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the Logical Investigationgemains in the dark. However, recently publishechusaripts from
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Husserl's early unsuccessful attempt to avoid titialpof psychologism by using a Brentanian
theory of abstraction. This failure opened the i@ya more positive appreciation of Bolzano’s
concept of propositions in themselves. Such a qunpesed problems for Husserl’s theory of
judgment as inspired by Brentano, Stumpf, and Erdm®escribing the twists and turns of the
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I[To cefi neHp MHOrME MOMEHTHI HHTepnperanun [yccepiaem ¢uinocobun bombmano 10
«Jlormyeckux HccnemoBannit» octarorcs HesAcHBIMH. OIHAKO HEZaBHO OITyOJMKOBaHHEIC
PYKOIIMCH pPaHHEro Iepuoja TBOpYECTBa [yccepis MO3BOJSIOT JIydllle MOHSTH HM3HAYAJIbHBIHA
moaxox ['yccepns k upesm Bombriano. Hactosimast cTathst mpu3BaHa OMUCATh OMPEICIICHHBIN
MoMeHT Bocnpusitus ['yccepiem Bonbliano, a IMEHHO €ro peLeniuio MOHATHS npednodiCceHUs-6-
cebe y bombuano. Kpome TOro, oHa KOpPpEKTHpyeT OLIMOKHM TpaJUIMOHHON HHTEpPIpPETalUH
oTtHOcHTeNbHO BiusiHUs JloTie u dpere Ha KPUTHKY MCUXOJOrH3Ma B MbIciu ['yccepns. XoTs B
«JIekmmsx o soruke» I'yccepist 1896roma npumensiercst psig BoabIIaHOBCKUX TEPMUHOB M HIECH,
pu 00CYX/IeHNH OOBEKTHBHOCTH JIOTHKH OTCYTCTBYIOT Kakne-TuOo peMuHHCHeHnnH K JloTe u
mo4YTH OTCYTCTBYIOT — K @pere. Ckopee, mpeomoneHue [yccepieMm IpenmnoigaraeMoro
ncuxonornzMa «Dmnocopun apupMETHKH» MOTUBHPOBAHO HWMEHHO BKIIOUEHHEM B PaHHIONO
(heHOMEHOIIOTHIO 3HaMEHUTOTO BosnbrianoBckoro TIOHSATHS HIpe/IIOKEeHUsI-B-ce0e,
NPE/ICTAaBISIONIEro co0oil siipo sormyeckoro peanusma bonblano. Craresi peKOHCTPYHPYET
paHHIOIO Oe3ycIeIlHYI0 MOMBITKY [yccepis u30exarh JIOBYIIKHM IICMXOJIOTH3MA, HCIOJb3YS
Teopuio abcrpakuuu bpenraHo. Orta Heynaya crocoOcTBOBasia Ooliee ITOJIOXKUTEIBHOHW OIEHKE
BonbiaHoBCKOTO TOHATHS TpeaiokeHui-B-cebe. Takoe moHATHE OBLTO MPOOIEMATHYHBIM JUIA
¢unocodpun I'yccepns B Tol Mepe, B KOTOPOi 0OHa BIOXHOBISLIACH MBICIBIO bpenTano, [lItymmnda
n DOpamana. OmmcaHwe BceX TIEPUIIETHH, CBSI3aHHBIX C BKIIOUYEHHEM BpeHTaHOBCKOTO
peIoKeHus-B-cede B Qumocoduro [yccepiss, MOXeT IOMOYb Jydllle IOHITh pPa3BUTHE
¢denomenonoruu ['yccepns, ¢pmtocodun goruku, U, Booduie ropopsi, ucropun ¢puiocopun XIX u
XX BEKOB.

Knroueswie cnosa:. T'yccepns, bpenrano, bonbliano, DpamanH, npeiokeHne-B-cede, CyxIeHue,
MOJIOKEHHE JI€J1, IICHXOJIOTHU3M.

1. HUSSERL AND BRENTANO’S PSYCHOLOGISM

Husserl’s acceptance &olzano’s proposition was motivated by Husserl's
attack on psychologism. The refutation of psychslog was connected to
Husserl's abandoning the psychological views of teacher Franz Brentano
concerning the foundation of logic. However, Bremtaould be hardly called a
proponent of psychologism. Why then did Husserlndlba the Brentanian
framework and embraced logical realism as offergdBblzano? To understand
this, we will have to expound the psychologicali-mst/chologism of Brentano to
see why Husserl thought that Brentano’s theorpdsvweek and flawed. We will
also show that for some time Husserl tried to improBrentano’s anti-
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psychologism “from within” but must have seen thas improvements led
nowhere and a more robust Bolzanian solution isie@eThen we will move to
explaining how Husserl tried to fit Bolzano’s prggmn in itself into his early
theory of judgment.

Let’s start by saying that if the term “psycholagisis employed to indicate
the position under attack in the first volumeLofical Investigations —a position
which confuses logical with empirical validity, Haesl never turned against,it
since he was never an advocate of psychologisnmisfkind. Neither was his
teacher Brentano. In 1911 Brentano had very go@bores to express his
amazement of being charged with psychologism:

Today we may still see many who, failing to recagnthe distinctive nature of
Evidenz confuse logical validity with the genetic necgssif a thought, whether for
the individual or for the whole human speciest least, both in my lectures and my
writings, have always very firmly distinguished ween lawfulness in the sense of
natural necessity and in the sense of the corregtoéan activity. Indeed, no one
before me and not one after me (Husserl included)ideen able to express himself
with greater clarity and emphasis on this mattanthhave(Brentano, 2009a, 239)

Shortly after Husserl’s visit to Brentano in Flocenin 1907, Brentano
wrote to his Prague follower Hugo Bergmann that dédsassured him that he
(Husserl) never considered him to be a proponeneafpsychologism “whereby
he [Husserl] apparently believes to clear me ofeadful suspicion{Bergmann,
Brentano, 1946, 93).

Brentano, just like Husserl, wanted to ground lasaiiptive psychology on
absolutely certain knowledge. This knowledge isaiadd in judgments that
manifest themselves aelf-evident as in the case of affirmative judgments of
inner perceptions or negative judgments denyingsterce of contradictory
objects. Brentano called all judgments which agmié self-evident judgments
correct (ichtig) judgmentS Truth is therefore explained as correctness of
judgments and correctness is in turn grounded meemgent with self-evidence
(Evidenz. FurthermoreBrentano maintained that this consciousness afegexie
shows withabsolute certaintyhat two contradictory judgments (two judgments of
which one affirms what the other denies) cannosiibgboth be evident, that any
judgment that agrees in its matter and quality wath evident judgment is
necessarily correct, even if it lacks evidence, Hrat the opposite judgment is

! See e.g. Brentano (2009b, 37) and Chisholm (1282,1).
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necessarily incorrett Thus, for Brentano, the validity of basic logidaivs is
grounded on the experience of evidence. Moreowglgment alway<slaims a
universal validity and evident judgmendse universally valid, i.e. no judging
entity, be it an angel or an extraterrestrial, carrectly deny them. This already
exonerates Brentano from the charge of simple mdggism. As if this was not
enough, Brentano used similar distinctions to gban anti-psychologistic theory
of values (Brentano, 2009c, 6-8) as noted by @4&ore in his positive review of
Brentano’s book on ethics (Moore, 1902).

Why then did the young Husserl part ways with Baeot and embraced
Bolzanian solution? Husserl’s basic concern regarérentano’s philosophy was
its unclear explanation of the concept idéntity of meaning,universality of
evidence, andobjectivity of truth. While the latter two were explained by
Brentano’s rationalistic concept of evidence, tlientity of meaning was
accounted for by Brentano’s concept of abstrattiBrentano claimed that since
we can abstract from individually relative featumdsour intentional experience
and its objects, other people can be thought dfaagthg same intentions directed
at the same objects. This view gives abstractidh wicertainobjectifyingforce.
Nevertheless, Husserl more and more doubted tisétagtion could provide such
objectificatiorf. He was also troubled by Brentano’s account ofaibiectivity of
truth — as we have just said, according to Brentasjective validity of judgment
is grounded in its accordance with an evident jueigin Nevertheless, is the
concept of evident judgment really as primitiveBasntano claimed?

In one of the earliest preserved manuscripts ontlieery of judgment
(dated 1893), Husserl still speaks about evidemeghs and acts in a fully
Brentanian anti-psychologistic manner but trieprtovide further explications of
the idea of truth:

2The “opposite judgment”, according to Brentano,aisudgment with the same matter but
opposite quality. For an overview of Brentano’'sdteof two judgmental qualities see Brandl
2014).

gIn this respect, Hussedid think that Brentano’s thinking was guilty of psydbgism for,
according to Husserl, Brentano tried to groundabjectivity of knowledgeonly on the individual
experience of evidence, reflexion and abstractiothout being able to properly explain the
psychologically independent validity of gained gistis — see e.g. Husserl's letter to Natorp
(Husserl, 1994d, 43): “I am busy writing a largeoriv that is directed against the subjectivistic-
psychologistic logic of our time (thus against tsmndpoint that | had earlier advocated as
Brentano’s student).”

* Husserl's other concern related to abstraction taddo with the problem of explaining
apparently formal concepts such as “unity” or “tiitby reflecting on empirical entities. However,
this problem leads directly to HusserPhilosophy of Aritmeti@nd the acceptance of Sigwart’s
critique of Locke’s and Mill’s theory of abstraatias well as Husserl's acceptance of Sigwart’s
proposed solution in that book. Such discussianbigyond the scope of the present study.
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The evident judgment is necessary insofar as es@myradiction or doubt is in this
case impossible. This impossibility, however, meaotsonly the resistance, merely
as subjectively felt, which forces us to the evidgmes” or “no”, and which we try
to overcome in vain. Nor does it mean the subjectnability, conceived of as a
habitual disposition. Contradiction is impossibkcause it affirms what is evidently
false or denies what is evidently true. We are metely subjectively incapable of
opposing what is evident; rather, we also haveirtbight that we thereby miss the
mark of knowledge, i.e. truth [...]. (Husserl, 20890)

Here, Husserl keeps the Brentanian concept of &atlbvidence intact but
then he tries to explicate it further by using Begro’s concept of correctness and
a concept of a perfect logical being:

If we designate an (objective) judgment, e.g. ahesaatical one, as evident, we
mean that every normally disposed person among@ugxperience its evidence and
will do so in the case of a normal logical constitn. We speak of truths which no
human being can see as such and will ever seendimal dispositions that were
spoken of in the case of evidence were the digpasitof logically competent
people. An ideal concept is thereby formed, butara that designates a sharp limit,
especially not an insurmountable level of perfectiéb we form the absolute ideal of
logical competence, the absolutely perfect facaftjudgment, there corresponds to
it as a correlate the objective truth. Every judgtmis true to which the ideally
logical being assents with evidence, false thejuglgt to which it would contradict
with evidence. (Husserl, 2009, 29)

The last sentence is quite compatible with Brerigahater definition of
truth, for late Brentano (e.g. Brentano, 2009b,@ams that truth is either said of
a judgment of an evident judger (of someone wh@ggdwith evidence) or of a
judgment which agrees in its matter and qualityhvatjudgment of an evident
judger. Since “evidence” is an epistemic concdmt tefinition of truth can be
called an epistemic definition of truth.

Husserl’s addition of the concept of the perfegfidal being is the natural
result of Husserl’'s idealized reading of Brentangpsstemic conception of truth.
Truth taken as correctness of judgment is defineBrentano as its adequation to
evident judgment. Since both the correct and théeew judgment are psychical
phenomena, the concept of truth implies the conokppsychicaljudging being.
Now, given that there are things about which nobadally judges and things
about which it is factually impossible to judgegtboncept of true judgment is
explicated in terms of the adequacy of judgmentht&evidentjudgment of this
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perfect judget Of course, such an elucidation of truth does presuppose the
existence of such a perfect béingVvhat it does presuppose though is some
concept ofa logically objective judgment

What is an objective judgment for Husserl at thiege? In his early texts,
Husserl is still using a version of Stumpf/Brentantheory of judgment. In his
1888 Syllabus of Logic Stumpf stated that every judgment is founded on a
presented object (called the “matter” of a judgmefitiowever, we have to
differentiate the proper object of judgment fronstpresented object. The former
is sometimes called the “content” of a judgmentha “state of affairs”. Stumpf
holds that in the case of affirmation the stataftdirs (the objective judgment) is
the being of the presented object, in case of may#te state of affairs is the non-
being of the presented object (Stumpf, 1999, 312-3Woreover, Stumpf held
that the state of affairs exists only as an immagentent “in” the mind — it has
no independent existence of its own.

However, if the state of affairs is an immanentteah of a subjective act,
aren’t “facts” hopelessly subjective? In order weekwome this problem, Husserl
initially tried to use a version of a Brentaniarstctive strategy. In other words,
he tried to account for the objectivity of statésaffairs in a purely psychological
way:

The state of affairs is drawn or rather worked &oim the whole content of

consciousness that simply cannot stay unchangedafémoment”, retained as

identical with itself (the psychological, the coets, is in this case not at all
something absolutely identical, i.e. invariablepgped conceptually as “this” or this
A, or this A which is b, and the like ; the momefitevident truth is, once again,
abstractively drawn out and conceptually grasped,thus the judgment first comes
about, even the simple perceptual judgment. Onthi;wway is the thought possible
that “the same” judgment occurs now and again athem time for me and another
person, only in this way can the subjective act jofigment become the

representative of the objective judgment, of thdgjuent in the logical sense of “the
judgment in itself”. (Husserl, 2009, 29)

® Late Brentano of the so called “reistic” periodedr to block this result by (1) stating his
definition of truth in terms of rejection of eviden of the contradicting judgment and (2) by
reducing the possibility of an evident judgmentatgsychical act of apodictic rejection of an
evident judger. See Kraus (Brentano, 2009b, xivixaw these transformations.

®If we use Husserl’s later terminology, truth isdelefined as a correspondence to a completely
fulfilled intuitive judgment regardless as to whattsuch fulfillment is factually attainable for
finite judgers.
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The “in itself” of theobjectivejudgment at the end of the quote is to my
knowledge one of the earliest allusions to Bolzanogical proposition in itself in
Husserl's work. However, the whole context is distiy non-Bolzaniah

The theory that young Husserl proposes is quitagitforward. An act of
abstraction “singles out” a certain moment in tbbjsctive judgment, as well as
in the moment of its evidence and supposedly ofiesthe first moment into the
“logical judgment in itself” and the second oneoirthe “evidence in itself”.
Abstraction is here understood as a process ofrlgakway from certain specific
features — we intend something “without any regrgerson, time and other
circumstances’(Husserl, 2009, 8) Therefore, the moment which becomes the
object of our exclusive attention can be thougha®fhared by many individual
persons under different circumstances of time dackp

Such a theory of logical objectivity struggles wérious difficulties. Given
Husserl's acumen, it is hard to imagine that he ld/owt have noticed these
problems.

Firstly, this theory works only if the proposed theoryabftraction works.

If this theory of abstraction has no such objeatdypower, the result is a direct
psychologism since, notwithstanding its anti-psyefistic intention, the
psychical judgment, its object and its truth endbepng individual entities of an
individual mind. Such judgments might be at besnilar among different
psychical beings. In an act of self-critique in tBecond Logical Investigation
Husserl later severely criticized this and simaanpirical theories of abstraction
in a series of arguments proving that even thougttusive attention can single
out individual abstractive moments of some entitye-g. a color or a shape of a
colorful shaped object — it can never endow thidividual moment with a
character of generality (Husserl, 2001a, 268-270).

Secondly even if this version of abstraction was replabgda better one,
this would still make objective judgments, truthdafacts dependent on the
existence of psychical beings, for the objectifyiaigstraction presupposes the

"Husserl's early reliance on objective contentsessilts of abstraction is strongly reminiscent of
Herbart's theory, especially as represented andndield by Exner in his correspondence with
Bolzano viz. Exner’s letter to Bolzano 10.8.1883l@no, 1935, 20): “... the so-called objective
truth is nothing but the subjective truth itselfflwa certain abstraction, namely without regarding
the thinking subject (the psychological contextnsidered only in its content (according to what
it asserts).” Obviously, Husserl couldn’t have kmowxner's correspondence since it was
published only in 1935, but he, as a student ofdRabimmerman and a reader of Herbart's work,
was well acquainted with it. For Husserl's knowledyg Herbart's logic, see also Varga (2014).

8 For Brentano’s theory of abstraction which resemsbih some features Berkeley's view and
which is adopted by Husserl in his very early tlyeafrabstraction, see Marty (2011, 123-125).
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existenceof real subjective acts. Such a dependence does not Igileed to
psychologism, but it leads to a view that if thare no psychical beings, there are,
properly speaking, no objective truths and, giviem Brentanian perspective, no
objective states of affairs. This is something ypuusserl was not ready to
accept. He could try to block this conclusion byisg that the possibility of
objective states of affairs, judgments and truttesppposes only theossibility
and not the reality of subjective states of affgmslgments and truths. However,
this answer already presupposes objective state$faifs and truths concerning
thesepossibilitiesthemselveand therefore runs in a circle. It should be alsted
that interpreting objective states of affairs (@hiMe judgment, content of
judgment) as results of abstraction is a very dudbimove since e.dghe state of
affairs that Mount Everest is the highest mountain on lEag¢ems to be a
numericallyidentical entity and not a universal entity with iafinite number of
its possible instances.

The quote also points to Husserl’'s conviction thathere is an act of
evidence, something, some kind of strict objecgtivihust begraspedin it. This is
testified by a much later report by Brentano whpints back to Brentano’s
private discussion of psychologism with Husserl &islstudents It is obvious
that this early theory of objective judgment asepabstraction from subjective
acts and contents couldn’t satisfy Husserl for lodgsserl’s initial attempts at
psychologically grounding the objectivity and vatlydof truths failed. Bolzano’s
truths and falsehoods in themselves as entitiessevhmature is objectively
independent of subjective acts offered a more sfadithdation for Husserl’s
theory of the identity of meanings, the univergatit evidence and the objectivity
of truth.

2. HUSSERL'S THEORY OF JUDGMENT AND BOLZANO'’S
OBJECTIVE PROPOSITION

In the following, we will describe Husserl’s initistruggles with the proper
understanding of Bolzano’s main concept of propmss in itself.

It is well-known that in his response to Palagyweok Der Streit der
Psychologisten und Formalisten in der modernen k égisserl warns readers not
to confuse Bolzano’'sdeas and propositions in themselvesith his ownideal

° See for example Daubert’s report of such a disonss his letter to Husserl — see Husserl
(1994c, 54-55) — and Brentano’s later complaintudtibe inclination of Husserl and others to
look for transcendent objects which could guararitee absolute validity of truth in Brentano
(2009a, 239).
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contents which are introduced and described in thegical Investigations
Furthermore, he tells us that his concept of ideatent was developed under the
influence of Lotze and his interpretation of Platdheory of forms (Husserl,
1994a, 201).

Under this influence Husserl described meanings his Logical
Investigationsas general entities (meaningsin speci¢. He called the being of
these entities “ideal existence”. Questions connogrthe ideal existence of such
objects were answered by pointing out that suchtence consists in its validity.
According to Lotze, a proposition neither exists (hings do) nor occurs (as
events do) — “in itself, apart from all applicatierhich may be made of it, the
reality of a proposition means that it holds aisdopposite does not hol{l’otze,
1888, 208). Husserl thus found a key to unlocking treasures of Bolzano’s
Wissenschaftslehnehich, according to Husserl's own words, “lay heddoehind
the phenomenological naiveté of Bolzano’s main eptg® (Husserl, 1994a, 201).

But is Husserl's description of his own developmiaithful?

Whereas Husserl's 189@.o0gic Lecturesemploy a great number of
Bolzano’s terms and ideas and defend logical m@ab$ Bolzanian kind, there’s
no trace of Lotze (and almost no trace of Fregegmnmtie objectivity of logic is
discussed and no trace of understanding propositaengeneral entities. Many
passages of these lectures give an impression s$dfuclosely following the
corresponding passages of Bolzand/sssenshaftslehréAnd it is especially the
integration of Bolzano’s famous concept of proposg in themselves into
Husserl's early phenomenology which drives Husseriove against the alleged
psychologism of hisPhilosophy of Arithmetic In other words, Husserl is
unlocking quite a lot from Bolzano’s treasure befbis reading of Lotzes could
exert its platonising influence on his psychologg éheory of meaning.

By mentioning Bolzano’s naiveté, Husserl meant Balzano psychology
does not offer any clear and understandable exjtemaf the connection
between the psychical acts and “ideal contents’s@dud, 1994a, 211). However,
it took much more than reading the well-known thaabk of Lotze’sLogic (see
Beyer, 1996, 131-153) to bring Bolzano’s objectyvedlid logical entitiesinto
connection with the stream of conscious life. Hdssad to restructure his whole
theory of presentations and judgments to accommotteam. While Husserl's
initial view on the structure and basic types ofgbscal acts that we can find in
the Philosophy of Arithmetigvas related to the theories of his two teache@#r
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Brentano and Carl Stumf recently published manuscripts show that between
the years 1891-1894 Husserl was already moving afs@y their theories,
allowing him to adopt Bolzanian entitieés

But let’s first introduce Bolzano’s concept of theposition in itself which
will be the main point of our interest here.

Bolzano differentiates the proposition in itselérfr the spoken and thought
proposition. While any utterance, e.g. “It raing™g&s regnet”, by which anything
true or false is claimed are called spoken promwsi(Bolzano, 2014, 58), the
propositions which are not presented in words thitiwvsomebody merely thinks
are called thought propositions. (Bolzano, 2014, S®wever, propositions in
themselves are not reducible to real thoughts amiessions. It is Bolzano’s
explicit wish to designate by proposition in its&hy statement that something is
or is not, regardless whether it is true or falgeether somebody has put it into
words, and even whether it has been thought” (Bmlz2014, 58-597.

Since propositions in themselves are necessatiigreirue or false, Bolzano
also speaks of truths and falsehoods in themselVasths and falsehoods
“appear” in our psychical life but they are not wetble to being known or
thought. Bolzano claims that “Thus, for examples ttumber of blossoms that
were on a certain tree last spring is a statalblenknown, figure. Thus, the
proposition which states this figure | call an abijee truth, even if nobody knows
it” (Bolzano, 2014, 84).

Bolzano insists that we should not confuse promositn itself with its
assertion. Even though the name “proposition” isivee from the verb “to
propose” we “must not think of something actuallyogmsed, which would
presuppose the existence of being that does thegirg” (Bolzano, 2014, 59).
For the same reason we also must not confuse agitigm with its presentation

0 For the evaluation of this relation see lerna @01

! My points were made possible by recently publisimethuscripts on Husserl's early conception
of judgment, see Husserl (2009). | will use sonlevant passages from these manuscripts as well
as sections of Husserllsogic Lecturedfrom 1896 (Husserl, 2001c) to elucidate the whobdter.

It should be noted that Bolzano’s influence on Hudsgoes far beyond mere acceptance and
transformation of the concepts of ideas and prajposi in themselves. Especially, Bolzano’s
method of variation and its influence on Hussgshenomenological method is an important topic
waiting for more detailed discussion. For a vergacl description of Bolzano’s application of
variation to capturing logical inference and itssiion within the development of modern
a;aproaches to logical inference see Kqf2014a) and Kote(2014b).

2Bolzano claims that God knows all propositiongtiemselves. However, this does not follow
from the intrinsic nature of a proposition in ifsddut from God’s omniscience (Bolzano, 2014,
85).
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(with its being merely thought), i.e. with a psyadliidea of which it is a matter
(Bolzano, 2014, 595.

Bolzano doesn’'t say much about how we should utaleisthe relation
between the psychical life on one side and projpostin themselves on the
other. In his correspondence with Exner, which riesdunpublished until 1935,
he explains that expressions like “grasping or fespnting” are “only figurative,
drawn from sensible (corporeal) relations — butehirere simply are no words
that are not figurative” (Bolzano, 2004, 164).

Husserl’s whose theory of judging comes from a \@ffgrent tradition had
problems with understanding Bolzano’s logical psipons. Even shortly before
publishing hisProlegomena to Pure Logiat the time when Husserl was already
using Lotze and Plato to supplement and understdaoldano’s theory of
propositions, Husserl still wasn't sure about threcfse content of Bolzano’s
concept. One should pay attention to the follongngte, since, as | will claim, it
offers a brief history of the development of HuEsarnews concerning Bolzano’s
notion of a proposition. In the quote Husserl ckaittmat:

Bolzano, it seems to me, was unclear about howptbeosition is related to the
judgment as an act. At least | have tried in vaifind decisive passages, ones that
decide between the two possible conceptions, atwptd which the proposition is
either the judgment in speci®r the proposition is that common content in
presentations, judgments, wishes, doubts, etc. hwhifer to the same state of
affairs, i.e. the uniformity that we designatedeference to the same state of affairs,
but in the case of varying modes of reference. &wdzspeaks only in a very vague
manner about the proposition as the material ofjtlidgment, and he calls the
judgment the appearance of the proposition, whichardly to be recommended,
just as he designates the act of presentationeaapbearance of “the idea in itself”.
In this way the proposition would indeed be thetestaf affairs and, as a
consequence, the idea in itself the object. Bug thinot and cannot be Bolzano’s
view. (Husserl, 2009, 138-139)

The position mentioned at the end of the quote -at fropositions are
states of affairs and not ideal propositional megsithrough which states of
affairs are meant — is a position which, as welstet, Husserl originally and
quite unproblematically ascribed to Bolzano. lialso a position which Husserl
himself defended for some time, at least till ading of Twardowski’s work in
1894, as it is more compatible with Husserl's arayi Brentanian-Stumpfian

131t seems that Husserl overlooked that Bolzanadating presented propositions as presented
ideas and not as objects of propositional actseemresenting.
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theory of judgment. In other words, Husserl origiynahought that Bolzano’s
propositions in themselveare proper objects of judgments or, on alternative
reading, proper objects that can be shared by ralgsitional acts. Husserl's
original question was whether this is a correcenptetation of Bolzano’s
position.

The second problem lurks in the beginning of thetgult concerns the
guestion, whether we should understand Bolzaniapgsitiononly as correlates
of judging or of all kinds of propositional acts like questions, wishes
presentations and conjectures. Husserl was orlginebnfronted with the
following problem concerning Bolzano. If what | lea%on my mind” when 1, for
example, merely imagine a certain proposition {atesof affairs), is a proposition
in itself, then this proposition lacks the main Batian feature of appearing to my
consciousness as teuth or falsehoodin itself. Proposition appearsbut it is
merely entertained. If, on the other hand, we ustded the proposition in itself
only as an object of judging in which truth ands&lood appears, then how do we
interpret the common state of affairs which is digaml by a variety of
propositional attitudes? Neither of these two possibilities seems to respec
Bolzano’s views and Husserl was left wondering, wwaetually was Bolzano’s
view after all. To make the matter more complicatée acceptance of a rich
variety of propositional attitudes is distinctlym&rentanian, since it discards the
simple Brentanian trichotomy of presentations, judgts and acts of love and
hate. And there is one more question with whichdgdshad to grapple. Is the
common element of propositional attitudes an olfj@ct— after 1894 — a logical
meaning) ofindependentacts of presenting or not? Husserl's teacher Bremt
claimed that all psychical acts are either presimts orbasedon presentations.
According to Brentano, conjectures, questions, fueigts, among others,
therefore presuppose independent acts of presewfingghat is conjectured,
guestioned or judged.

We will now claim that Husserl’'s move away from Bt@no’s theory was
partly motivated by Husserl's acquaintance with W&k of Benno Erdmann,

*1n this example, this version of the problem isnfalated in the position Husserl accepted
before 1894 but not much changed after 1894 whessétlitook logical propositions to be ideal

entities directed to states of affairs are preskrde we have seen in the quote above —
“proposition is either the judgment in specier the proposition is that common content in

presentations, judgments, wishes, doubts, etc.” “Rylgment in specie” Husserl means

proposition plus its truth value, not a type ofgisgal act of judging.
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Husserl’s colleague in Halle. Erdmann position @mpatible neither with
Brentano, nor with Bolzano'’s theory of positioRand propositional acts.

3. BENNO ERDMANN AND PRESENTED PROPOSITION

As the early Husserl moved away from thebjectiverealm due to his
unsuccesful attempt at grounding objectivitgychologically he accepted two
points concerning the theory of judgment made byn@e philosopher and
logician Erdmann. First of all, he began talkingoat states of affairs as
propositional entitites. Erdmann, who published fin& volume of hisLogic in
1892, defended a theory of propositional objectgidgment which had a strong
appeal to those students of Brentartésychology from an Empirical Standpoint
who, like Husserl and Meinong, refused to followlgdrentano in interpreting
all categorical sentences as expressions of ekimtgmdgmentsA very explicit
statement of Erdmann’s theory can be found in tre# ¥olume of Erdmann’s
Logic:

In the judgment “The light waves are electrical eawf some sort” the subject is
“the light waves”, the copula “the light waves’ bgielectrical waves of some sort”.
Another example in order to avoid confusion whiclserting the assertive word
“being” into the predicate might bring about intepof the above remarks: In the
judgment “the dead ride fast” the subject is “tleadl’, the predicate “riding fast”,
the copula “the fast riding of the dead”. (Erdmab®92, 188-189)

In the categorical judgment “S is P” we affirm tBeing-P of S as the object
of a judgment and that substantially differs froristential judgment affirming
the being of SP — which was the only kind of st@itaffairs which Stumpf (and
early Brentano) allowed.

For historical reasons it is worthwhile to notettimthe same year this very
same passage in Erdmann also inspired Meinong fteretitiate objects of
existential judgments from objects of genuine cated judgments. While the
former have “Dass-sein” state of affairs as théijeots, the later aim at “So-sein”
state of affairs.

...according to my conviction, to which Erdmann’swn investigations have
especially contributed clarification and confirneetj a judgment such as “Some

15 According to Husserl, nominal matter can also fienaed — e.g. when we perceive a black

table instead of perceiving that a table is bladkerefore, nominal position can also raise a pre-
predicative truth claim. For a short descriptiontliE theory see, for example, “Positing names
and Non-Positing Statements” in Rollinger (2008.628.
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rectangles are squares” immediately refers nettherrectangle nor to a square, but
rather to “some rectangles being square” as thpgproontent, hence neither to the
subject nor to the predicate, but rather to aiaidtetween the two. But | would not
call this the “copula”, as Erdmann does (Logik881f.). One is used to thinking of
a connectionin abstractowhen speaking of the copula, without a determimatb
this being given by that which appears connectéé. dopula is in our example thus,
in accordance with the customary tradition, “beingging-somehow or being-so; by
the surrounding in which it appears it is of coulséermined, so to speak, as being-
square, more particularly some rectangles’ beinus (Meinong, 1892, 453)

Furthermore, Erdmann refused to press all propositi attitudes into the
Brentanian trichotomy of presentations, judgmemd phenomena of love and
hate. According to Erdmann, it is possible to tdk&erent propositional attitudes
toward the same state of affairs. Husserl writesnia of his early manuscripts:

If, however, this character of the presentatioe. [the mode of reference] that we
have [when we judge] is missing, the convictiomissing as well. What attaches to
the content of judgment instead is doubt, surniis@eterminacy, or something of
that nature. Hence, Erdmann, with his theory ofgjudnt, seems to have seen
something correct in some way, namely that a phemom called “judgment”,
common to a question, a surmise, etc. also lidheabasis of the judgment in the
narrower sense (bearing “consciousness of validiti¢onviction”), but this
[common phenomenon] should rather be called “jublgatate of affairs”. It is
always expressed in a proposition. The questiamig: Is a presented judgment a
judgable state of affairs? (Husserl, 2009, 49)

If the judgable state of affairs is, strictly speak presentedin all
propositional qualities directed at it, then albpositional qualities arundedon
independent acts of presenting. If not, then tiiege dependent moment which is
an intrinsic part of all propositional attitudesdapresenting is jusbne of these
attitudesalongside others.

We have finally reached a perspective which makasssklrl’'s first
encounter with Bolzano understandable. One of thdyeHusserl's 1894
manuscripts contains, as Guillaume Frechétte si@erthétte, 2011), Husserl’s
early notes concerning the main concepts of Bolsafdteory of Science
including page numbers of the corresponding padetheir definitions in the
Theory of Sciencdn the manuscript, Husserl does not identify BalzsSatz an
sich with state of affairs but witpresentedstate of affairs. At this time, Husserl
therefore understands proposition in itself asrarnonobjectof various kinds of

HORIZON 6 (2) 2017 13



propositional attitudes which he could have encenatt in Erdmann. Husserl’s
brief notes on Bolzano’s concepts in his early s&dm to be quite clear.

Objective truths = Truths in themselves, real suitirkliche Wahrheiteh

Concept of the proposition in itself = [concept] thie presented state of
affairs

Idea in itself = the conceptual determinatfon

No doubt, this view of Bolzano is hardly compatitligh Bolzano’s explicit
statements in many other passages. Bolzano cldiffidyentiates between ideas in
themselves and their objects (Bolzano, 1837a, Z89-and interprets objective
ideas as parts of objective propositions (Bolzab®37a, 216). Husserl was
therefore right when he later said that if the otie proposition was to be
identified with (presented) state of affairs thbe bbjective ideas would have to
be identified with (presented) objects, e.g., imsocases with material things,
which is clearly mistaken. The object constitutitige state of affairs “That
Everest is the highest mountain in the world” is thountain called “Everest” and
not the objective idea “Everest”. Young Husserkréfigre took objective ideas as
conceptual determinations of objects constitutimgppsitions in themselves
(presented state of affairs). This is very far frBoizano’s own views.

Let's go back to the question, whether state ohiedfare objects of
independent presentations or not.

It is worth noting that Brentano’s thesis that joont presupposes an
independent act of presenting is very awkward,ap the least. It either means
that in judging we hold two propositional attitudes presentingand judging —
at the same timer that we hold these attitudesccessively— we first present
what is to be judged antienwe either affirm or reject it as true or false. Wh
the former option seems to be outright impossiléelatter describes either a case
of accepting or rejecting a presentddim or a transition from pure imagining to
believing or disbelieving. Husserl quite correatlgims that the inner perception
of judging does not exhibit any trace of such a plex acceptance or transition
(Husserl, 2009, 49). The presented state of affarsiot an object of an
independent act of presenting on which higher omepositional attitudes are
founded. Instead, the presented state of affaira dependentpart of every

16 See Frechétte (2011, 52).
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objective correlate of propositional acts. In aibgositional attitudes we present
something, but this presenting is not an indepenaetof presenting.

Such a transformation s major move againdBrentano, for Brentano, as
we have said, claimed that all psychical acts @heepresentations drasedon
independent presentations.

However, it needs to be said that this solution tesminologically
unsatisfying. If we use the term “proposition igeif” for a “presented” part of a
propositional object judged in judging or supposegupposing, what should we
call the full correlates of judgments or of suppiosis?

Husserl therefore later made one more terminolbgitave and attributed
the term “proposition in itself” to objects (or @ft1894 to full logical “meanings”)
of judgments only. And here is yet another intengsguestion to decide. For
Husserl, just like for Brentano, there are two im@aot kinds of judging —
evident (fully intuitive) and blind judging. Shouldie regard propositions in
themselves as correlates of judging as such aratetstem to evident judging?

Quite often we mistakenly take a proposition faretror false while the
opposite is the case. When Bolzano claimed thatdgment a truth or falsehood
in itself appears,he therefore oversimplified the actual relationjudgments to
these entities. In one of the texts from late n@seHusserl consequently objects
that Bolzano did not notice that proposition anathirstand to each other in a
relation similar to the relation betweegpresentationof an object and its
perception(Husserl, 2009, 93). While this still makes praposs correlates of
presented propositions, Husserl also suggestsvinaghould not regard the proper
appearanceof truth in itself as the correlate of judgingtnly of fully intuitive
or evidentudging.

However, this is too harsh. Bolzano’s claims appedre perfectly in order
if one differentiates two senses of appearing. &mlblind judging propositions
in themselvesubjectivelyappear to be true or falsen evident judging they are
alsoobjectively givern— they themselves appear to subject for what #rey The
evident judgments — and not judgments as such —‘@oets of contact”
between real acts on one side and truths and tadsein themselves on the other.
Nebertheless, iall judgments something is taken to be true or faisiself. If
“appearing” is understood in this wider sense thens possible to see
propositions, both truths and falsehoods, as aeelof judgments as such. It
seems that Husserl came to appreciate this widanmg of “appearance” and
judging. Shortly after he made his objection contey Bolzano’s lack of
understanding of the correlation of propositionstiemselves with intuitive

HORIZON 6 (2) 2017 15



judgments, he made the following retracting reméaio, he [Bolzano] had the
only proper concept of proposition. Propositioruggment” (Husserl, 2009, 93).

In 1894 Husserl accepted Twardowski's distinctiogtween intentional
content and intentional object. Every act hasoatentdirecting it at a certain
object These two should be strictly differentiated. Gmis also function as
meaning of linguistic expressions — for instance,nzeanings of names. Thus,
two presentations can have different contents btgnd the same object: “An
example of equivalent presentationstige city located at the site of the Roman
Juvanumand thebirthplace of Mozart These two names have a different
meaning, but they both designate the same thing’at@owski, 1982, 33.

In consequence, Husserl differentiated propositiomsthemselves as
propositional meaning-contents from states of effaas objects to which
propositional acts are direct&d.

However, in contrast to Twardowski and in accor@éamsth Bolzano, in
1894 Husserl points out that if every psychical ad. a subjective presentation,
judgment etc. has a content then our evident ghdithink and judgexactlythe
same thoughts and judgments in different psyclaced demonstrates the fact that
these subjective acts have a strictly identical abgective content (Husserl,
1994e, 389). Therefore, these contents cannotebkeparts of real subjective
psychical acts as Twardowski claimed.

4. FREGE'S INFLUENCE ON HUSSERL’'S PSYCHOLOGISM

The development of Husserl's thinking presentedasshould answer one
question of historical interest. The question comseFrege’s influence on
Husserl’s anti-psychologism and created a wholeaiomf Husserl scholarshig.

If we take into account that Husserl clearly wassétisfied with the
Brentanian psychologically oriented anti-psychosogiin the early nineties and
that Bolzanian arguments against the immanentgre&ation of logical contents
defended by Twardowski were presented by Husserl884 and developed

" The translation of the quote is taken from Twargki(1977, 29).

18 What name is then left for the common contentlioprpositional attitudes? In his 182®gic
Lecture Husserl’'s accepted the term “propositional thatigBatzgedankeas a proper term for
this part (see for instance Husserl 2001c, 4748 .hard to say, whether Husserl could have been
influenced here in his reception of Bolzano by Efegvell-known use of “thought'Gedankg for
the sense that can be true or false and that caffibmed, asked etc. The term appears already in
Frege’s early texts. However, Bolzano also usedefa “thought propositions’gedachte Satze
|n relation to propositions merely grasped by scije ideas.

¥ The seminal article is Fgllesdal (1994). For thesequent discussion concerning this point see
also Mohanty (1977) and Haddock, Hill (2001).

16 HYNEK JANOUSEK



before he red Frege’s review, that Husserl had tiieintegrate Bolzano’s main
concepts into his work even before he red Twarddsvdlook and that Husserl
work on logic in 1896 is filled with Bolzanian temmology and examples, it is
surprising that some interpreters, e.g. Centronkeinotherwise very interesting
book (Centrone, 2010, xii), can still support thaira that Frege somehow
initiated Husserl's turn against psychologism i3 h894 review of Husserl's
Philosophy of Arithmetié8 or that he was a major source of inspiration for
Husserl’s anti-psychologism. Husserl could concdu# Frege helped him to
move away form Brentano’s flawed anti-psychologidtieory, but this was a
move toward an enthusiastic study of Bolzano’s work logic. Leaving the
important issue of philosophy of mathematics asittege proper question
concerning the development of Husserl’s anti-psiaziiem is not to what extent
Frege initiated Husserl’s turn to the logical olbjgsm, but rather to what extent
Frege, who apparently didn’t know Bolzano’s logmuld have influenced
Husserl’'s study, understanding, and acceptancelafbBo’s ideas.

After 1894, Husserl’s first reception of Bolzano risformulated in new
terms in the subsequent development of Husse®w vegarding judgments and
other propositional acts. While Husserl now holdattBolzano couldn’t have
meant to identify propositions with specific obgadf propositional attitudes
(with states of affairs), he still wonders whetlB®izano himself understood his
objective propositions as logical truths and falsehoods ologial thoughtsn
specie i.e. asSatzgedankenn his Logical InvestigationsHusserl works out a
theory of a categorical intuition and an epistemssence of intentional acts to
further illuminate the appearance of truth in ewid@dging. But this is already a
different story, to be left for a different occasio

CONCLUSION

Even though Brentano’s philosophy presents a kindnti-psychologism,
Husserl clearly wasn’'t satisfied with the way Bierd treatedidentity of
meaninguniversalityof evidence, andbjectivityof truth. His very early attempts
— made already in early 1890's — at explaining ¢hesncepts as results of
abstraction from real psychical acts failed. Hudseked for another solution and
found a promising theory in the work of Bernard Zolo. One of the most
prominent concepts in Bolzano’s anti-psychologisris concept of propositions,
both truths and falsehoods in themselves. Followimg theory of judgment

2 Frege (1894).
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offered by Stumpf (and Brentano) Husserl identifigdpositions in themselves
with states of affairs. However, he enriched hidarstanding of the concept of
state of affairs by views defended by his colleagudHalle, Beno Erdmann.
Husserl also agreed with Erdmann that the same efaffairs can be presented
as the object of many propositional attitudes. Buhe presented state of affairs
(presented proposition in itself) an object of adependent act of presenting as
Brentano’s psychology suggests? Husserl's answers wegative. All
propositional theoretical acts, presenting inclydedve a certain presentative
component, but this component is not an indeperasnt

In 1894 Husserl read Twardowski’'s book and accegted distinction
between contents and objects of acts. This helpesétl to understand Bolzano’s
propositions in themselves as contents of promosti acts or as objective
“sentences”. However, he followed Bolzano in defagdthe irreducibility of
these contents to immanent parts of acts. In tlde ldosserl was left wondering
whether Bolzano meant by “proposition” a commomudat of all propositional
attitudes or a full logical content of judgmentdyorin 1896 Husserl claimed that
if qualitatively different propositional acts shale same content then they share
the same proposition#thought but only in judgments a proposition appears since
only in judgments aruth or falsehoodappears. This sense of appearing required
further elaboration. Even though in all judgmentz@position appears to be true
or false, only in evident judgments objective trathfalsehood appears. In this
respect, Husserl still stands firm in the traditiwhBrentano. We have stressed
that there is no talk of Lotze and not a tracendérpreting logical contents as
general entities in Husserl's 1886gic Lecturesand that these lectures are filled
with Bolzanian examples and Bolzano’s terminololyloreover, Frege doesn’t
seem to have much influence on Husserl's move agasychologism and the
general transformation of his theory of proposiébacts, even though his work
could have influenced Husserl's views concerningemgpecific topics of logic
and semantics.
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