acts and their claim to knowledge and truth.®’ The Investigations, then, is
more united than its outward appearance suggests, and rich in sophisticated
philosophical insights, albeit embedded in Husserl’s wordy and labyrinthine
presentation. In part, the progressive structure of the work is obscured by
Husserl’s tendency to enter into exhaustive critiques of other positions in
order to arrive at his own view in circuitous manner, and then set out again



xlvi Introduction

circumspectly and tentatively, warning always of the need for further ana-
lyses and distinctions to be borne in mind.” One always has the sense of
philosophising in progress rather than of a completed system, of listening to
a great mind communing with itself. According to the author, the Investiga-
tions proceed by lifting the reader from lower to higher levels, moving in a
‘zig-zag’ manner (im Zickzack, L1, Findlay I: 175; Hua XIX/1: 22), forced
to employ concepts that would be clarified later in a reflective ‘turning back’
(zuriickkehren). Indeed, Husser!’s whole approach has the character of such
‘backward questioning’ (Riickfragen).

The six lengthy Investigations of the second volume are concerned with
analysing elements of the form of knowledge, such notions as meaning,
concept, proposition, truth (LI Prol. §71, Findlay I: 159-60; Hua XVIII:
236-7). Husserl begins with the general structure of signs and meaningful
expressions; then moves to analyse the status of universals (which he calls
species) and the nature of abstraction; followed by a treatise on the laws
governing the relations of dependence between parts and wholes; another
mini-treatise on the relation between logic and grammar as a priori discip-
lines; the nature of consciousness, including the meaning of intentionality
and the ambiguities surrounding the associated notions of content, object,
presentation, and finally the nature of the identifying syntheses involved in
judgement and its relation to truth. Along the way, he offers sharp criticisms
of prevailing views, including a critique of J. S. Mill’s account of connota-
tion and denotation, a refutation of sensationalism, a rebuttal of empiricist
theories of abstraction (Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Mill), a sharpened defini-
tion of the a priori including a new distinction between the formal (analytic)
and material (synthetic) a priori which claims to be an advance on Kant,
and careful discussions of Bolzano, Mill, Brentano and others, in terms of
their views on logic, psychology and the nature of judgements and their
contents.

A basic assumption of Husserl’s understanding of knowledge is that
knowledge is essentially understood and communicated in the form of ex-
pressive statements, where a statement is a unified whole with a single,
possibly complex, meaning, that says something about something. It refers
to an object (whether an individual thing or a state of affairs) through a
‘sense’ or ‘meaning’ (Husserl employs both Sinn and Bedeutung for ‘mean-
ing’). Of course, in the Logical Investigations, and indeed since 1891, Husserl
was fully aware of Frege’s distinction between Sinn (‘sense’) and Bedeutung
(‘reference’ or ‘meaning’), but he does not observe it since it is at variance
with ordinary German usage. Husserl prefers to use the terms Sinn, Bedeutung
and also Meinung more or less as equivalent notions (see LI II §2, Findlay
I: 240; Hua XIX/1: 115) although later, in Ideas 1 §124, he will restrict
‘Bedeutung’ to linguistic meaning only and use ‘Sinn’ more broadly to in-
clude all meanings, including non-conceptual contents (e.g., perceptual sense).
Both Frege and Husserl agree that the sense of a statement is an ideal unity
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not affected by the psychic act grasping it, nor by the psychic stuff (mental
imagery, feelings, and so on) that accompanies the psychological episode.
Logic (and mathematics and the other formal sciences) is concerned to
process the laws governing these abstract ideal unities which Husserl char-
acterises as having ‘being in itself” (An-sich-sein, translated by Findlay as
‘intrinsic being’) as unities in manifolds (Findlay I: 169; Hua XIX/1: 12) as
well as a ‘being for’ (Fiir-sich-sein) the thinker. In themselves, they are pure
identities, remaining unchanged irrespective of their being counted, judged,
or otherwise apprehended in psychic acts. As Husserl says in the Prolegom-
ena, truths are what they are irrespective of whether humans grasp them at
all (Prol. §65, Findlay I: 150; Hua XVIII: 240). Despite the fact that the
objects of logic are ideal and transtemporal, nevertheless, they must also be
accessible and graspable by the human mind, as Husserl later explains:

... it is unthinkable that such ideal objects could not be apprehended in
appropriate subjective psychic acts and experiences.*

We can imagine any such ideal meaning or Sinn being entertained or judged
or considered in some way by a mind. It is simply a fact that these ideal
meanings (Sinne) present themselves to us as something that is subjectively
grasped: ‘. . . ideal objects confront us as subjectively produced formations
in the lived experiencing and doing of the forming’.% This is their ‘being-
for’. They are always truths for some possible mind, subjective acts are
‘constituting acts’ for these ideal objectivities. The question then becomes:
how are these hidden psychic experiences correlated to the ‘idealities’? Frege
had answered in a naive manner: our minds simply grasp ideal thoughts.
But Husserl wants to give an account that does justice to the essential two-
sidedness of our cognitive achievements by analysing the structure of this
expressing and grasping of meaning.

For Husserl, the primary interest of what he calls ‘phenomenology’ in
the second volume of the Investigations does not lie in identifying the
ideal nature of the idealities (numbers, logical entities, pure meanings) that
are the focus of mathematics, logic, semantics and other sciences. Rather,
Husserl is primarily interested in the mental acts correlated with these ideal
objectivities and the laws governing these essential intentional correlations
(see Hua XXIV: 172). Initially, he tended to understand these acts as psy-
chological realities which instantiate pure essences in a kind of token/
type relation. To get at their essential natures he initially thought he could
use Brentanian descriptive psychology. After 1901 Husserl realised he was
mistaken to characterise in psychological terms what were the essences of
cognitive acts and their correlative objects. Psychic acts, like physical objects,
are parts of the natural world and are governed by temporal relations, and
other features of our contingent universe. The essential structures of acts of
cognition, on the other hand, were not parts of the world, and hence could
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not be treated by psychology. Thus it was some four years after the Inves-
tigations, as Husserl recalled in the Crisis §70 (Carr: 243; Hua VI: 246), that
he arrived at self-consciousness regarding the true nature of the phenomeno-
logical method uncovered in 1901. He then realised that pure or transcen-
dental phenomenology has essentially to replace descriptive psychology and
that real/ideal distinction had to be replaced by a purely essential study
of the noetic/noematic structure of intentional experiences. Husserl thinks
the intentional acts themselves can be isolated as true for all possible
consciousnesses. Phenomenology does not discuss states of animals, but rather
perceptions as such, willings as such, just as pure arithmetic deals with pure
number and geometry deals with pure shapes, and not actual shapes as
encountered in nature. For Husserl, it was the task of phenomenology to
delineate in advance the possible forms of each intentional act and its limits.
This is why phenomenology despite its descriptive rigour is actually an a
priori science, not an empirical one.

Husserl is aware that one cannot just assume one has a grasp of the concepts
just because one understands the meanings of the words that express the
concepts. There are concealed ambiguities in the linguistic expressions, and
so it is necessary to fix our concepts through clear self-sustaining intuitions:

We desire to render self-evident in fully-fledged intuitions that what is here
given in actually performed abstractions is what the word-meanings in
our expression of the law really and truly stand for.

(LI, Findlay I: 168; Hua XIX/1: 10)

The aim is to achieve clarity and distinctness in concepts by making what-
ever appropriate disambiguations as can be brought to intuitive clarity.

For Husserl, questions concerning the relation of the objective to the
subjective acts of the mind, questions of the meaning of the so-called adequatio
rei ad intellectus, cannot be separated from issues in pure logic. Such ques-
tions as how these ideal objectivities come to be presented to the mind
and grasped by it and so end up becoming something subjective must be
addressed:

How can the ideality of the universal qua concept or law enter the flux
of real mental states and become an epistemic possession of the think-
ing person?

(L1, Intro. §2, Findlay I: 169; Hua XIX/1: 13)

How is there an adequatio rei et intellectus in the case of the relation be-
tween ideal concepts and human psychical acts? We have to pass over from
a naive performance of acts to an attitude of reflection (Einstellung der
Reflexion). Husserl wants to discover the a priori relations })etween meaning
and its expression, and he sets out the basis of this in the First Investigation.
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The First Investigation: the nature of
meaningful expression

Although, at first glance, the First Investigation appears to be an essay on
signs (Zeichen), clearly influenced by Mill’s Logic (LI I §16), and by lin-
guistic studies by Brentanists such as Twardowski and Anton Marty, in fact
Husserl intended it to have a ‘merely preparatory character’ (LI, Findlay
I: 6-7; Hua XVIII: 13), aiming correctly to identify the elements of the
meaning function (Bedeutungsfunktion) in conscious life. Although it con-
tains discussions of proper names, common names, collective terms, demon-
stratives, speech acts, and so on, Husserl’s interest was not in philosophy
of language as such, but rather in specifying the structure of meaningful
assertion, separating out the acts which go to make up the intentional ex-
pression and fulfilment of meaning. In this First Investigation (§9) Husserl
develops his crucial distinction (held from early in his career) between
meaning-intending and meaning-fulfilling acts and the ‘unity of coincidence’
or ‘covering’ (Deckungseinheit) between meant and fulfilled senses in those
situations where a concrete intuition fills out the intending sense. As Husserl’s
conception of signification became more nuanced, this Investigation was
considerably reworked in the Second Edition.

Husserl begins from Mill’s claim that, since all thought is expressed in
language, a study of linguistic forms is a prerequisite to the clarification of
logical forms. He departs from Mill, however, in his account of the manner
in which proper names (‘Schulze’, ‘Socrates’) signify their referents. Draw-
ing on and refining some traditional distinctions in then current semantics
(e.g., Marty), Husserl distinguishes between the function of an expression to
intimate (die kundgebende Funktion) something to someone, and its expres-
sion of an ideal sense or meaning (Sinn or Bedeutung) which is the same in
different performances of the assertion or in acts of understanding it. More-
over, normally an act of expressing is directed beyond its meaning to its
associated object or objectivity (zugehorige Gegenstindlichkeit), through a
specific manner of intentional reference (intentionale Beziehung). Finally,
Husserl has a brief introductory discussion of the different kinds of ‘objec-
tivities’ to which things can be directed, distinguishing between simple and
categorial objectivities (LI I §12) — the focus of the Sixth Investigation.

Husserl begins by distinguishing between signs functioning as indications
(Anzeichen), which operate through linking one exrant thing with another
without a mediating meaning, e.g., smoke indicating fire, flag is a sign of a
nation, a brand that marks a slave, chalk that marks out a house, and
expressions (die Ausdriicke), in his specific sense, that require the mediation
of a meaning or sense and refer to some object regardless of its existential
status. As Husserl says: ‘It is part of the notion of an expression to have a
meaning’ (LI I §15). A meaningless expression, e.g., ‘abracadabra’, would
not be an expression at all. This is not meant to be an exhaustive treatment
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of signs and signification, but merely a distinction between different functions
of signs. Husserl is interested in the mental act of meaningful expression,
irrespective of whether it is uttered, written, or simply thought to oneself.
His account is a semantics of speaker intention. Communication is not
Husserl’s concern, because, for him, logic is concerned only with the expres-
sion of ideal meanings. The pragmatics of communication or reception of
meaning is a secondary matter, a concern for the philosopher of language.

An expression may have a set of physical sounds or written marks or
merely imagined utterance, but what makes it an expression (and not just a
reproduction of sounds like a parrot) is the mental state (or act) that ‘en-
livens’ or ‘ensouls’ it. Normally, in any expressive act, the inner fused unity
(eine innig verschmolzene Einheit, L1 1 §10) of sign and thing signified, of
word and object, is experienced. Our interest usually focuses on the object
intended and not on either the meaning or any associated verbal chain
(unless our interest is, let us say, in assonance or in grammar, e.g., if some-
one says, ‘T done that’, the speaker’s attention may be directed at confirming
having done something and not towards the poor grammatical form). This
is not to say that the thought exists apart from its expression. Thoughts
come to form in a linguistic way.

There are many other features entwined with the act of expression. Husserl
further distinguishes between what expression ‘shows forth’, conveys, or
intimates (kundgibt) and what it means, and between what it means and what
object it names (LI I §6). Typically, Husserl recognises the inherent com-
plexities (even if he here does not focus on them), for instance, in communi-
cation, an expression both expresses a meaning and indicates something
to the hearer. An expression functions as an indication when, for example,
it indicates to the hearer the meaning intentions of the speaker (LI I §7).
Through this intimating function other aspects of the communicative situation
may be picked up, e.g., that the speaker is angry or is making a judgement.
Expressions, then, have a communicative function in relation to others. A
speaker endows a certain word-chain with a sense that can be understood
by a hearer, with certain ‘sense-giving acts’ (sinnverleihende Akte, L1 1 §7).
This, Husserl says, makes mental commerce (geistige Verkehr) possible. But
besides their function in communication with others, expressions play a role
in our individual, solitary, mental life, where communicating has no role,
and therefore the act of meaning (4kt des Bedeutens) must be strictly dis-
tinguished from its ‘intimation achievement’ (die kundgebende Leistung, 111
§8). When an expression is articulated it normally directs interest away from
itself towards what it intends to convey, but this directing away is not a
form of indicating (§8). In silent soliloquy we may use imagined words
rather than spoken words, we may even imagine the sounds of the words.
Here we express our meanings although we do not intimate them to others.
The expression of meaning, therefore, remains an issut? even for the solitary
thinker (LI I §8), where no indicative function is required.
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Husser! distinguishes between expressions which function solely to name
(nennen) and other more complicated forms, which Husserl calls ‘predicatively
formed complexes’ which are essentially predicates. Husserl thinks that the
referential power of proper names has been misunderstood by Mill, who
views a proper name as non-connotative and directly denoting its ‘subject’
(in Mill’s terminology) without the mediation of an abstract meaning (or
‘attribute’).” Names do pick out their objects directly, but not through
indication, rather they have an expressive function that allows the name to
mean the object in different sentential formations.

According to Husserl’s fundamental distinction between meaning inten-
tions and meaning fulfilments, ‘meaning intentions’ (Bedeutungsintentionen) or
‘meaning-conferring acts’ (die bedeutungsverleihenden Akte) include all those
acts involved in confirming, corroborating, illustrating (erfiillen, bestditigen,
bekrdftigen, illustrieren, 1.1 1 §9). An expression has to be consciously en-
dowed with meaning to be a vehicle of meaning. The content or meaning of
the thought expressed is furthermore an ideal unity, e.g., ‘three perpendicu-
lars of a triangle intersect in a point’ (LI I §11). This meaning is something
identical (das Identische), whose precise identity is preserved in repetition
(Wiederholung) of the expression. In assertion, we are asserting that state of
affairs ‘holds’ or ‘obtains’. We commit ourselves to the ‘objective validity’
of the state of affairs, even though the state of affairs is what it is, whether we
maintain its validity or not. It is a ‘validity-unity in itself’ (eine Geltungseinheit
an sich). We judge that the state of affairs obtains because we see it to be so.

Every expression says something ‘of” or ‘about’ (iiber) something (LI I
§11), but the object does not usually coincide with the meaning. Different
names, €.g., ‘victor of Jena’, ‘vanquished at Waterloo’, or ‘London’, ‘L.ondres’,
can refer to the same object (Napoleon, the city of London). Expressions
may have different meanings but the same objective reference. Similarly,
expressions with the same meaning may have different objective references,
e.g., the expression ‘horse’ as applied to different horses, to both the indi-
vidual ‘Bucephalus’ and to the type, the carthorse (§12). Proper names are
‘equivocal’ for Husserl in that they can name something different only if they
mean something different, they have multiple senses (§15). On the other
hand, general names, words like ‘horse’ can have many different values but
have the one meaning (§15). In general, Husserl wants to distinguish be-
tween the meaning (Bedeutung) of an expression and its power to name, that
is, to direct itself to something objective (ein Gegenstindliches). An expres-
sion names its object through (mittels) its meaning (LI 1 §13).

In the First Investigation, Husserl distinguishes between objective expres-
sions and those ‘subjective’ expressions whose meaning shifts with the occa-
sion. This broad category, which includes pronouns (‘I’, ‘you’), demonstratives
(‘this’, ‘that’), temporal adverbs like ‘now’, he terms ‘essentially occasional
expressions’ (wesentlich okkasionelle Ausdriicke, LI I §26). These depend on
the context for their specific meaning and yet also seem to have a fixed sense
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of their own. ‘Now’ means ‘the present time’; ‘I’ means ‘the person who is
currently speaking’. But Husserl recognises that one cannot simply replace
the word ‘T’ with ‘the person who is currently speaking’ in all contexts and
preserve meaning (LI I §26). The term, however, is not wholly equivocal,
but has layered elements, one of which depends on the context in which it is
used (the ‘indicated meaning’), and the other meaning which shows an act
of indicating or pointing is being performed (the ‘indicative meaning’, LI I
§26; Findlay I: 219; Hua XIX/1: 89).% In the First Edition, indexicals are
treated as non-normal or derivative forms of meaning (unlike words like
‘lion’), which could, at least in theory, be replaced by non-indexical expres-
sions (LI I §28), although Husserl recognises this may be practically imposs-
ible. Husserl saw the need to broaden this account in the Sixth Investigation
(LI VI §5), so that indexicals stand at the basis of all empirical predication,
a change of mind Husserl notes in the Second Edition (LI, Findlay I: 7; Hua
XVIIIL: 13). In a sense, every statement must be located in a context before
its precise meaning can be understood (e.g., referring to the ‘birth of Christ’,
or ‘the sun’ requires a certain deixis; see Husserl’s notes, Hua XIX/2: 817). In
1929, in Formal and Transcendental Logic (§80; Hua XVII: 207), Husserl
says that in the First Edition of the Investigations he had not understood the
‘horizonal intentionality’ at work whereby the understanding of a statement
requires attention to its horizoning context. A formal system needs the sup-
port of context-relative elements.

Husser! also discusses another kind of expression where the mental act
the speaker is performing is announced in the expression itself, for example,
in speech acts where the speaker promises, wishes, and so on. Husserl here
identifies the class of speech acts, subsequently studied by his student, Adolf
Reinach. Interest in speech acts was revived by John Austin and system-
atised by John Searle.®’

An important part of the discussion in the First Investigation concerns
Husserl’s vigorous attempts to distinguish between the meaning of an ex-
pression and the various accompanying images, feelings and illustrations
that intertwine with it. Husserl’s aim is to distinguish the logical content of
meaning from all accompanying psychological content (he remarks that
even Descartes had distinguished the imaginative representation of a chiliagon
from its conceptual meaning, LI I §18). A central issue of this Investigation
is the distinction between expressions based on intuition and those which
function through some kind of symbolisation. Seeing something in the case
of perceiving an object and seeing it symbolically are different act functions
for Husserl (LI I §20). Husserl was not satisfied with his account of expres-
sion in this Investigation and his advances in the Sixth Investigation forced
him to rethink the very basis of his account in the years after 1901. His 1908
lectures on meaning, for example, offer the basis for a revised account,
which has a more sophisticated treatment of the relation between expressive
act, meaning and empty or filled intention. In later years, Husserl would
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constantly return to the essential nature of meaning intending in its various
forms.

The Second Investigation: abstraction and the
grasp of universals

The Second Investigation treats of the nature of universal meanings or
species (Spezies) as Husserl calls them. Understanding the true nature of
abstraction is important for the foundations of logic, since logic utilises
the crucial distinction between individual and general or universal objects
(allgemeine Gegenstinde). Husserl wants to develop empiricism by defending
the need to recognise universal objects also, a view which is best understood
as a kind of Aristotelianism. Some critics, however, accused Husserl of
Platonism. In a remark added in the Second Edition, he concedes that his
view may be termed idealism (LI II, Findlay I. 238; Hua XIX/1: 112),
understood as a purely epistemological doctrine, which recognises the proper
domain of the ideal (das Ideale) against psychologism. Husserl in fact thinks
that the ‘excesses of extreme conceptual realism’ (Begriffsrealismus, L1 11 §2)
have led philosophers to challenge not just the reality of general concepts
but also their ‘objectivity’.

In this Investigation Husser] offers primarily a historical critique of Locke,
Berkeley, Hume and of abstractionist representationalism in general, with
the overall aim of understanding the relation between meaning as an ideal
unity and the act of meaning (das Bedeuten) expressing it. In the Prolegom-
ena Husserl had already established that meanings are ideal unities, now
he wants to specify the relation between this ideal unity of meaning and
the expression which ‘means’ it, the significant or ‘meaning consciousness’
(Bedeutungsbewusstsein). Husserl’s claim (developed from Lotze) in the First
Edition is that this relation is the same as that between species and indi-
viduals. Indeed, for Husserl, meaning is a kind of ‘species’ (Spezies) which is
instantiated in a particular act. The traditional account says that we intend
the species (e.g., ‘horse’ as opposed to an individual horse) by abstraction
from the individual, but there are different accounts of the nature of this
abstraction. One view he rejects is that abstraction is a kind of selective
attention on one aspect of an object. In opposition to this view, Husserl
wants to develop a proper concept of abstraction, freed from the distortions
of the modern philosophical and psychological tradition. He calls this ‘idea-
tion’ but revises his views in the Second Edition since, in Ideas I, Husserl
had developed a new account of ideation now understood as essential seeing
or essence inspection ( Wesenserschauung, Ideas 1 §3).

For Husserl, the difference between an act that intends an individual and
one that intends the species becomes clear in reflecting on the manner in
which evidence is fulfilled for such presentations (LI II §1). Husserl insists
that intending the species is essentially different in kind from intending
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the individual gua individual. In both acts, the same concrete object (das
Konkretum) may be given, with the same sense contents interpreted in ex-
actly the same way (LI II §1), but we mean ‘red’ not ‘red house’, the species
not the individual. In the act of individual reference, we intend this thing
or property or part of the thing, whereas in the specific act we intend the
species, that is, we intend not the thing or a property understood in the here
and now, but rather the ‘content’ (Inhalt), the ‘idea’ (die Idee), that is ‘red’
as opposed to the individual ‘red-moment’ (LI II §1). As Husserl adds in the
Second Edition (referring forward to the Sixth Investigation), this specific
act is a founded (fundierte) act, involving a new ‘mode of apprehension’
(Auffassungsweise), which sets the species before us as a general object. When
we mean the species we perform a distinct act which is oriented towards the
species as such and not towards the individual thing or part.

Husserl understands this relation between general and individual as that
between species and individual instance (Einzelfall §1), between ‘red’ in gen-
eral and this red ‘moment’ of an object. Husserl goes on to insist (§2) on an
important difference between individual singular items, Einzelheiten (things of
experience) and specific singulars (e.g., the number 2). He makes a parallel
distinction between individual and specific universals, whereby individual
universal judgements, e.g., ‘all men are mortal’, are distinguished from spe-
cific universal judgements, e.g., ‘all propositions of logic are a priori’.

Husserl offers deep criticisms of the prevailing empiricist and nominalist
accounts of the process by which universals are distinguished in our knowl-
edge. Husserl ends by introducing his notions of abstract, dependent parts
and concrete, independent parts, as a way of beginning to understand the
true nature of abstraction in a phenomenological manner. This leads him to
the theory of parts and wholes.

The Third Logical Investigation - parts and wholes

Husserl himself stressed the importance of the Third Investigation as offer-
ing the proper way into his thought, and, in his 1913 revision, was already
lamenting its neglect. This Investigation sketches a ‘pure theory of wholes
and parts’, called, in the Second Edition, ‘formal ontology’ (LI III, Findlay
IL: 3; Hua XIX/1: 228), inaugurating a discipline now known as mereology.
With the specific view of clarifying the relations holding between the parts
of meaningful acts of expression (in the Fifth and Sixth Investigations),
Husserl here attempts to specify the a priori possibilities inherent in part-
whole relations in general, i.e., the precise forms part-whole relations can
take in advance of all empirical instances (LI III §1).

Husserl is interested in the different ways in which something can be
a part, and the laws governing the relation of parts to the whole, and of
parts to other parts. Every object either is or can be a part. Wholes can
be parts of larger wholes, and parts can have parts. Not all parts can be

Introduction v

wholes however. Wholes and parts stand in various relations of dependency
(Unselbststindigkeit) such that one part is founded on another. Husserl gives
a strict sense to foundation (a notion already present in Meinong): when
part A cannot be presented without a part B, A is said to be founded on B
(LI IIT §14).

Husser!’s account recapitulates his studies of the early 1890s. His starting
point (LI III §3) is his mentor Carl Stumpf’s work on the relations between
parts and wholes in psychological acts, specifically in relation to sensory
concepts such as colour and extension, or the quality and intensity of sounds.
Stumpf situated his discussion of part/whole relations specifically in relation
to psychology, whereas Husserl wants to formalise to a pure theory of wholes
and parts in the most general sense. Stumpf was influenced by Brentano’s
reflections on the subject in his lectures on Descriptive Psychology,® and
Husserl also acknowledges the independent investigations of Christian von
Ehrenfels on ‘form qualities’ (Gestaltqualititen, 11 111 §4), where items are
grouped in specific ways, e.g., flocks, points seen against a background, and
so on.” Husserl even discovers whole/part analysis in the ‘phenomenology
of inner experience’ of George Berkeley in his critique of Locke (LI II §2).

Husser] begins somewhat misleadingly by discussing the different ways
parts are presented and are differentiated in experience, but in fact wants a
formal analysis of the manner in which parts and wholes of any objects what-
soever cohere or co-exist together. Anything that can be distinguished in an
object is a part (Teil). Parts may be divided into ‘independent’ (selbststindig)
and ‘dependent’ (unselbtstindig), according as they can stand on their own
or whether they require inherence in the whole of which they are a part.
A part may be independently presented, e.g., head of a horse, and these
Husserl terms ‘pieces’ (Stiicke, LI 111 §2), e.g., the segments of an orange
which can stand apart from one another and from the whole. But some
parts are inseparable (untrennbar), e.g., colour and extension, and these
Husserl calls ‘moments’ and which he sometimes characterises as ‘abstract’
parts in that they can only appear in the context of a larger whole. A
dependent moment is one that depends, or, in Husserl’s language, is founded
on another whole or part. Thus, to give an example, Husserl will constantly
repeat, the act-quality of a conscious experience is an abstract moment of
the act (LI IIT §20), unthinkable detached from all matter. Of course, one
can isolate parts within parts, so that the whole notions of dependence and
independence are relativised (LI III §13). Husserl goes on to lay down six
laws concerning parts and wholes (LI III §14), which have since been
modified and expanded in a whole formal mereological theory. These laws
include, for example, the law that: if a is dependent part of a whole W then
it is also a dependent part of any other whole that has W as a part. In later
writings (e.g., Experience and Judgement and Formal and Transcendental
Logic), Husserl returns to part-whole relations in a somewhat different ana-
lysis but his part-whole analysis always remains central to his philosophy.
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The Fourth Investigation: formal grammar

The Fourth Investigation, extensively revised and expanded in the Second
Edition, is a study of what Husserl terms ‘pure grammar’ (Second Edition:
‘pure logical grammar’), i.e., of the formal laws governing the combining or
binding of meanings (Bedeutungen) into a senseful unity rather than simply
yielding a nonsensical string of words, and is, generally speaking, an appli-
cation of his part-whole theory to the field of semantics. He speaks of the
‘pure theory of forms of meanings’ (die reine Formenlehre der Bedeutungen,
LI IV §14). The aim is to provide a pure morphology of meaning that lays
the basis by providing possible forms of logical judgements, whose objective
validity is the focus of formal logic proper. Husserl is explicitly reviving the
old idea of an a priori grammar against both the psychological interpreta-
tions of grammar dominant in his day and the empirical theorists who were
imprisoned in a false paradigm (e.g., assuming Latin grammar as the para-
digm, LI IV §14).

Just as simple objects can be combined to produce complex objects, simple
meanings combine to produce complex meanings (LI IV §2). Moreover,
meaning-parts need not mirror parts of the object, and vice versa. Meaning
has its own parts and wholes. Husserl maintains that all combinations are
governed by laws; his aim is to find the least number of independent ele-
mentary laws (LI IV §13). It must be possible to identify the rules of all such
possible valid combinations a priori, combinations that produce well-formed
expressions as opposed to nonsense (such as ‘This careless is green’, LI IV
§10). Husserl famously distinguished (LI I §15 and LI IV §12) between non-
sense (Unsinn) and countersense or absurdity (Widersinn). The concept of
‘square circle’ is not senseless or non-sensical, but constitutes an absurdity,
a contradiction in terms, a ‘counter-sense’ that cannot be realised. Formal
grammar, on Husserl’s account, can eliminate only nonsense not absurdity
and is therefore not yet formal logic in the sense of specifying what can be
objectively valid.” In later writings, notably the Formal and Transcendental
Logic and Experience and Judgment, Husserl continued to maintain that
formal grammar provided the bedrock rules for meaningfulness which made
possible formal logic, and is the basis for both the logic of inference
(Konsequenzlogik) and what Husserl calls the ‘logic of truth’. He is more
careful in later writings to emphasise that he is dealing with formal combina-
tions of meanings (e.g., ‘A and B not if’) rather than material combinations of
meanings (e.g., ‘round square’), whereas in the Fourth Investigation he tends
misleadingly to employ examples drawn from the material sphere.” The laws
of formal meaning are purely analytic laws as opposed to synthetic a priori
laws which govern such areas as geometry or mechanics. The core of Husser!’s
analysis is his use of a traditional distinction (but specifically developed by
Anton Marty) between syncategorematic words (€.g., words like ‘but’, ‘and’,
‘to’, “if’), and categorematic words, e.g., nouns, verbs (but not complete
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expressions) and his analysis of these in terms of independence and depend-
ence relations. Husserl treats syncategorematic expressions as meaningful but
dependent, incomplete parts of wholes, which in this case are well-formed
expressions which are complete or ‘closed’ (geschlossen). Verbal parts can be
distinguished in terms of those that are separately meaningful (like particles,
e.g., ‘bi-’ as in ‘bi-sexual’) or meaningless (‘bi’ as in ‘bite’). Husserl focuses
on proper names and the manner in which they name the object in a ‘single
ray’. The formal theory of meanings will lay down the formal laws that
regulate how adjectives can become substantives, how a subject can shift to
the predicate position and so on, and other rules of combination and ‘modi-
fication’ (a concept drawn from Twardowski, who studied the manner cer-
tain adjectives modify the noun, e.g., a false friend is not a friend at all.
This Investigation had a profound influence on the work of the linguist
Roman Jakobson (1896-1982), especially on his notion of phonemes as
complex unities.” It also influenced the Polish logician Stanislaw Lesniewski
(1886-1939) in his account of categorial grammar, and indeed finds echoes
in Noam Chomsky’s project of a ‘universal grammar’ (a term Husserl him-
self invokes with approval, LI IV §14). For Husserl, however, the meaning-
fulness of linguistic combinations is distinct from the structural laws governing
conscious acts and their contents, to which he turns in the Fifth Investigation.

The Fifth Investigation: intentional experiences and
their contents

The Fifth Logical Investigation, subtitled ‘International Experiences and
Their “Contents”’ is Husserl’s attempt to sort out ambiguities in Brentano’s
descriptive psychological analysis of conscious acts, their contents and ob-
jects (in the Second Edition, these are restricted to ‘pure immanence’). Husserl
begins by specifying what he means by ‘consciousness’, bracketing discus-
sion of the relation of conscious acts to an ego, and focusing exclusively on
the intentional character of conscious experiences deriving from Brentano’s
rediscovery of intentionality. However, Husserl regards Brentano’s charac-
terisation of intentionality as misleading and inadequate, trapped inside the
old Cartesian dualism of subject and object and with all the problems inher-
ent in that representationalist account. Under the notion of ‘objectifying
act’ he offers a more precise account of what Brentano called ‘presentation’,
and goes on to address what he calls ‘cardinal problem of phenomenology’,
namely, the doctrine of judgement (LI, Findlay I: 7, Hua XVIII: 14), which
is further treated in the Sixth Investigation. Husserl is especially critical of
the many unresolved ambiguities in Brentano’s foundational concept of ‘pres-
entation’ (Vorstellung) and carefully differentiates between the many senses
of the term (LI V §44), stressing however that logic must decide which
meaning of ‘presentation’ is most appropriate for its own needs. Logic does
not follow linguistic usage as logical definition is a kind of artifice (LI I'V §3).
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In Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint (1874), Brentano had held
that all psychic acts are characterised by ‘directedness’ or ‘aboutness’:

Every mental phenomenon is characterized by what the Scholastics of the
Middle Ages called the intentional (or mental) inexistence of an object,
and what we might call, though not wholly unambiguously, reference to
a content, direction towards an object (which is not to be understood
here as meaning a thing), or immanent objectivity.”

In a general sense, every psychic act intends an object, though not neces-
sarily something existent. Husserl paraphrases: ‘in perception something is
perceived, in imagination, something imagined, in a statement something
stated, in love something loved, in hate hated, in desire desired etc.” (LI V
§10, Findlay II: 95; Hua XIX/1: 380). Brentano himself came to realise that
his expression ‘intentional inexistence’, which he claimed he had used to
express the concept of inherence or inesse of the Scholastics, had been mis-
understood as a special kind of subsistence. In his later writings, he claimed
he never intended to say that the intentional object is merely some kind of
object in our minds, some purely immanent thing. Husserl rejects Brentano’s
attempt to distinguish between ‘psychical’ and ‘physical’ phenomena, but
sees his discovery of intentionality as having independent value (LI V §9).
Husserl is cautious about using Brentano’s term ‘act’ without qualification,
but, above all, wants to avoid misleading talk of ‘immanent’ objectivity. He
insists that all objects of thought — including the objects of fantasy and
memory — are mind-transcendent. Even when I am imagining something
non-existent, e.g., if I am thinking of the mythical god Jupiter the God
Jupiter is not inside my thought in any sense, it is not a real element or real
part of the experience (LI V §11). Rather, even fictional objects are tran-
scendent above our mental experiences; intentional experience always tran-
scends itself towards the object, its character is a ‘pointing beyond itself
towards’ (iiber sich hinausweisen) something,

Drawing on the older logical tradition, Husserl offers a new global distinction
between the matter and the quality of intentional acts. Acts of different quality
(judgings, wishings, questionings) may have the same matter. Not all our
experiences are intentional in the sense of presenting something to our atten-
tion. According to Husserl, sensations in themselves are not intentional, they
are not the object which we intend, rather they accompany the intentional
act and fill it out. Sensations belong to the ‘matter’ (and are grasped as such
only in reflection), whereas the act quality provides the form of the act.

With an eye to distinctions made by Brentano’s followers, especially Kasimir
Twardowski, Husserl goes on to develop the differences between the contents
of experience and the properties of the mind-transcendent object. When I
see an object, I only ever see it from one side, in a certain kind of light, from
a certain angle and so on. As I walk around the box for example, I see different
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‘profiles’ (Abschattungen) or ‘aspects’ of the box, and yet I know I am getting
glimpses of the same object in the different perceptual acts. The same object
is presenting itself to me in different modes. Husserl’s distinction in the
Fifth Investigation (LI V §17) between the object which is intended and
the particular mode under which it is intended forms the basis for his later
distinction between noesis and noema in Ideas 1. Furthermore, Husserl re-
gards it as an a priori law that physical objects are displayed in Abschattungen.

Whereas Brentano recognised only three basic classes of psychical acts
(namely, presentations, judgements, and what he called ‘phenomena of love
and hate’), Husser! recognises myriad forms of intentional structure. He more
carefully differentiates the fundamental structure of judgements in a man-
ner opposed to Brentano, who had challenged the traditional notion of
judgement as a synthesis of subject and predicate, and had interpreted the
judgement ‘the cat is black’ as an asserting or positing of ‘black cat’. Husserl
denies that judgements can be treated as nominal acts, as simply naming
complex states of affairs (LI V §17). We can, of course, turn a judgement
into a nominal act, by nominalising the content of the judgement. This
belongs as an a priori essential possibility to judgements (LI V §36). So, to
the judgement ‘the cat is black’ corresponds the nominalisation ‘the cat’s
being black’ which can then function as the basis for further judgements.
But this internal relation between judging and nominalising does not mean
that they are essentially the same kind of act. Husserl, following Bolzano,
declares judgements to be essentially different from presentations. Judge-
ments assert something to be the case (L1 V §33). A judgement articulates and
specifies in a ‘many-rayed act’ the parts of the situation that a nominalising
act presents in a ‘single-rayed act’, as Husserl puts it.”* The relation between
presentation and judgement is not as described by Brentano.

Rather than operating with Brentano’s simple and rather naive distinc-
tion between the presenting act and presented content of an intention, or
even using the broader notion of a ‘nominal act’, Husserl suggests that we
ought to speak more generally of ‘objectivating acts’ (LI V §37) which in-
clude both the nominal and the judgemental act. Husserl thinks that the
claim that all acts either are or are founded on objectifying acts is a more
accurate reformulation of Brentano’s basic law that all psychic acts are
either presentations or founded on presentations. Husserl’s clarification of
the nature of presentation and judgement leads to his discussion of the
manner in which these acts find intuitive fulfilment in the Sixth Investigation.

The Sixth Logical Investigation: towards the
phenomenology of knowledge

The Sixth Investigation — by far the longest and most difficult — attempts to
connect the previous analyses of the act of meaning to the notion of truth
through a deeper exploration of the relations between the acts that intend
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meaning and the various levels of possible fulfilment, as they feature in
different kinds of conscious act, e.g., perceptions, imaginings, and acts of
what Husserl calls ‘signitive intention’ where meanings are handled in a
purely symbolic way without intuitive fullness. Husserl’s target is knowledge
and the connection with truth. In earlier Investigations Husserl had recog-
nised a new class of categorial acts or acts of categorial intuition, founded
on sensuous acts but with essentially different objects. The Sixth Investiga-
tion is the first full analysis of the nature of these categorial acts, including
reviewing the relation of sensory matter to the content of the act as a whole.
Husserl wants a ‘phenomenology of the varying degrees of knowledge’ (LI
VI, Findlay II: 184; Hua XIX/2: 539), carefully discriminating between the
many different senses in which something can be realised or fulfilled for us
in an act of perception or imagination, the relation between concept and
intuition, e.g., in the act of seeing a blackbird.

Husserl sees the paradigm case of a successful intentional act as an act
where the meaning is fulfilled by the presence in intuition of the intended
object with full ‘bodily presence’ (Leibhaftigkeir). Thus, when I actually see
something before my eyes, I have a fulfilled intuition. Later, I can relive this
intuition but it is now a memory, still oriented to the object, but not pre-
sented with the same presence or immediacy. In memory or in other forms
of ‘calling to mind’ or ‘re-presenting’ (Vergegenwdrtigung) we still may have
a full intuition of the object, but now no longer with the distinctive bodily
presence that characterises perception. There are other forms of intending
which are merely ‘empty’ (Leermeinen), e.g., when 1 use words in a casual
way without really thinking about what I am saying, when I talk about
something without really thinking about it and so on. Empty or ‘signitive’
intendings, of course, constitute the largest class of our conscious acts, and,
from the beginning of his career, Husserl had been fascinated as to how
these kinds of intentions can function as knowledge.

Husser!’s interest in the manner in which meaning is expressed in different
acts leads him to revise the account of meaning as species which was employed
in the earlier Investigations. I can utter different sentences with different
senses or meanings based on the same act of perceiving (LI VI §4). Further-
more, a listener can understand the meaning with enacting the act of per-
ception or indeed re-enacting it in imagination. The listener can understand
it as a report of my act of perceiving, i.e., ‘he says that he sees a blackbird’. In
the expression ‘I see a blackbird’ the sense or meaning of that expression is
not carried by the perceptual act alone. For Husserl the sense of the state-
ment can survive the elimination of the act of perception, in other words, I
do not have actually to enact the act of seeing to grasp the meaning of the
statement. The act of perception somehow anchors the meaning but does
not embody it completely. This leads Husserl to revise his earlier discussion
of ‘essentially occasional expressions’ (§5), recognising that meaning is not
simply instantiated in an act, but that the act has its own specific form of
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intending where the meaning appears with its own mode of givenness which
the instantiation model did not adequately handle.

According to Kant, our experience has two components: a receptive el-
ement of sensory intuition and an element of reflective conceptuality (which
Kant called ‘spontaneity’). But Kant explicitly denied that humans had the
capacity to intuit concepts. Husserl agrees with Kant concerning the sensory
matter of most of our concepts, but holds that in higher order intuitions we
do have the capacity to intuit ideal ‘categorial’ entities, from the ‘mixed
category’ of the concept of colour, to pure categories, and at the highest
level, logical categories such as unity, plurality and existence. Husserl treats
‘categorial intuition’ (kategoriale Anschauung) as akin to a kind of percep-
tion. The first attempt to express it comes in the second section of the Sixth
Investigation entitled ‘Sense and Understanding’ (§§40-66). Categorial in-
tuition involves a broadening of the concepts of perception and intuition.
According to Husserl my intuition of a ‘state of affairs’ (Sachverhalt), e.g., ‘1
see that the paper is white’, involves categorial intuition, a complex intuition
that something is the case. In a judgement of this kind I intuit what is going
on, as it were. How is this ‘being the case’ intuited? Husserl agrees with Kant
that being is not a predicate, that is, that the existing situation is not a
property of the individual object (the white paper). Saying that something is
does not give us an intuition of a new property in a manner similar to
learning ‘something is red’. But this shows for Husserl that assertion of the
category of being does not involve grasping a property or the object itself.
Nor does it emerge from reflecting on the act of consciousness as some had
thought, rather the categorial structure belongs to the ideal structure of the
object, to the objectivity as such. Categorial acts yield up the grasp of the pure
categorial concepts, ‘if . . . then’, ‘and’, ‘or’ and so on, which have no corre-
lates in the objects of the perceptual acts themselves. For Husserl, moreover,
categorial acts are founded on the sensory acts of perceiving, but do not reduce
to them. For Husserl, categorial acts grasp states of affairs and in fact
constitute them in the very categorial act. Thus it is not the case that I grasp
sensuously the components of the judgement and synthesise them using
some kind of subjective rules of the understanding as Kant suggests (ac-
cording to Husserl’s interpretation), rather we apprehend the state of affairs
of which the non-sensuous categorial elements are necessary constituents.

In the course of this complex investigation Husserl outlines a new con-
ception of truth, re-thinking the classical correspondence account. It was
this discussion of truth which attracted the interest of Heidegger and others
(e.g., Ernst Tugendhat), but unfortunately we cannot treat it further here.

The influence of the Logical Investigations

Although, as the young Heidegger recognised, the Logical Investigations did
not have an immediate impact on mainstream philosophy in Germany, within
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a decade it was recognised as a major philosophical achievement by leading
figures such as Paul Natorp, Wilhelm Dilthey, Wilhelm Wundt and Heinrich
Rickert.”” Husserl suspected that much of Meinong’s work after 1901 owed
a direct — but unacknowledged — debt to the Investigations, but Brentano
ignored the work.

In particular, the Prolegomena was credited with refuting psychologism.
In a 1905 study, the elder statesman of German philosophy, Wilhelm Dilthey
praised Husserl’s Investigations as ‘epoch-making’ for its use of description
in epistemology.’® The psychologist Wilhelm Wundt, too, accepted the Pro-
legomena’s arguments against psychologism, but criticised Husserl’s second
volume as proposing an extreme ‘logicism’ and demanding a complete re-
form of psychology. Husserl rejected Wundt’s criticism as a complete mis-
understanding of the work, saying he neither advocated logicism (in Wundt’s
sense), nor said a word about the reform of psychology.” In line with the
Neo-Kantian tradition in general, Paul Natorp had been an early critic of
psychologism. Indeed, Husserl had written to Natorp in 1897 announcing
that he was working on a book to dispel the ‘subjective-psychologising tend-
ency’ from logic. Natorp reviewed the Prolegomena favourably in Kant
Studien in 1901, portraying Husserl as broadening the essentially Kantian
inquiry into the necessary conditions of the possibility of experience.” Natorp
predicted that Husserl would move towards Kant as he came to overcome
his naive opposition between the empirical psychological realm and the
realm of abstract idealities.” Husserl, however, always kept his distance
from Neo-Kantianism, claiming that phenomenology was more radical.

As we have seen, in his Gottingen years (1901-16), Husserl attracted
many brilliant students, e.g., Johannes Daubert (1877-1947), Moritz Geiger
(1880-1937), Adolf Reinach (1883-1917), Max Scheler (1874—1928), Hedwig
Conrad-Martius (1888-1966), Roman Ingarden and Edith Stein, all drawn
to Husserl’s new way of approaching logical and epistemological problems
which broke with the tradition. Around 1909, the young Freiburg semin-
arian Martin Heidegger encountered the Logical Investigations and poured
over the work without being certain what it was that fascinated him.*® He
later recalled:

... both volumes of Husserl’s Logical Investigations lay on my desk in
the theological seminary ever since my first semester there... I had
learned from many references in philosophical periodicals that Husserl’s
thought was determined by Franz Brentano . . . From Husserl’s Logical
Investigations, 1 expected a decisive aid in the questions stimulated by
Brentano’s dissertation.®

Heidegger himself initially began reading Husserl to upderstand Bre.ntano’s
account of the nature of being and was drawn especially to the Fifth and
Sixth Investigations, especially Husserl’s original accounts of categorial
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intuition and of truth. Heidegger saw in Husserl’s account of categorial
intuition not only a method for articulating the nature of the existential
judgement but also the basis of a new way of thinking about the notion of
truth and the meaning of being. Heidegger went on to read the Investiga-
tions in the seminars of Heinrich Rickert and Emil Lask, a young scholar
who also worked on categorial intuition. Heidegger discussed the Logical
Investigations in one of his first publications, a review of recent logical re-
search published in 1912, where he recognises that Husserl had drawn out
the theoretic incoherence of psychologism and its relativistic consequences.
For Heidegger, Husserl had not only enlarged the scope of logic, but had
made central the problematics of judgement and the nature of evidence.”
Indeed, it was Heidegger who, as Husserl’s assistant at Freiburg from 1919,
repeatedly urged Husserl to reprint the Sixth Investigation, to which Husserl
finally agreed in 1920.

News of the Logical Investigations spread outside Germany also, being
translated into Russian as early as 1909, which version had a major influ-
ence on Roman Jacobson’s conception of a formal science of language.
Through Roman Ingarden, who reviewed it in Polish, the Investigations
played an important role in Polish philosophy, influencing Stanislaw
Lesniewski’s development of mereology, for instance. It was translated into
Spanish in 1929. A French translation of the Second Edition appeared in
three volumes between 1959 and 1963, but Husserl’s influence on French
philosophy had begun much earlier through the efforts of his earlier
Gottingen students, Jean Héring and later through the writings of Emmanuel
Levinas, Jean-Paul Sartre, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Paul Ricoeur and
Jacques Derrida, all of whom began their philosophical careers with critical
studies of Husserl. Derrida, for instance, has acknowledged that his whole
philosophical impetus arises out of his studies on Husserl, e.g., his study of
Husserl’s concept of genesis, written as a part of his doctoral research project
in 1953-4.% Since the publication of Derrida’s influential interpretations
and critique of Husserl’s account of signs in the First Investigation, an
argument has raged as to whether Derrida has misinterpreted — even wilfully
distorted — Husserl’s account.®

During his Freiburg years (1916--38), Husserl became a philosopher
of international renown, in contact with prominent philosophers of his
day, including Ernst Cassirer, Bertrand Russell, Rudolf Carnap, Charles
Hartshorne and William Kneale, among others. Among his own brilliant
Freiburg students were Oskar Becker (1889-1964) and Fritz Kaufmann
(1891-1958). Husserl’s phenomenology also had a stimulating influence on
philosophers who later came to be associated with the Frankfurt School,
including Herbert Marcuse, Hannah Arendt, Theodor Adorno and Max
Horkheimer (the latter of whom both wrote dissertations on Husserl). Husserl
of course has been a major influence on both Ernst Tugendhat’s and Karl-
Otto Apel’s philosophies of language, and his work in the Investigations
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has been compared with the equally original breakthroughs of Ludwig
Wittgenstein.

In contrast to the situation in continental Europe, the Logical Investi-
gations was somewhat slower to gain recognition in the English-speaking
world. Bertrand Russell wrote to Husserl on 19 April 1920 saying that he
had taken a copy of his Logical Investigations with him to jail, with the
intent of reviewing it for Mind, but the review never appeared. However, in
1924, Russell recognised the Logical Investigations as a ‘monumental work’,
listing it alongside his own Principles of Mathematics (1903) and works
by William James, Frege and G. E. Moore (who, incidentally, also admired
Husserl’s book),* for their efforts in the refutation of German idealism.”
Indeed, as Findlay noted, the Logical Investigations have much in common
with the practice of philosophy as understood by Bertrand Russell. Richard
Rorty in his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature has remarked: ‘Russell
joined Husserl in denouncing the psychologism which had infected the
philosophy of mathematics, and announced that logic was the essence of
philosophy.”® Indeed, one can find many themes in the Logical Investiga-
tions which are also treated in analytic philosophy, e.g., Husserl offers his
own version of a solution to the problem of definite descriptions, famously
treated by Russell.”

Husserl himself visited England in 1922 intent on establishing relations
with English philosophers (Husserl being the first German philosopher to
visit England since the Great War). He delivered a number of lectures which
were attended by Gilbert Ryle among others, but the lectures were not a
success, despite his meeting well-known figures such as Broad, Stout and
G. Dawes Hicks. The Logical Investigations has been discussed in relation
to the history of analytic philosophy by Michael Dummett, David Bell and
others.”® The logician Kurt Godel studied the Logical Investigations after
1959 and was especially impressed by the treatment of categorial intuition in
the Sixth Investigation which he recommended to other logicians.”

The contemporary relevance of the
Logical Investigations

The six Investigations stand as a vast resource of philosophical ideas, some
tentatively sketched, others more confidently laid out. Of primary signifi-
cance are Husserl’s discussions of the meanings of key philosophical terms.
He carefully differentiates between logical and psychological content, empty
and filled intuitions, the difference between generalisation and formalisa-
tion, the meanings of signification and reference, the nature of nominal and
categorial acts, and so on.

Husserl’s Prologemena is still of interest for its original conception of
the nature and scope of pure logic and its discussion of the self-refuting
character of psychologism, relativism (including ‘anthropologism’). Husserl’s
critique of psychologism later expanded to a wide-ranging critique of natu-
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ralism, specifically the ‘naturalisation of consciousness’, in his 1911 essay
‘Philosophy as a Rigorous Science’, and these anti-naturalist arguments
are still relevant to the contemporary debate between naturalists (e.g.,
Quine, Dennett, Churchland) and anti-naturalists (e.g., Hilary Putnam,
John McDowell, Robert Brandom). Indeed, Putnam regularly cites Husserl’s
critique of naturalism, especially as formulated in the Crisis, but which has
its origins in the Investigations.

The Investigations are an important resource for discussions of conscious-
ness and other issues discussed in contemporary philosophy of mind. In
particular, Husserl’s account of intentionality in the Fifth Investigation has
been hugely influential, but his views on the nature of perceptual content are
also important and relevant to the work of Peacocke and others. Husserl
has been seen as a strong defender of the subjective point of view and the
ineliminability of consciousness from any full account of the nature of knowl-
edge, themes which have more recently been treated by John Searle, Colin
McGinn, Thomas Nagel and others.”” Indeed, John Searle’s account of in-
tentionality strongly resembles Husserl’s, although Searle himself denies any
direct influence. Other contemporary philosophers, e.g., Peter Simons, Barry
Smith, Kevin Mulligan, are interested in developing morely precisely the
formal ontology or descriptive metaphysics of the Investigations.

The Investigations are also of crucial interest as a source text for anyone
wishing to understand the nature of phenomenology as it was developed
both by Husserl and by his followers. Heidegger’s phenomenological writ-
ings of the period between 1919 and 1928 would not be comprehensible
without a thorough understanding of Husserl’s breakthrough work. As the
meaning of the phenomenological tradition comes once more to be inter-
rogated, a return to the Investigations to attempt to understand the precise
nature of the phenomenology that appeared therein seems inevitable.

John N. Findlay’s translation

Finally some words on the present translation. The publication of J. N.
Findlay’s translation of the Investigations helped to correct a view of Husserl
which, up to 1970, had been based primarily on the availability of Gibson’s
translation of Ideas 1. Findlay has produced a powerful and much admired
translation, based on the Second Edition. In keeping with the nature of that
edition, he does not usually indicate where the text departs from the First
Edition. It is important to bear in mind that this (and subsequent editions
up to the fourth) were the ones Husserl himself authorised and a critical
edition did not appear in the Husserliana series until 1984, and thus was not
available to Findlay.”

Inevitably, given both the size of the book and the need to find suitable
English terms to render Husserl’s many technical distinctions and innovations,
Findlay’s translation has its limitations. There is some sloppiness, with words,
phrases, and even whole sentences being omitted. Some footnotes have been
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dropped (e.g., LI IV §10; Hua XIX/1: 328), while others are incorporated
into the main text. There are some unhappy construals (Gehalt as ‘sub-
stance’ rather than ‘content’), some misunderstandings (e.g., ein Gewaltsreich
rendered as ‘tour de force’ rather than ‘act of violence’, Hua XVIII: 13), but
in the main, the translation is serviceable and the prose smooth, clear, even
elegant. While a new translation is certainly desirable, it will take some
years, and in the meantime, students of Husser]l need something in their
hands right now. Given the limitations of a reprint of this kind, I have cor-
rected only the more egregious errors, and do not claim to have identified
them all. Although not all agreed with the project of reprinting Findlay,
nevertheless I must record my gratitude to the following Husserl scholars
for their assistance: Rudolf Bernet, Iain Lyne, Sebastian Luft, Ullrich Melle,
Kevin Mulligan, Karl Schuhmann, Peter Simons, Claire Ortiz Hill and Donn
Welton.

DERMOT MORAN
Dublin, December 2000

Notes

1 E. Husserl Logische Untersuchungen, 2 vols (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1900-1). Four
editions appeared in Husser!’s lifetime: a revised Second Edition of the Prolegomena
and first five Investigations in 1913, a revised edition of the Sixth Investigation in
1921, a Third Edition with minor changes in 1922, and a Fourth Edition in 1928.
A critical edition, which includes Husser]’s written emendations and additions to
his own copies (Handexemplar), has appeared in the Husserliana series in two
volumes: Volume XVIII, Logische Untersuchungen, Vol. I: Prolegomena zur reinen
Logik, text of the First and Second Edition, ed. Elmar Holenstein (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1975), and Volume XIX, Logische Untersuchungen, Vol. 1I:
Untersuchungen zur Phinomenologie und Theorie der Erkenntnis, in two volumes,
ed. Ursula Panzer (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1984). The only English translation is:
Edmund Husserl, Logical Investigations, 2 volumes, trans. J. N. Findlay (Lon-
don/New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul/Humanities Press, 1970). Findlay trans-
lates from the Second Edition. Hereafter, the Investigations will be cited as ‘LI’
followed by the relevant Investigation number, section number, volume and page
number of the present Routledge edition; followed by volume number and page
number of the Husserliana (abbreviated to ‘Hua’) edition of the German text.

2 Husserl had originally contracted with another publisher, Verlag Veit & Co.,
Leipzig, and indeed some sample copies had already been printed before Niemeyer
took over. Husserl, in his Selbstanzeige (‘Author’s Report’), claims some copies
were available from the end of November 1899 (‘Selbstanzeige’, Vierteljahrschrift
fiir wissenschaftliche Philosophie 24 (1900), 511; reprinted Hua XVIIL: 262), but
Karl Schuhmann thinks it is unlikely that any copies were available to the author
before May 1900. The book did not appear from Niemeyer until July 1900, and
the Foreword is dated Halle, 21 May 1900. See K. Schuhmann, Husserl-Chronik.
Denk- und Lebensweg Edmund Husserls, Husserliana Dokumente 1 (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1977), p. 61. Hereafter cited as ‘Chronik’.

3 While not offering a ‘system of logic’ Husserl hoped (in the First Edition) at least
to be able to lay the ground-work for a ‘future construction (Aufbau) of logic’,
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see LI, Intro., §5; Hua XIX/1: 21 A edition. Findlay translates the emended
Second Edition version, where Husser] says he hopes to lay the ground-work ‘for
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tions’, Inquiry 14 (1971), 318-50, esp. p. 319.
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of Rudolf Carnap (La Salle, IL: Open Court, 1963), pp. 519-43.
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Translator’s Introduction
(Abridged)

The Logical Investigations which is here translated is the work through
which Edmund Husserl first established his reputation: it is also, in the
opinion of many, including this translator, his greatest and most important
philosophical work. First published in 1900-1, when Husserl was teaching
at Halle, it was preceded by his Philosophy of Arithmetic (Volume 1 alone
published, Halle, 1891), a surpassingly excellent but almost entirely forgot-
ten work on the foundation of mathematics, and succeeded by a long series
of brilliant works, some only published since Husserl’s death in the series
known as Husserliana (Nijhoff, The Hague), which expound a systematic
position known as ‘phenomenology’, and of which the best known is the
Ideas towards a pure Phenomenology and phenomenological Philosophy, first
published in 1913, and translated into English by W. Boyce-Gibson (Muirhead
Library, Allen and Unwin). The Logical Investigations occupies a position
midway between the Philosophy of Arithmetic and the later, full-blown phe-
nomenology, and while the word ‘phenomenology’ quite often occurs in its
text, it is used in a somewhat different, simpler sense than that of the later
system. It means only ‘descriptive psychology’: the study of what enters into
the ‘description’, the clarificatory analysis, of conscious experience and its
various sub-species, rather than what may be involved in the actuality of
consciousness in the world, and its causal and other relations to the body
and to mundane existences generally.

The text of the Logical Investigations underwent a few excisions, modi-
fications and additions in the Second Edition of 1913 (The Prolegomena
and Investigations 1-v) and 1921 (Investigation vI), and they were mainly
such as to bring it more into line with the later phenomenology. Fatigue and
change of interest, however, prevented Husserl from carrying out the
thorough revision of the text that he contemplated, and the Second and
Third Editions of the Logical Investigations are not importantly different from
the First. It was only in works like Formal and transcendental Logic (1929)
that Husserl substantially developed the treatments of Logic which occur
in the Logical Investigations. We may be glad that this is so. For the Logical
Investigations has merits quite independent of its interesting relations to
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the phenomenological system, or to the subsequent development of Ger-
man philosophy. It is, despite much that is dated, and much that is drearily
detailed and technical, a surpassingly good piece of philosophical work, and
one that has a permanent interest for Anglo-Saxon philosophers, owing
to its close relations, at many points, to traditional British empiricism, and
to the analytic concerns which perturbed Russell and Moore. But it may
also claim, particularly in its last two studies, ‘On Intentional Experiences
and their “Contents”’ and ‘Elements of a phenomenological Elucidation
of Knowledge’, to have reached an Aristotelian level of many-sided pro-
fundity, and to have sketched the basic grammar of conscious experience
in a manner never before or since surpassed, or even equalled. Brentano
may have led up to this remarkable consummation, and Husserl’s later
phenomenological writings may have developed it richly and variously, but
it is here in its least controversial, best-argued form, free from the extrane-
ous trappings of a ‘system’, and its dubious methodological and covertly
metaphysical pretensions, and simply one of the prime achievements of
philosophy. Husserl, a Jew or of Jewish origin, died dishonoured in 1938,
forbidden to enter the university where he had taught, and forbidden entry
(no doubt owing to political exigencies) by his own most famous pupil. It
will not, however, be doubtful to anyone who carefully reads the Logical
Investigations and many of the later works, that we have in him one of
the small number of supreme contributors to philosophy, not unworthy
of being spoken of in the same breath with Kant and Hegel, or with Plato
and Aristotle.

It is because I have found the writings of Husserl so superlatively valuable,
and so deeply stimulating even when I rejected their detail, and because I so
deeply regretted his inadequate accessibility in English — particularly when
infinitely less important works were both translated and much discussed —
that I undertook the present translation, which has occupied me during
spells of reduced academic pressure over many years. It has proved very
difficult, since I was determined that the result should be English, even if
inevitably it had to be a somewhat heavy, Teutonic English, such as Husserl
himself might have written, had he felt himself, authentically if extrane-
ously, into the world of Anglo-Saxon culture. The task of teasing Husserl’s
richly redundant, serpentine style, with its multitude of higher-order expres-
sions having no equivalent in our own linguistic stock-in-trade, into some-
thing that would flow, and have conciseness and clarity of form, even when
its content was very difficult, has agitated me immensely, and I have no
doubt that I have fallen short of perfect faithfulness or perfect English at
many points. I do not, however, regard a translation, however good, as a
substitute for the original, and believe that the attempt to make it such a
substitute makes it less good as a translation than it could be. If I have
made Husserl accessible to many who will make a profitable use of his ideas,
instead of ranging them in a dreary chronological museum, leading up to a
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final show-case which enshrines pure Nothingness or pure Being — it scarcely
matters which — I shall have achieved my purpose.

Personal explanations and panegyric should not, however, extend beyond
the first paragraphs of an Introduction. I must try to say, in general terms,
why I think Husserl’s Logical Investigations such an important work. It is
important not because it can now count as a valuable contribution to the
logical syntax of our language, but because it uses its investigations of logic
to illuminate much more fundamental topics: the nature of meaning, the
ontology which meaningful discourse presupposes, and, infinitely most
important, the nature of those conscious acts in virtue of which alone our
words point beyond themselves to things in the world, and in virtue of which
alone there is a world for us and any fellows with whom we can commu-
nicate. Husserl’s polemics in favour of an adequate theory of meaning, of
an ‘objective’ view of logical categories and of an ‘intentional’ analysis of
consciousness, are directed against the contemporary idols of the theatre,
the naturalisms and psychologisms of the time, which he thoroughly demo-
lishes. They could, however, with equal point, have been directed against
our own more elaborate naturalisms, which, intoxicated with new-found
behaviouristic categories, and employing a sophistry of models rather than
a sophistry of arguments — my reference here is to certain famous ‘language-
games’ — manage to divert attention from that central conscious subjectiv-
ity, and from its varied ‘constitutive’ activities, which not only can be rendered
intelligible, whether in ourselves or in others, but in ignorance of which
nothing whatever can be rendered intelligible at all.

As regards Husser!’s view of meaning, he is the first to attempt a study of
its phenomenology, of the queer manner in which words, whether spoken or
written or heard or seen, and so ‘given in intuition’, yet bow themselves off
the stage as prime terms of our references, and merely serve to introduce, or
to help introduce, objects and connections other than themselves. And he is
also the first to stress how words so used seem to clothe the objects to which
they make reference possible, how they are phenomenologically inscribed
upon the whole world around us and to what an extent knowing or cogniz-
ing an object consists in putting the right name to it, seeing it as called this
or that. All this has many points of affinity with recent linguistic phil-
osophy, but it is also profoundly different. For recent linguistic philosophy
is a third-person, observer’s analysis, which sees meaning only in the varied
use made of words and combinations of words in many natural and social
situations. This observer’s analysis is of course both valuable and necessary,
for the phenomenology of meaning would not be complete without a study
of its behavioural working out, and its detailed exhibition in the conduct
of persons in their environment. A life of meaningful references that had
no ‘fulfilment’ in responsiveness to what environs the person, would, in fact,
be not merely not actual, but intrinsically impossible. But this does not
affect the fact that a personal appropriation of meaning, a lived-through
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understanding of what it is that words are naming or communicating, is a
central feature of the meaningful use of words, and that, in default of it,
there could be no more genuine semiosis than there is in the case of a
computer or a tape-recorder. Beings who faultlessly used the right words in
the right circumstances, and who got about the world and helped other
similar beings to get about it, but to whom the rationale, the sense of their
proceedings was never a lived experience, totally embraced in each present
and not spread out over tracts of time, nor referred hypothetically to the
future — we shall not say that such a sense must always be so experienced —
would not deserve to be called speakers or users of a language at all. Of
them it would be right to say: Words they are moved by, but they hear not,
words they utter, but they speak not, neither do they understand. The phe-
nomenology of meaning has, of course, been carried much further than we
find it in Husserl, particularly by phenomenologists like Roman Ingarden,
but the all-important beginnings are there.

As regards Husserl’s contributions to ontology, the Logical Investigations
introduces us to a richness of categorical distinctions such as we find in
Aristotle, and such as only his great contemporary Meinong carried further.
We have none of the misplaced economy, suitable in natural science, where
it is all-important to have only a few explanatory ultimates or laws, carried
over into the realm of thought-distinctions, where it encourages one to
massacre some valuable concept, or to warp the expression of some well-
understood principle, in order to satisfy the exigencies of a cheese-paring
behest not to multiply entities, and which so fears the jungle’ of ramifying
things of reason that it is prepared to sink into the Serbonian bog of enforced
simplification. Obviously one does not lose, but gain, by noting all the
iridescent variety which confronts one even at the categorial level, and which
is indefeasibly part of the world as we deal with it through word and thought.
There is the distinction between the thing and its parts, and between its
separable parts and its inseparable ‘sides’ or ‘moments’, there is the distinc-
tion between the patterns instantiated in things and the detached patterns
which they exemplify, there is the distinction between things and states of
affairs concerning things, and among the many varied sorts of such states
of affairs, and there is the distinction between the forms of things and states
of affairs and the matter, the items bound together by those forms. A phil-
osopher sensitive enough to point to the semantic and ontological difference
between the passing postman and the fact that the postman is passing, is
obviously sensitive to differences which a training of the economizing,
reductive sort only serves to blunt. In the Logical Investigations one sees the
beginnings of the doctrine that all the categorial distinctions recognized by
logic extend beyond the limits of language and symbolism and are implicit
in our unverbalized experience. This was afterwards to be carried further in
such works as Erfahrung und Urteil, where a whole world of pre-predicative
negations, modalities etc., was recognized in the primitive texture of human,
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and even of animal experience. The heresy of ‘pre-linguistic meanings’, so
much condemned by certain linguistic philosophers, is thus made the basis
of an illuminating analysis. Husserl’s ontology, further, is not uniformist
and monolithic, as in those modern ontologies where any case of quantifica-
tion commits one to a whole range of ‘entities’, which all, however, have
being in precisely the same sense and manner. Like Aristotle, Husserl too
has his analogy of being, where some things are there in a more foundational,
primitive sense, while other entities have an essentially ‘founded’, secondary,
derivative status. The developments of Husserl’s ontology, and the changes
induced in it by the idealistic positions of the later phenomenology, are not,
however, matters that can be further discussed here.

In Husserl’s phenomenology, understood as a purely descriptive, internal
analysis of consciousness and its varieties, we have, however, the supreme
contribution of the Logical Investigations, as of the later, specifically so-
styled, phenomenological writings. What Husserl clearly saw, and what later
analysts of language have failed to see, is that the interpretation of speech
always proceeds in two necessarily correlated, but in many respects deeply
different, and often disparate dimensions: the interpretation of speech as
referring to entities and situations in the world, or to ideal abstractions from
these latter, and the interpretation of speech as revealing the ‘references’
that it thus embodies, the so-called ‘acts’ or ‘conscious appearances’ in which
such entities and situations display themselves before us, are given separ-
ately or together, as making up or at least ‘framing’ our world, whether as
possibilities or as limiting impossibilities. To talk of objects ‘our there’, and
their actual or possible predicates and relations, may not be to talk of our
conscious awareness of such matters, but it is always to imply it, and to
imply it in no vague, general fashion, but in one precisely proportioned and
accommodated to the objective matters of which we are talking. There is
nothing mysterious, puzzling in all this, or in the regular, natural swing-over
from an external to an internal reference, in the passage from a situation as
we think of it or perceive it, to the situation of our thought or perception of
it: we are not suddenly translated from a world of limpid natural objects to
the murky contents of the ‘queer medium of the mind’. We have merely
passed from the obverse to the reverse side of the same coin, and any limp-
idity which attaches to the objects and situations referred to, attaches also
to our conscious, significant references to them. People are wont to speak as
if there were some close-wrapped mystery about the inner, private side of
things which does not apply to their outer, public side, as if one could be
wholly clear about the latter and deeply confused or in doubt about the
former. This is not the case at all. To perceive that the soap in one’s bath-
room is exhausted, or to understand what it is for one’s bathroom soap to
be exhausted, is to be able to perceive or understand what one’s own percep-
tion or understanding of the exhaustion of one’s bathroom soap is like, and
to understand, further, what anyone’s understanding of the same matter
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must be like. We are not unclear as to what happens in a man’s experience
when he knows his bathroom soap to be exhausted, at least not in the respects
in which that experience is directed to the domestic situation in question.
There are of course other respects in which our understanding of the
‘inner’ situation presents difficulties which our understanding of the ‘outer’
situation does not, difficulties which we perfectly understand in the light of
the fact that it is an inner situation. There are mental pictures and feelings and
attenuations of mental pictures and feelings, which have to be approached,
if at all, through people’s hesitant, analogical accounts of what they picture
and feel, and it is clear that there are difficulties, if not ones of principle, in
our access to such things. There are also philosophical puzzles connected
with the manner into which our experience packs or reduces to unity what
can only be spelt out or unpacked in a lengthy exegesis, difficulties which
have led certain philosophers to explain our packed inner state as one of
readiness to say or do certain things, or of readiness to behave in certain
ways, all explanations which reduce the packed concentration of conscious
life to the content or process of its unpacking. All such solutions spring
from a peculiar inability to see that consciousness just is, or at least is, the
bringing into a focus of indivisible contemporaneity of what, from another
point of view may be successive and dispersed, and that a world in which,
perhaps per impossible, there were only mutually external happenings in
space and time, would be a world of which we could not be conscious, in
which there could be no such thing as conscious experience at all. There are,
therefore, and must be, corresponding to any well-formed, articulate tract
of fully significant speech — and speech is of course not always fully signi-
ficant — mental stances or appearances complete and consummated in the
moment, and only spread over time in the sense of lasting and changing
throughout that time, in which objects and situations are set before us in
various definite or indefinite lights, which change and develop as we con-
sider those objects and situations. It is to the analysis and classification and
law-governed interconnection of these mental stances or appearances that
phenomenology must be directed, and through which it must illuminate the
mind and language and the world. The use of a language of acts, of things
done, is in this context traditional, but Husserl makes clear, like Brentano
and Meinong, that his use of the term has no special connection with activ-
ity. The mere presence of something to mind, its entry into consciousness
in whatever unheralded manner, its mere turning up or appearance or
Erscheinung, constitutes an ‘act’ in the sense relevant to Husserl’s analysis.
What it then becomes important to note are the wide variety of alterna-
tive species into which the one invariant thing, consciousness, differentiates
itself, and in fact only is the one invariant thing consciousness because it can
be thus differentiated. Of these differences of manner, the most fundamental
is the difference between the empry manner in which things can be there for
mere thought, for meaning-intention, and the fulfilled or seeing manner in
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which they can be there for illustrative intuition (Anschauung). Husserl is
infinitely skilled in showing the vast number of differing manners and pro-
portions in which the intuitive and emptily cogitative can be combined,
and in stressing the fact that, except in the ideal limit, they are always so
combined in our perception of physical objects, a physical object being
always something that could be further and more richly seen and explored,
however much of it is or has been present to our senses. Husserl also dwells
by analogy on the intuitive grasp, the full givenness of ideal characters and
states of affairs, as opposed to their imperfect presence to mind by way of
symbols whose meaning or valid combination is only partially felt. And he
stresses the case of ‘fulfilment’ by way of internal images and by way of
external physical models or diagrams or pictures, which is only a surrogate
for the more complete fulfilment when what we have before us is given as
‘the thing itself’. Nowhere in the literature of philosophy are these matters
more subtly treated and more full of an evident clearness and rightness: it is
only a pity that they have been so infrequently and so superficially studied.

Husserl’s analysis of consciousness derives, of course, from Brentano’s
concept of intentionality, but is in several respects superior. Husserl we may
say was the first to stress a property of intentional reference which Brentano
also stated in the first appendix to the 1911 edition of his Psychology, that
conscious reference is not strictly speaking a real relation, since the object or
state of affairs referred to need not exist at all. The God Jupiter, Husserl
says in chapter 2 of the Fifth Investigation, is not a real constituent, is not
really present, in my conscious reference to him: to think that he need be, or
could be, is to misunderstand the nature of conscious reference altogether.
This point was never understood by Meinong, who had to give a certain
Vorhandenheit even to non-existent or absurd objects. It is not unlikely that
Brentano got the first idea for his 1911 Appendix from the 1901 discussion
of the God Jupiter in the Logische Untersuchungen, together, of course, with
much that also infuriated him: certainly the example of the God Jupiter is
cited by Kraus in his exposition of Brentano’s doctrine.

Husserl, however, did not fall into the prime error of making the possible
non-existence of a thought-object the criterion of mentality, a mistake per-
sisted in by Chisholm. For he is clearly aware, in the second place, that
references that fail of a target imply the existence of references where the
target is in the nature of things hit, is itself intuited or given — the meaning
of intuition is simply that of an ultimate, perfect self-givenness — and given
as it in itself is. Unless there was this limiting form of intentionality, there
would be no meaning in saying that certain intentions fail of their mark,
that they present their objects in an inadequate or distorted light, and not as
they are, or not as they wholly are. Consciousness can only give sense to its
inadequacies by contrasting them with an ultimate, inerrant adequacy or
self-givenness. The notion of the self-evident or inwardly evident which in
Brentano is no more than an internal index of our title to judge or believe
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something, is therefore for Husserl no more than the limiting state where
doubt becomes senseless, irrelevant, since the standard of self-givenness has
been reached. For Husserl therefore it is part of the notion of intention-
ality that there is a limiting state (ideal in the case of physical objects) in
which the object as it is thought of or given simply fades out in, or achieves
coincidence with, the object as it in and for itself is. The difficulties of this
account of self-evidence, the many cases of seeming self-evidence which later
require revision, is finely dealt with in the 1929 Formal and transcendental
Logic which must certainly be studied if we are fully to evaluate the Logical
Investigations.

It is to be regretted that Husserl did not allow the implications of his own
views on self-givenness to guide him away from the methodological oy
or suspension of conviction which is preached in the later Ideas (§§31, 32
et seq.). For there is arguably no clear sense to be given to a total suspen-
sion of belief in the entire world: it is only in the context of a limiting, if
unattainable, complete givenness of all sides of physical realities that the
notion of their doubtful, distorted, merely intended presence to consciousness
can be significantly entertained, a point since made by many analytic phil-
osophers. Husserl sees that we cannot accord a merely phenomenal, intentional
status to the acts of consciousness in which physical objects are given, a
point clear to Descartes as it was not clear to Kant, and he is also unwilling
to accord a merely intended status to the experiences of others: he thinks,
however, that he can significantly ‘bracket’ the reality of all natural things,
and even passes on from this to the idealistic conviction that physical things
have, despite their transcendent status for consciousness, no more than a
merely intended, phenomenal being, while consciousness itself exists in an
‘absolute’ manner (Ideas, §41-6). To the extent that Husserl makes this
move, he transforms his brilliant, original analysis of consciousness into one
of those ordinary subjectivisms which comfort the shattered ego by assuring
it, quite baselessly, that in some secret manner it has manufactured its own
shattering world. Of this form of subjectivism, respectable only on a theistic
background like Berkeley’s, there is not a trace in the Logical Investigations.
The examination of consciousness, and of how things are given to con-
sciousness, goes with no implication that such things have no being other
than their givenness to consciousness: the contrary implication is in fact
without reservation taken to be part and parcel of consciousness itself.
Room is of course left for metaphysical reversals, but a proper suspension
of conviction and assertion is maintained on such possibilities. It is only in
the Ideas, with its pretended methodological suspension of all conviction,
that such a suspension is, in fact, not truly practised.

A third respect in which Husserl’s treatment of consciousness is greatly
superior, lies in its acknowledgement of lived-through experiences or lived-
through moments of experience which are not intentional at all, which present
nothing to consciousness, not even themselves. Our sensations, treated as
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modifications of our own interior selthood, are experienced moments of this
type, and they are utterly to be distinguished from the properties of physical
objects which appear in corresponding perceptions. There is, Husserl thinks,
as Meinong does also, a redwise mode of interior experience which corres-
ponds to the redness we perceive, whether validly or illusorily, out there in
objects: this redwiseness we feel rather than perceive (in normal experience),
but in feeling we can also pass to perceiving the objective redness which is as
it were its ‘other side’. This use of interior experience to mediate objective
reference is misleadingly described in a language of beseelende Auffassungen,
animating conceptions or interpretations, which suggests the traditional
theory, infinitely repugnant to Husserl, of causal inferences from immediate
sense-data to unperceived physical objects. For Husserl the sensation (though
sometimes called a ‘datum’) is not normally given at all, and its Auffassung
or interpretation is a primary act of mind’s self-transcendence and not
therefore, properly speaking, an interpretation or an inference at all. What
it reveals is also not any remote function of physics but the redness that
is authentically perceived. The theory of ‘inner felt sides’ to the sensible pro-
perties of things has of course been adversely criticized by the few who have
understood it properly, among whom G. E. Moore is to be reckoned: it is
arguable that, though dubious on a first analysis, it becomes ever more accept-
able on further examination. Husserl uses the same notion of representing
contents which are not themselves presented, in his theory of categorial
intuition. Through the mind’s various acts of synthetic combination it can
come to set before itself various forms of objective synthesis, e.g. the syn-
thesis of properties in a thing, of items in a group, of identity in varying
contexts etc. It is a pity that there have been so few people to understand
and discuss these interesting doctrines.

It is not possible, in an Introduction of this length, to do more than touch
on some of the many questions of interpretation raised by Husserl’s Logical
Investigations. And it is not at all possible to trace the relations of the
position of that work to those of the later phenomenology. The interpreta-
tion, criticism and evaluation of Husserl’s vast, immensely hard, supremely
rewarding corpus of writings is barely in its beginnings. What remains for
me to do, however, is to give some account as to how I have rendered some
of the key-terms of Husserl, an account which the use of the Index will
improve. I have been largely, but not absolutely uniform, in my translation
of these key-terms, since my aim has been to render their sense, which
demands adaptation to their German or English context, rather than to
provide a code from which the German can be uniformly inferred from the
English. The German text is, after all, again available, even if, regrettably it
was long out of print. And Husserl, despite his prolixity and technicality,
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conforms to the Keynesian description of a Cambridge philosopher as ‘a
prose writer, hoping to be understood’; he is not a hierophant, requiring a
word-for-word translation of his dark locutions in the hope that some of
their doubtful sense will be preserved. I have translated Vorstellung almost
uniformly by ‘presentation’, recognizing that the latter is not really an Eng-
lish word: the concept expressed by Husserl’s (and Brentano’s) term is not
an English concept either. ‘Idea’ is required for other purposes, and is in any
case ambiguous, and ‘representation’, if anyone can tolerate it, is required
for the cases where Husserl uses Reprdsentation, Darstellung etc. Anschauung
(anschaulich etc.) 1 have rendered by ‘intuition’ (‘intuitive’ etc.) since this is
the traditional rendering of the term in translations of Kant, and since the
word has no proper equivalent in English. I have occasionally varied this
use by substituting or adding such terms as ‘envisage’, ‘illustrate’, ‘picture’,
‘see’, and their derivatives. Einsicht etc., which more properly means ‘intui-
tion” as understood in English, I have translated by ‘insight’ etc., though
sometimes I have talked of ‘perspicuity’ etc. I have translated Idee by ‘Idea’
and Spezies by ‘Species’, capitalizing both terms where ideal entities are in
question. I have sometimes capitalized terms, e.g. ‘Perception’, where ideal
notions were intended, but in general I have been inconsistently sparing
with capitals, as I believe that they readily become tyrannous and obfuscate
sense. I have translated Erlebnis (erleben etc.) by ‘experience’, though I have
sometimes substituted ‘lived experience’, ‘live through’ etc.; I have not de-
vised a separate word for Erfahrung, since Husserl often uses the words
interchangeably, and since the English word is used in two ways, clear in the
context, and is in fact practically two words. ‘Having an experience’ and
‘learning by experience’ obviously involve two distinct, though cognate, uses
of the word ‘experience’. I have translated psychisch by ‘mental’ in informal
contexts like the Prolegomena where ‘psychical’ would be strained, but I
have used ‘psychical’ where Brentano’s technical use, and its contrast with
physisch, was in question. I have indicated the difference between real and
reell (meaning ‘in the world of natural things’ and ‘actually part of” respect-
ively) by putting the German word in brackets after an English use of
‘real’. I am not convinced that Husserl meant much by his solemn distinc-
tion of these two terms, and I regret the necessity of translating wirklich by
‘actual’, when ‘real’ is often more suitable. It is curious that Husserl should
have used the word real of a thing-like status which need not involve ‘real-
ity’ in the sense of genuine existence, and which he came afterwards to hold
never involved ‘reality’ in the English sense. I have translated schlicht by
‘straightforward’, and eigentlich (in technical contexts) by ‘authentic’, and I
have translated unselbstindig by ‘non-independent’, since the English word
‘dependent’ has less negativity and more relativity than unselbstandig. Some-
times I have also had traffic with ‘self-sufficient’ for selbstindig, instead
of ‘independent’. Inhalt 1 have, of course, translated by ‘content’, but this
makes difficulties in the case of other words for which ‘content’ alone seems
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suitable: Gehalt, e.g. has been badly translated by ‘substance’. Fundieren,
fundierte etc., are of course ‘found’, ‘founded’ (though sometimes I have
yielded to the charms of ‘basing’, ‘based’ etc.) but fundierend has varied
from ‘foundational’ to ‘underlying’ according to context or euphony. Moment
I have usually translated as ‘moment’, but sometimes, in less technical con-
texts, as ‘side’ or ‘aspect’. Bedeutung in the sense of significant content I have
translated by ‘meaning’, less commonly by ‘sense’: Husserl does not follow
Frege in keeping the two words distinct, and neither ever means the object
of a reference. The word bedeuten 1 have translated by ‘act of meaning’ or
simply by the verb ‘to mean’, though I have sometimes used ‘refer’, ‘refer-
ence’ as an equivalent. Husserl in the main tends to say that we mean
objects, not meanings, by way of the meanings which words have rather than
mean, and I have followed his usage in English, with which it on the whole
agrees, rather than trying to introduce distinctions into my translation which
have only recently been thought necessary. Wahrnehmen, Wahrnehmung etc.,
I have translated by ‘perceive’, ‘perception’, the established equivalents,
though when a Wahrnehmung means an individual act, I have, for the sake
of shortness, translated it by ‘percept’. Innere Wahrnehmung has been trans-
lated by ‘inner’, ‘inward’ or ‘internal perception’ quite without principle,
and the same holds mutatis mutandis of aiissere Wahrnehmung. Erkennen,
Erkenntnis 1 have generally translated by ‘know’, ‘knowledge’, though there
are contexts, particularly in the Sixth Investigation where ‘cognize’, ‘cogni-
tion’, ‘recognize’, ‘recognition’ seemed more suitable. Evidenz and its deriv-
atives I have rendered by ‘self-evidence’, ‘inward evidence’ according to
context: there are cases of Evidenz, e.g. those of innere Wahrnehmung, which
have no self-evidence in the English sense. The adjective evident 1 have
sometimes transtated by ‘evident’, but in general I have found that the
forensic and documentary associations of the English word ‘evidence’ are
fatal to understanding. Many students are permanently bewildered by these
associations. That a similar thing holds of ‘reflection’, ‘reflective’ etc., used
to translate the German word where it has to do with introspection, and not
with ‘reflection’ as we ordinarily understand it, has not led me to depart
from the use in question. After all, Locke’s similar use of ‘reflection’ has
misled, and always will mislead, countless incautious and forgetful students.
I have translated begriinden, Begriindung etc., by ‘grounding’ etc., also by
‘prove’ (‘proof’), ‘demonstrate’ (‘demonstration’), ‘validate’ (‘validation’). It
expresses a reversed view of argument more usual to Continental than to
British intellectuals. With these explanations, it is to be hoped that Husserl
can speak for himself.

J. N. FINDLAY
Yale University
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(First Edition)

The logical Investigations whose publication begins with these Prolegomena,
have arisen out of unavoidable problems which have constantly hindered,
and finally interrupted, the progress of my efforts, spread over many years,
at achieving a philosophical clarification of pure mathematics. Together
with questions regarding the origin of the basic concepts and insights of
mathematics, these efforts were especially concerned with difficult ques-
tions of mathematical theory and method. The expositions of the traditional
logic, so often reformulated, should have succeeded in providing us with an
intelligible and perspicuous account of the rational essence of deductive
science, with its formal unity and symbolic methodology. A study of the actu-
ally given deductive sciences, however, left all these things problematic and
obscure. The deeper that my analyses penetrated, the more conscious I
became that the logic of our time was not adequate to that actual science
which it was none the less its function to elucidate.

I was plunged into peculiar difficulties by my logical researches into for-
mal arithmetic and the theory of manifolds, a discipline and method which
stretches far beyond all peculiarities of the special forms of number and
extension. They forced me into discussions of a very general sort, which
lifted me above the narrow sphere of mathematics, and pushed me towards
a universal theory of formal deductive systems. There were many sets of
problems that then bore down upon me, of which I shall here mention only
a single one.

There were evidently possibilities of generalizing (transforming) formal
arithmetic, so that, without essential alteration of its theoretical character
and methods of calculation, it could be taken beyond the field of quantity,
and this made me see that quantity did not at all belong to the most univer-
sal essence of the mathematical or the ‘formal’, or to the method of calcula-
tion which has its roots in this essence. I then came to see in ‘mathematicizing
logic’ a mathematics which was indeed free from quantity, while remaining
none the less an indefeasible discipline having mathematical form and method,
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which in part dealt with the old syllogisms, in part with new forms of inference
quite alien to tradition. Important problems then loomed before me re-
garding the universal essence of the mathematical as such, and the natural
connection, or the possible boundaries, between systems of quantitative and
non-quantitative mathematics, and especially, e.g., regarding arithmetical
and logical formality. Naturally, I also had to go on from this point to more
fundamental questions regarding the essence of the form of knowledge in
contradistinction to its matter, and the sense of the distinction between
formal (pure) and material properties, truths and laws.

But in another quite different direction I also found myself involved in
problems of general logic and epistemology. I began work on the prevailing
assumption that psychology was the science from which logic in general,
and the logic of the deductive sciences, had to hope for philosophical clarifi-
cation. For this reason psychological researches occupy a very large place in
the first (the only published) volume of my Philosophy of Arithmetic. There
were, however, connections in which such a psychological foundation never
came to satisfy me. Where one was concerned with questions as to the origin
of mathematical presentations, or with the elaboration of those practical
methods which are indeed psychologically determined, psychological ana-
lyses seemed to me to promote clearness and instruction. But once one had
passed from the psychological connections of thinking, to the logical unity
of the thought-content (the unity of theory), no true continuity and unity
could be established. I became more and more disquieted by doubts of
principle, as to how to reconcile the objectivity of mathematics, and of all
science in general, with a psychological foundation for logic. In this manner
my whole method, which I had taken over from the convictions of the
reigning logic, that sought to illuminate the given science through psycho-
logical analyses, became shaken, and I felt myself more and more pushed
towards general critical reflections on the essence of logic, and on the rela-
tionship, in particular, between the subjectivity of knowing and the objectiv-
ity of the content known. Logic left me in the lurch wherever I hoped it
would give me definite answers to the definite questions I put to it, and I
was eventually compelled to lay aside my philosophical-mathematical inves-
tigations, until I had succeeded in reaching a certain clearness on the basic
questions of epistemology and in the critical understanding of logic as a
science.

If I now publish these essays, the product of many years of work, on a
new foundation of pure logic and epistemology, I do so in the conviction that
I shall not be misunderstood for independently choosing a path remote
from that of prevailing logical trends, in view of the grave, factually based
motives that have inspired me. The course of my development has led to my
drawing apart, as regards basic logical convictions, from men and writings
to whom I owe most of my philosophical education, and to my drawing
rather closer to a group of thinkers whose writings I was not able to estimate
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rightly, and whom I consulted all too little in the course of my labours. I
have had, however, unfortunately to abstain from any subsequent insertion
of comprehensive literary and critical references to researches having an
affinity with my own. As regards my frank critique of the psychologistic
logic and epistemology, I have but to recall Goethe’s saying: There is noth-
ing to which one is more severe than the errors that one has just abandoned.

E. HUSSERL

Halle a. d. S. May 21st 1900

(Second Edition)

The question as to the form in which I should undertake to republish the
present work, out of print for some years, has caused me no little concern.
My Logical Investigations were my ‘break-through’, not an end but rather a
beginning. When the work had been printed, my studies continued forth-
with. I tried to give a fuller account of the meaning, the method and the
philosophical scope of phenomenology, to pursue the woven threads of my
problems further in every direction, and to track down and tackle parallel
problems in all ontic and phenomenological fields. Understandably, as the
horizon of my research widened, and as I became better acquainted with
the intentional ‘modifications’ so perplexingly built on one another, with the
multiply interlacing structures of consciousness, there came a shift in many of
the conceptions formed in my first penetration of the new territory. Remain-
ing obscurities were cleared up, ambiguities removed, isolated observations
to which at the start no special importance could be given, gained funda-
mental meaning as one passed over into larger contexts. Everywhere, in brief,
there were not merely supplementations but transvaluations in one’s original
field of research, and from the point of view of one’s widened, deepened
knowledge, even the arrangement of one’s treatments no longer seemed
quite adequate. The sense and the extent of these forward steps, and their
widening effect on one’s field of research comes out in the recently published
First Book of my Ideas towards a pure Phenomenology and Phenomenological
Philosophy, printed in the first volume of the Jahrbuch fiir Philosophie und
phdnomenologische Forschung (1913), and the publication of the two remain-
ing Books, which will follow immediately, will show this still better.

I originally cherished the hope that, after discovering and exploring the
radical problems of pure phenomenology and phenomenological philosophy,
I should be able to present a series of systematic expositions that would
render a reprinting of the old work unnecessary, in so far as its content, not
at all jettisoned, but purged and divided according to subject, would come
into its own in association with the new work. But when execution began, a
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serious objection at once raised itself. Many years would be needed for the
carrying out of the extensive, difficult task of imposing literary unity on our
Investigations: though they stood there complete and concrete, they would
have for the most part to be expounded anew and to have their difficulties
ironed out. I therefore decided first of all to plan my Ideas. They were to
give a universal, yet contentful presentation of the new phenomenology,
based throughout on actually executed work, a presentation of its method, of
its systematic field of problems, of its function in making possible a strictly
scientific philosophy, as well as a reduction to rational theory of empirical
psychology. After all this, the Logical Investigations would be republished,
and that in a better form, adapted to the standpoint of the Ideas, and so
helping to introduce the reader to the nature of genuinely phenomenological
and epistemological work. For if these Investigations are to prove helpful
to those interested in phenomenology, this will be because they do not offer
us a mere programme (certainly not one of the high-flying sort which so
encumber philosophy) but that they are attempts at genuinely executed funda-
mental work on the immediately envisaged and seized things themselves.
Even where they proceed critically, they do not lose themselves in discus-
sions of standpoint, but rather leave the last word to the things themselves,
and to one’s work upon such things. The Ideas ought in effect to rest on the
work of the Logical Investigations. If, through the latter, the reader has been
brought openly to investigate and concern himself with a group of funda-
mental questions, then the Ideas, with their policy of illuminating method
from ultimate sources by putting a sketch of the main structures of pure
consciousness before one, by systematically locating one’s work-problems in
the latter, could assist him to a further, independent advance.

The carrying out of the first part of my plan was relatively easy, though
the unexpected length of the first two Books of the Ideas, essential for my
purposes and undertaken by me in one piece, forced me to divide their
publication, so that the First Book alone had to suffice provisionally. But
the fulfilment of my second aim was far harder. Anyone who knows the old
work, will see the impossibility of lifting it entirely on to the level of the
Ideas. That would mean a complete recasting of the work, and a postpone-
ment to the Greek kalends. It seemed to me, on the other hand, to be a com-
fortable rather than a conscientious decision, in view of the aims justifying a
new edition, to abandon all revision and merely reprint the work mechanic-
ally. Was I entitled to mislead the reader once more, through all my omissions,
waverings and self-misunderstandings, which, however unavoidable and
pardonable in the first edition of such a work, would yet put unnecessary
difficulties in the way of a clear grasp of essentials?

All that remained possible was to attempt a middle course, and in a
manner to let myself go in attempting it. It meant leaving untouched certain
unclarities, and even errors, which were part and parcel of the unified style
of the work. The following maxims guided my revision:
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1. To allow nothing into the new edition regarding which I was not fully
persuaded that it deserved thorough study. In this respect single errors could
be left standing, since I could allow them to count as natural steps towards
a truth that would transform their good intentions. I could say to myself in
all this: Readers who stem from general philosophical drifts of the present —
which are in essence the same as those in the decade of this work’s origin —
can, like the work’s author, only at first gain access to what are mere steps
towards certain phenomenological (logical) positions. Only when they have
gained sure mastery over the style of phenomenological research, do they
see the fundamental meaning of certain distinctions which appeared pre-
viously to be insignificant nuances.

2. To improve all that could be improved, without altering the course and
style of the old work, and, above all, to bring to most definite expression the
new thought-motives that had their ‘break-through’ in the old work, but
which had, in the first edition, been at times sharply stressed, at times blurred,
by the hesitant and timid author.

3. To lift the reader gradually, in the course of the expositions, to a rela-
tively rising total level of insight, following in this the original peculiarity of
the work. We must here voice the reminder that the work was a systemati-
cally bound chain of investigations but not, properly speaking, one book or
work in a literary sense. There is in it a regular ascent from a lower to a
higher level, and a working of oneself into ever new logical and phenomeno-
logical insights, which never leave the previously achieved ones quite
untouched. Ever new phenomenological strata swim into our view and add
determination to our conceptions of the earlier ones. This character of the old
work made a kind of revision seem possible, which consciously leads the
reader onward and upward, in such a way that, in the final Investigation, the
level of the Ideas is in essentials reached, so that the previous unclearnesses
and half-truths, that we had to put up with, appear perspicuously clarified.

I went ahead in the sense of these maxims, and have the impression as
regards both provisionally published pieces (the Prolegomena and the first
part of the Second Volume) that the big efforts I made have not been wasted.
I have naturally had to add here, and strike out there, at times to rewrite
single sentences, and at times whole paragraphs and chapters. The thought-
content has become more packed and full in extent: the total extent of the
work, more specifically that of the Second Volume, has grown unavoidably,
despite all suppression of critical supplementation, so that this volume has
had to be divided.

Regarding the individual Investigations and their reconstructed form, the
following should be said. The Prolegomena to Pure Logic is, in its essential
content, a mere reworking of two complementary series of lectures given at
Halle in the summer and autumn of 1896. To this the greater liveliness of the
exposition is due, which has assisted its influence. The piece is, moreover,
written in one cast of thought, and I therefore thought I ought not to revise
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it radically. But I found I could, on the other hand, from about the middle
on, carry out many quite large improvements in presentation, could expunge
slips and put main points into sharper light. Some very essential, if partial,
insufficiencies — such as the concept of a ‘truth in itself” which is too one-
sidedly oriented to vérités de raison — had to be left, since they were part of
the unified level of the piece. The Sixth Investigation (now the Second Part
of the Second Volume) brings in necessary clarification in this respect.

To burden the polemic on psychologism with new criticisms and counter-
criticisms (which would not have introduced the least new thought-motive)
did not seem very appropriate to me. I must emphasize the relation of this
piece to 1899, the precise date at which I merely rewrote it. (The printing of
the Prolegomena, minus the Foreword, was already complete in November
1899. See my self-reference in the Vierteljahrschr. f. wiss. Philosophie, 1900,
p. 512 £)) Since its appearance, some authors that I looked on as represent-
ing logical psychologism have essentially changed their position. Th. Lipps,
e.g., in his extremely significant, original writings, has since 1902 not at all
been the man that is here quoted. Other authors have, in the meantime,
sought different foundations for their psychologistic position, a point not to
be ignored, since my presentation takes no account of it.

As regards the Second Volume of the new edition, the hesitant Introduc-
tion, so little true to the essential sense and method of the actually written
Investigations, was radically revised. I felt its defects immediately after its
appearance, and also found immediate occasion (in a review in the Archiv
1. system. Philos. x1 (1903), p. 397 ff.) to object to my misleading account of
phenomenology as descriptive psychology. Some of the main points of
principle are there briefly but sharply characterized. The psychological de-
scription performed in inner experience appears as put on a level with the
description of external events in nature performed in external description,
but it is, on the other hand opposed to phenomenological description, from
which all transcendent interpretations of immanent data, even those of
psychical acts and states of a real ego, are entirely excluded. The descriptions
of phenomenology are said (p. 399) ‘to deal neither with lived experiences
nor classes of lived experiences of empirical persons ... phenomenology
knows nothing of persons, of my experiences or those of others, and surmises
nothing regarding them: it raises no questions in regard to such matters,
attempts no determinations, constructs no hypotheses’. The complete reflec-
tive clarity that I had achieved in these and following years regarding the
essence of phenomenology, which led gradually to the systematic doctrine
of ‘phenomenological reduction’ (cf. Ideas, 1, Section 2), was of use in the
rewriting of this Introduction, and also in the text of all the following In-
vestigations, thereby raising the whole work to an essentially higher level of
clarity.

Of the five Investigations which occupy the First Part of the Second
Volume, the first, Expression and Meaning, retains its merely preparatory
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character in the new edition. It stimulates thought, it directs the gaze of the
phenomenological beginner to the initial, already most difficult problems of
the consciousness of meaning, without doing full justice to them. The manner
in which it deals with occasional meanings (to which, however, in strictness,
all empirical predications belong) is an act of violence — the enforced con-
sequence of the imperfect conception of the essence of ‘truth in itself’ in the
Prolegomena.

As a further defect of this Investigation, only understood and corrected at
the end of the volume, we must note that it has no regard to the distinction
and parallelism between the ‘noetic’ and the ‘noematic’: the fundamental
role of this distinction in a/l fields of consciousness is first fully laid bare in
the Ideas, but comes through in many individual arguments in the last
Investigation of the old work. For this reason, the essential ambiguity of
‘meaning’ as an Idea is not emphasized. The noetic concept of meaning is
one-sidedly stressed, though in many important passages the noematic con-
cept is principally dealt with.

The Second Investigation concerning The Ideal Unity of the Species and
Modern Theories of Abstraction, had a style and limitation of theme, a certain
completeness, which made a few detailed amendments, but no thorough-
going reconstructions, desirable. As before, there is no discussion of the
various types of Ideas, with their demand for a deep separation of essence,
to which naturally Ideations, as deeply and essentially separate, correspond.
All that this Investigation is concerned with, is the fact that one can learn to
see Ideas, represented, e.g. by the Idea Red, and that one can become clear
as to the essence of such ‘seeing’.

The Third Investigation On the Doctrine of Wholes and Parts has under-
gone very thorough revision, though in its case no unsatisfactory com-
promises needed to be made, and no subsequent corrections or deepenings
were necessary. All that was here needed was to assist the inner sense of
the Investigation, and what I thought were its important results, to better
operation and to remove numerous imperfections of statement. I have the
impression that this Investigation is all too little read. I myself derived great
help from it: it is also an essential presupposition for the full understanding
of the Investigations which follow.

The position of the Fourth Investigation, On the Distinction between
independent and non-independent Meanings and the Idea of Pure Grammar,
is similar to that of the Third. My position in this case is also unaltered. I
not only amended, but also in many places enriched, the content of the text,
changes which point to future publications from my lectures on logic.

The Fifth Investigation, On intentional Experiences and their ‘Contents’,
had to undergo deep-going revision. In it cardinal problems of phenomenol-
ogy (those in particular of the phenomenological doctrine of judgement)
were tackled: in these it was possible to achieve a considerably higher level
of clarity and insight without needing to alter the structure and essential
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content of the Investigation. I no longer approve of the rejection of the pure
ego, but left the arguments in question in a shortened and formally im-
proved form, as being the basis of P. Natorp’s interesting polemic in his new
Allgemeine Psychologie, volume 1, 1912. T have completely excised the much
cited, very unclear, and, in the context, quite dispensable §7, ‘Reciprocal
Demarcation of Psychology and Natural Science’. 1 was perhaps all too
conservative in retaining the quite unsuitable term ‘nominal presentation’
I was afraid in general of tampering with the terminology of the old work.

The revised version of the Sixth Investigation, now in the press, is de-
signed as the Second Part of the Second Volume: it is the most important
Investigation from a phenomenological point of view. In this case I soon
persuaded myself that it would not be enough to revise the old content,
following the original content paragraph by paragraph. Its fund of prob-
lems still were my pace-setter, but I had advanced considerably in regard
to them, and the sense of my ‘maxims’ would not permit a further use of
compromises in regard to them. I accordingly went along quite freely, and,
in order to give scientific treatment to the great themes so imperfectly dealt
with in the first edition, I added whole series of new chapters, which increased
the bulk of this Investigation very considerably.

As in the Prolegomena I did not, in my second volume (my Fourth Inves-
tigation made a small exception) go into the many criticisms which rest, I
am sorry to say, almost exclusively on misunderstandings of the sense of my
positions. I therefore thought it more useful to discuss in universal form,
and in their historical position, the typical misunderstandings of my philo-
sophical endeavours, and that at the end of the Second Volume, in an
epilogue, so to say. It will be a good thing if the reader has a look at this
Appendix immediately after reading the Prolegomena, so as to guard him-
self in time against such apparently natural misunderstandings.

A full index will be added to the work, prepared with great care by my
doctoral candidate Rudolf Clemens. I must express my heartfelt thanks for
much friendly assistance, and, in the first place, to the Privatdozent Dr Adolf
Reinach, who helped me with his zeal and knowledge when, two years
ago, I first went thoroughly into deliberations concerning the possibilities
of revision. The labours of correction were greatly lightened by the help of
Dr Hans Lipps and by the doctoral candidate Jean Hering.

E. HUSSERL
Gottingen October 1913
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Introduction

§! The controversy regarding the definition of logic
and the essential content of its doctrines

“There is accordingly as much difference of opinion in regard to the definition
of logic as there is in the treatment of the science itself. This was only to be
expected in the case of a subject, in regard to which most writers have only
employed the same words to express different thoughts’ (John Stuart Mill,
Logic, Introduction, §1). Many decades have passed since John Stuart Mill
introduced his valuable work on logic with these sentences, and important
thinkers here and beyond the Channel have devoted their best powers to logic
and have enriched its literature with ever new presentations. But even today
these sentences could serve as a suitable expression of the state of logical science,
even today we are very far from complete agreement as to the definition of
logic and the content of its essential doctrines. Contemporary logic, of course,
wears quite a different face from the logic of the mid-century. Owing par-
ticularly to the influence of the distinguished thinker just mentioned, the
first of the three main tendencies that we find in logic, the psychological, has
definitely come to prevail over the formal and the metaphysical tenden-
cies, both as regards the number and the importance of its exponents. But
the other two tendencies are still carried on, and the disputed questions of
principle, reflected in different definitions of logic, are still disputed, while it
is still true, and perhaps more true than ever, that different writers merely
employ the same words to express different thoughts. This is not merely true
of expositions stemming from different philosophical ‘camps’. The side on
which most life is to be found, that of psychological logic, manifests unity of
conviction only in regard to the demarcation of the discipline, its essential
aims and methods. But one could scarcely be blamed for exaggerating if
one applied the phrase bellum omnium contra omnes to the doctrines put forth,
and, in particular, to the opposed interpretations of traditional formulae
and doctrines. It would be vain to seek to delimit a sum total of substantial
propositions or theories in which one might see the hard core of our epoch’s
logical science and the heritage bequeathed by it to the future.
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§2 Necessity of a renewed discussion of questions
of principle

In this state of the science, which does not permit one to separate individual
conviction from universally binding truth, a reversion to questions of prin-
ciple remains a task that must ever be tackled anew. This holds particularly
as regards the questions which play a decisive role in the dispute among
logical ‘tendencies’ and, together with this, in the dispute as to the correct
demarcation of the science. The interest in just these questions has certainly
cooled off in the last decades. After Mill’s brilliant attacks on the logic of
Hamilton, and the no less famous, but not so fruitful, logical investigations
of Trendelenburg, these questions seemed to have been fully dealt with. But
with the great resurgence of psychological studies, the psychologistic tend-
ency in logic also gained dominance, and all effort centred in the systematic
building up of the discipline upon principles presumed valid. The fact,
however, that so many attempts made by such important thinkers to put
logic on the sure path of a science, have not led to any shattering success,
suggests that the ends in view have perhaps not been sufficiently clarified to
allow successful investigation.

One’s conception of the aims of a science find expression in its definition.
We naturally do not think that successful work on a discipline demands a
prior conceptual demarcation of its field. The definitions of a science mirror
the stages of that science’s development; knowledge of the conceptual char-
acter of a science’s objects, of the boundaries and place of its field, follow
the science and progress with it. None the less, the degree of adequacy of
such definitions, or of the views of the field they express, react on the progress
of the science itself, and, according to the direction in which such definitions
depart from truth, such a reaction can have a slight, or a very important
influence on the development of the science. The field of a science is an
objectively closed unity: we cannot arbitrarily delimit fields where and as we
like. The realm of truth is objectively articulated into fields: researches must
orient themselves to these objective unities and must assemble themselves
into sciences. There is a science of numbers, a science of spatial figures, of
animal species etc., but there are no special sciences of prime numbers,
of trapezia, or of lions, nor of all three taken together. Where a group of
discoveries and problems impresses us as ‘belonging together’, and leads to
the setting up of a science, inadequate demarcation can consist merely in the
fact that the field-concept is at first too narrow for what is given, and that
concatenations of grounding connections stretch beyond the delimited field,
and only draw together in a closed unity over a much wider field. Such
limitations of horizon need not be prejudicial to the flourishing progress of
the science. It may be that theoretical interest finds its first satisfaction in the
narrower field, and that work that can be done without regard to deeper
and wider logical ramifications, is what is needed in the first instance.
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There is another, much more dangerous fault in field-delimitation: the con-
fusion of fields, the mixture of heterogeneous things in a putative field-unity
qspegially when this rests on a complete misreading of the objects whose inves-,
tigation is to be the essential aim of the proposed science. Such an unnoticed
uerg’(ﬁacls els &A\Ao yévos can have the most damaging consequences: the
setting up of invalid aims, the employment of methods wrong in principle
not commensurate with the discipline’s true objects, the confounding of logicai
}evels so that the genuinely basic propositions and theories are shoved, often
in gxtraprdinary disguises, among wholly alien lines of thought, and appear
as 51de.-1$sues or incidental consequences etc. These dangers are considerable in
the philosophical sciences. Questions as to range and boundaries have, there-
fore, much more importance in the fruitful building up of these sciences than
in thq much favoured sciences of external nature, where the course of our
experiences forces territorial separations upon us, within which successful
research can at least be provisionally established. It was Kant who uttered
the famous special words on logic which we here make our own: “We do not
augment, but rather subvert the sciences, if we allow their boundaries to run
togf:ther.’ The following Investigation hopes to make plain that all previous
loglf:, and our contemporary, psychologically based logic in particular, is
§ubje§t, almost without exception, to the above-mentioned dangers: through
its misinterpretation of theoretical principles, and the consequent confusion
of fields, progress in logical knowledge has been gravely hindered.

§3 Disputed questions. The path to be entered

The traditionally disputed questions which concern the demarcation of logic
are the following:

1. Ts logic a theoretical or a practical discipline (a ‘technology’)?

2. Is it independent of other sciences, and, in particular, of psychology
and metaphysics?

3. Is it a formal discipline? Has it merely to do as usually conceived, with
the ‘form ‘of knowledge’, or should it also take account of its matter?

4.‘1—.Ias it the character of an a priori, a demonstrative discipline or of an
empirical, inductive one?

All these disputed questions are so intimately bound up together, that to
take up a stance on one of them, is to some extent at least to be determined
or factually influenced, in the stance one takes up on the others. There aré
really only two parties. Logic is a theoretical discipline, formal and demon-
strative, and independent of psychology: that is one view. For the other it
counts as a technology dependent on psychology, which of course excludes
tl_le possibility of its being a formal, demonstrative discipline like the other
side’s paradigm arithmetic.

Since we do not really mean to become involved in these traditional dis-
putes, but rather to clarify the differences of principle at work in them, and
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to work towards a clarification of the essential aims of a pure logic, we shall
proceed as follows: we shall start from the almost universa_lly accep.ted con-
temporary treatment of logic as a technology, and shall pin down its sense
and its justification. This will naturally lead on to the .questl.on of t.he theor-
etical foundations of this discipline, and of its relatlons,-m. partlcula.r, to
psychology. This question coincides in essence, in the main }f -not entirely,
with the cardinal question of epistemology, that ot.‘ the gbjectlvxty of knqwl-
edge. The outcome of our investigation of this point will be the‘delmeatlon
of a new, purely theoretical science, the all-impo.rtant foundation for any
technology of scientific knowledge, and itself havm_g the .character of an a
priori, purely demonstrative science. This is the science 1ntendgd by Kant
and the other proponents of a ‘formal’ or ‘pure’ logic, but not rightly con-
ceived and defined by them as regards its content and scope. The final
outcome of these discussions is a clearly circumscribed idea pf the disputed
discipline’s essential content, through which a clear position in regard to the
previous mentioned controversies will have been gained.

Chapter |

Logic as a normative and, in
particular, as a practical discipline

§4 The theoretical incompleteness of the
separate sciences

It is a common experience that the excellence of an artist’s mastery over his
material, and the decisive certainty with which he judges and assesses works
in his art, is only quite exceptionally based on a theoretical knowledge of the
rules which prescribe direction and order to his practice, and determine
the standards of value on which the perfection or imperfection of the complete
work must be assessed. Normally the practising artist is not the man who
can who can inform us rightly regarding the principles of his art. He follows
principles neither in his creation nor his evaluation. In his creation he
follows the inner activity of his harmoniously trained powers, in his judge-
ment his finely formed artistic taste and feeling. This is not merely so in the
case of fine art, of which one may first have thought, but in that of the arts
generally, in the widest sense of the word. It therefore holds for the activities
of scientific creation and the theoretical evaluation of their results, for the
scientific demonstrations of facts, laws, theories. Even the mathematician,
the physicist and the astronomer need not understand the ultimate grounds
of their activities in order to carry through even the most important scien-
tific performances. Although their results have a power of rational persua-
sion for themselves and others, yet they cannot claim to have demonstrated
all the last premisses in their syllogisms, nor to have explored the principles
on which the success of their methods reposes. The incomplete state of all
sciences depends on this fact. We do not here mean the mere incompleteness
with which the truths in a field have been charted, but the lack of inner
clarity and rationality, which is a need independently of the expansion of
the science. Even mathematics, the most advanced of all sciences, can in this
respect claim no special position. Though often still treated as the ideal of
all science as such, how little it really is such is shown by the old, yet never
finally composed disputes as to the foundations of geometry, or as to the
justification of the method of imaginaries. The same thinkers who sustain
marvellous mathematical methods with such incomparable mastery, and
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who add new methods to them, often show themselves incapable of ac-
counting satisfactorily for their logical validity and for the limits of their
right use. Though the sciences have grown great despite these defects, and
have helped us to a formerly undreamt of mastery over nature, they cannot
satisfy us theoretically. They are, as theories, not crystal-clear: the functlop
of all their concepts and propositions is not fully intelligible, not all of Fhelr
presuppositions have been exactly analysed, they are not in their entirety
raised above all theoretical doubt.

§5 The theoretical completion of the separate
sciences by metaphysics and theory of science

To reach this theoretical goal we first need, as is fairly generally admitted, a
type of investigation which belongs to the metaphysical realm.

Its task is to pin down and to test the untested, for the most part not even
noticed, yet very significant metaphysical presuppositions that underlie
at least all those sciences that are concerned with actual reality. Such pre-
suppositions are, e.g., that an external world exists, that it is spread out in
space and time, its space being, as regards its mathematical character, three-
dimensional and Euclidean, and its time a one-dimensional rectilinear
manifold; that all process is subject to the causal principle etc. These presupposi-
tions, all to be found in the framework of Aristotle’s First Philosophy, are
at present ranked under the quite unsuitable rubric of ‘epistemology’.

Such a metaphysical foundation is not, however, sufficient to provide the
desired theoretical completion of the separate sciences. It concerns, moreover,
only such sciences as have to do with actual reality, which does not include
all sciences, certainly not the purely mathematical sciences whose objects are
numbers, manifolds etc., things thought of as mere bearers of ideal properties
independent of real being or non-being. The case is different in regard to another
class of investigations whose theoretical completion is plainly an indisper'lsable
postulate in our quest for knowledge, investigations which concern all sciences
equally, since they concern, in brief, whatever makes sciences into sciences.
This names the field of a new, and, as we shall see, complex discipline, whose
peculiarity it is to be the science of science, and which could therefore be
most pointedly called theory of science (Wissenschaftslehre).

§6 The possibility and justification of logic as
theory of science

The possibility and justification of such a Qiscipline — a normative and
practical discipline relating to the Idea of science — can be shown by the
following considerations.

Science is concerned, as its name indicates, with knowing, but this does
not mean that it itself consists of a sum or tissue of acts of knowing. Science
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exists objectively only in its literature, only in written work has it a rich
relational being limited to men and their intellectual activities: in this form it
is propagated down the millennia, and survives individuals, generations and
nations. It therefore represents a set of external arrangements, which, just as
they arose out of the knowledge-acts of many individuals, can again pass
over into just such acts of countless individuals, in a readily understandable
manner, whose exact description would require much circumlocution. For
us it is here sufficient that science provides, or should provide, certain more
immediate preconditions of acts of knowing, real possibilities of knowing,
whose realization by the ‘normal’ or ‘suitably endowed’ individual in well-
known, ‘normal’ circumstances can be looked on as an attainable goal of his
endeavour. In this sense, therefore, science aims at knowledge.

In knowledge, however, we possess truth. In actual knowledge, to which
we see ourselves ultimately referred back, we possess truth as the object of a
correct judgement. But this alone is not enough, since not every correct
judgement, every affirmation or rejection of a state of affairs that accords
with truth, represents knowledge of the being or non-being of this state of
affairs. Rather we may say that, if it is to be called ‘knowledge’ in the
narrowest, strictest sense, it requires to be evident, to have the luminous
certainty that what we have acknowledged is, that what we have rejected is
not, a certainty distinguished in familiar fashion from blind belief, from
vague opining, however firm and decided, if we are not to be shattered on
the rocks of extreme scepticism. Common talk does not, however, stay put
in this strict concept. We also speak, e.g. of an act of knowing where the
judgement we pass is associated with a clear memory that we previously
passed a judgement of precisely the same content accompanied with inner
evidence. This happens particularly where our memory also concerns a
demonstrative thought-process out of which this inner evidence grew, and
that we are sure we can reproduce with such evidence. (‘I know that the
Pythagorean theorem is true — I can prove it’: instead of the second half, one
can of course also say ‘but I have forgotten the proof”.)

We therefore conceive ‘knowledge’ in a wider, but not wholly loose sense:
we separate it off from baseless opinion, by pointing to some ‘mark’ of the
presumed state of affairs or for the correctness of the judgement passed by
us. The most perfect ‘mark’ of correctness is inward evidence, it counts as
an immediate intimation of truth itself. In the vast majority of cases we lack
such absolute knowledge of truth, in whose place we make use — one need
only think how memory functions in the above examples — of the inner
evidence for a higher or lower degree of probability for our state of affairs,
with which, if probability-levels become high enough, a firm judgement is
usually associated. The inward evidence of the probability of a state of
affairs 4 will not serve to ground the inward evidence of its truth, but it will
serve to ground those comparative, inwardly evident value-assessments,
through which, in accordance with positive or negative probability-values,
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we can distinguish the reasonable from the unreasonable, the better-founded
from the worse-founded assumptions, opinions and surmises. Ultimately,
therefore, all genuine, and, in particular, all scientific knowledge, rests on
inner evidence: as far as such evidence extends, the concept of knowledge
extends also.

There is none the less a remaining duality in the concept of knowing or
knowledge. Knowledge in the narrowest sense of the word is the being
inwardly evident that a certain state of affairs is or is not, e.g. that § is P or
that it is not P. If it is evident that a certain state of affairs is probable to
this or that degree, then we have knowledge in the strictest sense of such a
probability, but, in regard to the being of the state of affairs itself, and not
of its probability, we only have knowledge in a wider, modified sense. It is
in this latter sense, with an eye to degrees of probability, that one speaks
of a greater or lesser degree of knowledge. Knowledge in the pregnant sense
_ its being quite evident that S is P — then counts as the absolutely fixed,
ideal limit which the graded probabilities for the being-P of S approach
asymptotically.

But the concept and task of science covers more than mere knowledge. If
we live through and recognize the presence of inner percepts, singly or in
groups, we have knowledge, but are far removed from science: the same
applies generally to all incoherent groups of acts of knowing. A group of
isolated bits of chemical knowledge would certainly not justify talk of a
science of chemistry. More is plainly required, i.e. systematic coherence in
the theoretical sense, which means finding grounds for one’s knowing, and
suitably combining and arranging the sequence of such groundings.

The essence of science therefore involves unity of the foundational
connections: not only isolated pieces of knowledge, but their grounded
validations themselves, and together with these, the higher interweavings of
such validations that we call theories, must achieve systematic unity. The
aim is not merely to arrive at knowledge, but knowledge in such degree and
form as would correspond to our highest theoretical aims as perfectly as
possible.

That we look upon, and practically strive after, systematic form as the purest
embodiment of the Idea of science, does not evince some merely aesthetic
trait in our nature. Science neither wishes nor dares to become a field for
architectonic play. The system peculiar to science, i.e. to true and correct
science, is not our own invention, but is present in things, where we simply
find or discover it. Science seeks to be a means towards the greatest possible
conquest of the realm of truth by our knowledge. The realm of truth is,
however, no disordered chaos, but is dominated and unified by law. The
investigation and setting forth of truths must, therefore, likewise be system-
atic, it must reflect the systematic connections of those truths, and must use
the latter as a ladder to progress and penetrate from the knowledge given to,
or already gained by us to ever higher regions of the realm of truth.
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Science can never do without this helpful ladder. The inward evidence on
which all knowledge ultimately reposes, is no gift of nature, appearing
together with the mere idea of states of affairs without any methodically
artful set-up. People would otherwise never have thought of building up
sciences. The longueurs of method would lose their sense if to intend meant
to succeed. Why should one search into relations of entailment or construct
proofs, if one shared in truth through immediate intimation? The inward
evidence, moreover, which stamps one presented state of affairs as having
real being, or the absurdity which stamps it as having no being at all (and the
same, likewise, in regard to probability and improbability) is, in fact, only
immediately felt in the case of a relatively quite limited group of primitive
facts. Countless true propositions are only grasped by us as true when we
methodically validate them. In their case, a mere regard to our propositional
thought, will not induce inward evidence, even if it does induce judgemental
decision. Both are, however, induced, certain circumstances being normal,
where we set forth from certain known truths, and tread a certain path in
thought to our intended proposition. There may be many ways of establish-
ing the same proposition, starting from these or those bits of knowledge. It
is, however, a characteristic and essential circumstance that there are infi-
nitely many truths which could never be transformed into knowledge without
such methodical procedures.

That this is the case, that we need grounded validations in order to pass
beyond what, in knowledge, is immediately and therefore trivially evident,
not only makes the sciences possible and necessary, but with these also a
theory of science, a logic. All sciences proceed methodically in the pursuit of
truth, employ more or less artificial aids in order to bring to knowledge
truths or probabilities that would otherwise remain hidden, and in order to
use the obvious or the already established as a lever for achieving what is
remote and only mediately attainable. The comparative treatment of these
methodical aids, in which the insights and experiences of countless genera-
tions of thinkers are stored up, should provide the means for setting up
general norms for such procedures and likewise rules for their inventive
construction in various classes of cases.

§7 Continuation. The three most noteworthy
peculiarities of grounded validations

Let us penetrate somewhat more deeply into this matter, and reflect on the
most noteworthy peculiarities of the remarkable thought-sequences called
by us ‘validations’.

They have in the first place the character of a fixed structure in relation to
their content. We cannot, in order to reach a given piece of knowledge, that,
e.g. of the Pythagorean theorem, choose our starting point at random among
the pieces of knowledge immediately given to us, nor can we add or subtract
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any thought-items at will, if the evidence of the proposition to be validated
is to burst forth genuinely, the validation to be a genuine validation.

A second point is at once evident. It might seem thinkable a priori, i.c.
before we glance at, and compare instances of validation streaming in on
us abundantly from every quarter that each validation should be unique
both in content and in form. A whim of nature — this might at first seem a
tenable thought — might have framed our psychic constitution so wantonly
that our familiar talk of a multiplicity of modes of validating matters might
have lacked all sense. The only thing that could be pronounced common to
any validations that we might compare would be that a proposition S, itself
lacking inner evidence, achieves an evident character if it appears in com-
bination with certain known truths P,, P, ... truths whose relevance to it is
a non-recurrent matter not subject to a rational rule. This is not how the
matter stands, however. A blind caprice has not bundled any set of truths
P,, P,...S together and then so instituted the human mind that it must
necessarily (or in ‘normal’ circumstances) connect the knowledge of S with
the knowledge of P,, P,... In no single case is this so. Connections of
validation are not governed by caprice or chance, but by reason and order,
i.e. by regulative laws. We hardly need an example to illuminate the point. If
in a mathematical problem relating to a certain triangle 4BC, we apply the
proposition An equilateral triangle is equiangular, we carry out a validation
which, made explicit, runs: Every equilateral triangle is equiangular; the
triangle ABC is equilateral, and is therefore equiangular. If we set beside
this the arithmetical argument: Every decimal number with an even last
digit is an even number, 364 is a decimal number with an even last digit, and
is therefore an even number, we note at once that the ‘establishments’ have
something in common, an inner constitution of like type, which is intelligibly
expressed in the syllogistic form ‘Every 4 is B, X is 4, so X is B’. Not only
have these two arguments this same form, but countless others have it as
well. Our syllogistic form further represents a class-concept, under which
falls an infinite multitude of sentence-combinations all with the constitution
that this form pointedly expresses. There is also an a priori law, making any
putative validation that follows this form, also actually a correct one, pro-
vided, that is, that it proceeds from correct premisses.

This holds in general. Wherever we ascend by an establishing argument from
given pieces of knowledge to new ones, a certain form resides in our modes of
validation, which is common to countless other validating arguments, and
which stands in a certain relation to a general law that allows us to justify
all these single validations at one ‘go’. No validating procedure — such is the
quite remarkable fact — stands in isolation. None ties bits of knowledge up
with other bits of knowledge, unless in their external mode of association, or
in this together with the inner structure of the separate propositions, a definite
type is brought out, a type which, if conceptually generalized, at once leads
to a general law applying to an infinity of possible cases of validation.
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A third remarkable feature deserves emphasis. A priori, i.e. before one
compares validating arguments in different sciences, one might think it a
possible thought that forms of validation should be bound up with terri-
tories of knowledge. Though the appropriate validations do not vary with
types of object, it might still be the case that they divide sharply along
certain highly general class-lines, the lines perhaps that demarcate varying
scientific fields. Is it not the case that there is no pattern of validation
common to two sciences, to mathematics, e.g. and chemistry? But this too is
plainly not so, as our above example shows. There is no science where laws
are not applicable to individual cases, where we do not therefore have
syllogisms of the form illustrated above. The same holds of many other types
of syllogism. We may in fact say of all other types of syllogism that they
may be so generalized, so purely conceived, as to be free of all essential
relation to some conceivably limited field of knowledge.

§8 The relation of these peculiarities to the
possibility of science and the theory of science

These peculiarities of our validations, whose remarkable character escapes us
since we are all too little disposed to turn everyday matters into problems,
are visibly related to the possibility of a science and, further, of a theory of
science.

That there are validating arguments is not in this connection enough. If
they were formless and lawless, if it were not a fundamental truth that all
validating arguments have certain indwelling ‘forms’, not peculiar to the
simple or indefinitely complex arguments set before us here and now, but
typical of a whole class of arguments, and that the correctness of this whole
class of arguments is guaranteed just by their form — if the contrary of all
this were true, there would be no science. Talk about a method, about a
systematically regulated progress from one bit of knowledge to another,
would be senseless, and all progress would be fortuitous. The propositions
P,, P, ... which were fitted to confer evident truth on the proposition S,
might fortuitously come up together in our consciousness, and this evident
truth would then become duly luminous. It would no longer be possible to
learn anything at all from a validating argument for future use on new
validating arguments with novel material. No validating argument could
serve as a paradigm for any other, none could embody a type, and no set
of judgements, conceived as a system of premisses, could have anything
typical about it which could (without conceptual high-lighting or recourse
to explicit ‘inference-forms’) crop up, on the occasion of a new case with
quite novel materials, and help us on to a fresh gain in knowledge. It would
be senseless to look for a proof of a given proposition. How indeed could
one attempt it? Should one try out all possible sets of propositions to see
if they could be employed as premisses for the proposition in question?
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The cleverest man would here have no advantage over the stupidest, and it
may be questioned whether he would have any essential advantage over him
at all. A rich imagination, a comprehensive memory, a capacity for close
attention etc., are fine things, but they have intellectual meaning only in the
case of a thinking being, whose validation and invention falls under laws
and forms.

It is generally true, in fact, that in all mental compounding, combinatory
forms as well as mere elements have their associative or reproductive effect.
The form, therefore, of our theoretical thoughts and thought-combinations
may well prove useful. As, e.g., the form of certain premisses makes the
emergence of appropriate conclusions much easier, since former inferences
of like form have succeeded, so the form of some proposition to be proved
may recall certain validating forms that have formerly yielded conclusions
of the same form. If this is no clear, genuine case of memory, it is none the
less analogous to the latter, and to some extent latent memory, an ‘uncon-
scious excitation’ (in the sense of B. Erdmann). It is in any case something
that greatly promotes proofs (and this not only in fields like mathematics
that are dominated by arguments in form). The trained thinker finds proofs
more readily than the untrained one. Why is this so? Because types of proof
have been ever more deeply engraved on his mind through a varied experi-
ence, and so must operate more readily for him and determine the direction
of his thought. To a certain extent any sort of scientific thought gives us
practice in scientific thinking, but it is true also that to a peculiar degree and
extent mathematical thought predisposes to what is mathematical, physical
thought to what is physical etc. The former rests on the existence of typical
forms common to all sciences, the latter on the existence of other forms,
perhaps to be characterized as peculiarly structured complexes of the former
— which are peculiarly related to what is peculiar to the separate sciences.
The unique features of scientific flair, of anticipatory intuition and divina-
tion, hang together with this. We speak of a philological, of a mathematical
flair and eye etc., and who possesses them? The trained philologist, math-
ematician etc., with his many years of practice. In the general nature of the
objects of each realm certain forms of factual connection are rooted; these
in their turn determine typical peculiarities of forms of validation that pre-
dominate in this realm. Herein we have the foundation for the pioneering
hunches of science. All testing, invention and discovery therefore rests on
regularities of form.

If all this shows that it is regular form that makes possible the existence of
sciences, so, on the other hand, it is the wide degree of independence of form
from a field of knowledge that makes possible a theory of science. Were there
no such independence, there would only be coordinated logics separately
corresponding to the separate sciences, but no general logic. In fact both are
needed: investigations into the theory of science concerning all sciences
equally, and, supplementary to these, particular investigations concerning
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the theory and method of the separate sciences which endeavour to search
into what is peculiar to them.

To stress the peculiarities revealed by the comparative treatment of valid-
ating arguments, is not therefore without use in casting light on our discipline
itself, on logic in the sense of a theory of science.

§9 Methodical modes of procedure in the sciences
are in part validatory, in part auxiliary devices
towards validations '

Certain points must still be added, first in regard to the restriction of our
treatment to validations, which plainly do not exhaust the notion of meth-
odical procedure. Validations have, however, a central significance that will
justify our provisional restriction.

One can in fact say that all scientific methods which do not themselves
have the character of actual validating arguments (whether simple or of any
degree of complexity) are, on the one hand, abbreviations and substitutes
for such validating arguments, used to economize thought, since, having
themselves once and for all received sense and value from such validation,
their application now in practice does the work of validation without its
charge of cogitative insight. They may, on the other hand, represent more or
less complex auxiliary devices, which serve to prepare for, to facilitate, to
ensure or to render possible future processes of validation without them-
selves being able to claim a significance which is of like value with, or
independent of, these basic scientific processes.

To take up the latter group of methods, it is, e.g. an important pre-
requisite for securing one’s validations that one’s thoughts are adequately
expressed by readily distinguishable, unambiguous signs. Language offers
the investigator a widely applicable sign-system to express his thoughts, but,
though no one can do without it, it represents a most imperfect aid towards
strict research. The pernicious influences of ambiguities on the validity of
syllogistic inferences are familiar. The careful thinker will not therefore use
language without artificial precautions; to the extent that the terms he uses
are not unambiguous and lack sharp meaning, he must define them. The
definition of names we therefore see as a methodical auxiliary procedure
towards ensuring validations, the latter being one’s primary, truly theoreti-
cal procedures.

The same is true of nomenclature. Brief, characteristic symbols for the
more important, recurrent concepts are — to mention only one point — in-
dispensable wherever the expression of such concepts, by means of one’s
original stock of defined expressions would be unduly circumstantial. Involved
expressions with such inbuilt Chinese-box complexity impede validatory
operations or render them unperformable.

The method of classification can be treated from similar points of view etc.
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Examples of the first group of methods are provided by the extraor-
dinarily fruitful algorithmic methods, whose peculiar function is to save us as
much genuine deductive mental work as possible by artificially arranged
mechanical operations on sensible signs. Whatever marvels these methods
may achieve, their sense and justification depends on validatory thought.
Here also belong what are literally mechanical methods — one may think of
the apparatus for mechanical integration, calculating machines etc. — as well
as the methodical procedures for establishing objectively valid empirical judge-
ments, such as the various methods of determining the position of a star,
electrical resistance, inert mass, refractive index, the gravitational constant etc.
Each such method represents a set of provisions whose choice and arrange-
ment is fixed by a validatory context, which shows, in general, that such a
procedure, even when blindly performed, must necessarily lead to an objec-
tively valid individual judgement.

But enough of examples. It is plain that each actual advance in science is
performed in an act of validation: to this all those methodical precautions and
devices relate, which logic considers in addition to processes of validation.
To this relation their typical character is likewise due, which is essentially
involved in the Idea of method. On account of this typical character they
too have a place in the discussions of the previous paragraph.

§10 The ideas of theory and science as problems of
the theory of science

Something more must be added. The theory of science, as here shown up, is
not merely concerned to investigate the forms and laws of isolated validations,
and the auxiliary devices which go with these. Isolated validations also occur
beyond the boundaries of science: clearly, therefore, isolated validations
— and loosely piled heaps of such validations — do not make up science.
Science requires, as said above, a certain unity of validatory interconnec-
tion, a certain unity in the stepwise ascent of its validatory arguments, and
this form of unity has itself a lofty teleological meaning in the attainment of
the highest goal of knowledge for which all science strives: to advance as far
as possible in the research into truth, i.e. not in the research into separate
truths, but into the realm of truth or its natural provinces.

The task of the theory of science will therefore also be to deal with the sci-
ences as systematic unities of this or that sort in other words, with the formal
features that stamp them as sciences, with the features that determine their
mutual boundaries and their inner articulation into fields, into relatively
closed theories, with the features which fix their essentially different species
or forms etc.

This systematic tissue of validatory arguments can in fact be subordinated
to the concept of method, so that science’s task is not merely to deal with
the methods of knowledge in the sciences, but also with such methods as are
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themselves styled sciences. Its task is not merely to separate off valid from
invalid demonstrations, but also valid from invalid theories and sciences.
The task thus assigned it is plainly not independent of the one previously
mentioned, but to a considerable extent presupposes a prior carrying out of
the former. Research into the sciences as systematic unities is unthinkable
without prior research into their validatory procedures. Both at least enter
into the notion of a science of science as such.

§11 Logic or theory of science as normative discipline
and as technology

From our discussions up to this point logic — in the sense of the theory of
science here in question — emerges as a normative discipline. Sciences are
creations of the spirit which are directed to a certain end, and which are
for that reason to be judged in accordance with that end. The same holds
of theories, validations and in short of everything that we call a ‘method’.
Whether a science is truly a science, or a method a method, depends on
whether it accords with the aims that it strives for. Logic seeks to search
into what pertains to genuine, valid science as such, what constitutes the
Idea of Science, so as to be able to use the latter to measure the empirically
given sciences as to their agreement with their Idea, the degree to which they
approach it, and where they offend against it. In this logic shows itself to be
a normative science, and separates itself off from the comparative mode of
treatment which tries to conceive of the sciences, according to their typical
communities and peculiarities, as concrete cultural products of their era,
and to explain them through the relationships which obtain in their time.
For it is of the essence of a normative science that it establishes general
propositions in which, with an eye to a normative standard, an Idea or
highest goal, certain features are mentioned whose possession guarantees
conformity to that standard, or sets forth an indispensable condition of the
latter. A normative science also establishes cognate propositions in which
the case of non-conformity is considered or the absence of such states of
affairs is pronounced. Not as if one had to state general marks in order to
say what an object should be to conform to its basic norm: a normative
discipline never sets forth universal criteria, any more than a therapy states
universal symptoms. Special criteria are what the theory of science particu-
larly gives us, and what it alone can give us. If it maintains that, having
regard to the supreme aim of the sciences and the human mind’s actual
constitution, and whatever else may be invoked, such and such methods
M,, M, ... arise, it states general propositions of the form: ‘Every group of
mental activities of the sorts 4B . . . which realize the combinatory form M,
(or M,...) yield a case of correct method’, or, what amounts to the same
‘Every (soi-disant) methodical procedure of the form M, (or M,...) is a
correct one.” If one could really formulate all intrinsically possible valid
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propositions of this and like sort, our normative science would certainly
possess a measuring rod for every pretended method, but then also only in
the form of special criteria.

Where the basic norm is an end or can become an end, the normative
discipline by a ready extension of its task gives rise to a technology. This
occurs in this case too. If the theory of science sets itself the further task of
investigating such conditions as are subject to our power, on which the
realization of valid methods depends, and if it draws up rules for our pro-
cedure in the methodical tracking down of truth, in the valid demarcation
and construction of the sciences, in the discovery and use, in particular, of
the many methods that advance such sciences, and in the avoidance
of errors in all of these concerns, then it has become a technology of science.
This last plainly includes the whole normative theory of science, and it is
therefore wholly appropriate, in view of the unquestionable value of such
a technology, that the concept of logic should be correspondingly widened,
and should be defined in its sense.

§12 Relevant definitions of logic

The definition of logic as a technology was much favoured by tradition, but
closer determinations of it left much to be desired. Definitions such as ‘tech-
nology of judgement, of reasoning, of knowing, of thinking’ (/arz de penser)
are misleading, and in any case too narrow. If we restrict the vague meaning
of the word ‘thinking’ in the last-mentioned definition (in use to this day) to
the concept of correct judgement, our definition reads: ‘the technology of
correct judgement’. But that this definition is too narrow is plain from the
fact that the aim of scientific knowledge does not follow from it. If one says
that ‘the aim of thinking is first perfectly fulfilled in science’, this is with-
out doubt right, but it concedes that not thought or knowledge is really the
end of the technology in question, but that towards which thought itself is a
means.

Other definitions are open to similar objections. They are open to the
objection recently revived by Bergmann that the technology of an activity,
e.g. painting, singing, riding, would be expected above all ‘to show what one
must do to perform the relevant activity correctly, €.g. how one must hold
and wield the brush in painting, how one must use the chest, throat and
mouth in singing, how one must pull and relax the reins in riding and press
with one’s legs’. This would admit into the field of logic doctrines wholly
alien to it.!

Schleiermacher’s definition of logic as the technology of scientific knowl-
edge certainly comes closer to the truth. For obviously in a discipline so
defined one would have to consider only what is peculiar to scientific knowl-
edge, and to probe its possible demands: the further preconditions which
in general favour the emergence of knowledge would be left to pedagogy,
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hygiene etc. But Schieiermacher’s definition does not plainly say that this
technology should also set up rules for the demarcation and construction
of the sciences, whereas this aim, on the other hand, includes the aim of sci-
entific knowledge. Excellent thoughts towards the circumscription of our
discipline are to be found in Bolzano’s Wissenschaftslehre, but rather in his
preliminary critical searchings than in the definition he himself espouses.
This last sounds oddly enough: the theory of science (or logic) is ‘the science
which shows