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Abstract of the Dissertation

Things that Happen: Husserl’'s Theory of Judgment ad the Problem of Events

by
Andrés Colapinto
Doctor of Philosophy
in
Philosophy
Stony Brook University

2013

This dissertation develops a phenomenology of eviembugh an application, and critical
re-evaluation, of key concepts in the philosophfdmund Husserl. | argue that non-
phenomenological approaches to events fail to atdou the availability of ‘things that happen’
as intentional objects. How are they intelligibseabjects of thought and experience? Why is
their manner of being ‘things’ one in which theypan (rather than exist, for example)? | argue,
moreover, that we can best address these quethiangh a phenomenological analysis of
propositions that express what happens—propositikesMy tooth fell out'—rather than
nominal expressions like ‘earthquake’ and ‘weddiMyith this focus in mind, I turn to Husserl's
theory of judgment, which provides a framework withich to approach these propositions, and
the intentional objects to which they correspondsserl’s theory treats judgments as meaning-
intentions that are directed towards states ofrafft includes careful analyses of the ‘synthetic
cognitive activity through which our pre-predicaigxperience is objectified, generating a new
‘thing'—a state of affairs— which is thereafter dable as an object of reference.

For Husserl, however, the paradigm of judgmentiésdopular, property-ascribing
judgment Sis p.’ | argue that judgments about what happens alikeuproperty-ascribing
judgments, because they are grounded in a diffé&radtof experience. The experience of
‘happening’ is not the experience of ‘property-mayi To experience happening is rather to
intuit the manifestation of force in its effectscadordingly, the judgments through which we
intend and thus objectify the experience of hapmgriturning it into a ‘thing'—have
(paradigmatically) a different structure than c@puyroperty-ascriptions. Rather than ascribe
properties to objects, they assign objects to rolesdynamic structure, in which they participate
as e.g. ‘agents’ and ‘patients’ of force. | exantime notion of force mainly in a mechanical
context, but argue that it can be usefully expandeather domains of experience as well.
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Introduction

The title of this work promises a study of the ‘ipiem of events’ in Husserl’s philosophy. This

is arguably false advertising, on two counts. Tiret Eharge would target as misleading the
suggestion that events do, in fact, figure sigaifity in Husserl's work. Husserl never developed
a phenomenology of events, or even signaled timtitght be an important project. Events are
not a problem in Husserl’s philosophy. They areyéwer, a problem for it. In one sense, this is
trivially true. Every aspect of our lived experienzan, in principle, be questioned using the
methods Husserl introduced, and thereby becomeagohenological problem. We will find,
however, that the conceptual framework Husserlrsffis is in some ways ill-suited to address
this particular problem. Thus events pose a proliterhlusserl’s philosophy in the stronger,
more pointed sense that they force us to challeangeevise it.

The second false-advertising charge would makeheeulprit of kind of bait-and-
switch scam. | have advertised a discussion oftevea fashionable topic—but I plan in fact to
push this concept to the side in order to focu&tongs that happen.’ This may not strike one as
terribly devious. ‘Things that happen’ are annouhicemy title as well, and in any case it is
hardly astonishing to characterize events as thimgshappen. Yet my switcheroo is not a trivial
one, particularly as it will motivate, as we wiles a general disinterest in those terms which are
often used to provide examples of events: ‘murderarriages,’ ‘earthquakes,’ and the like.

This charge, then, has a bit of heft. Insofar &né&can be treated, and have been
treated, as a class of some kind whose membeisecpicked out with nouns, this study will not
be about events, since it does not take its priraabyect matter to be this class of things. Our
subject matter is not a ready-made category ofiest-entities whose nature and ontological
status may be unclear, but whose availability tmtiht and discourse as discrete entities is taken
for granted. To put it another way, | do not sugdlesat, as our investigative starting point, we
turn our attention to things called events, in otdehen ask metaphysical questions about them.

Yet if my investigation does not begin with eveassa ready-made class, ripe for

philosophical clarification, the term ‘event’ isrddy irrelevant to it. This relevance, however, is



perhaps best characterized as political. While hilppophical approach and concerns are firmly
phenomenological, the cluster of issues | will &ddroverlap with some work that has been done
in the ‘analytic’ camp under the banner of the gtaflevents. This study is not intended as a
polemic directed against this body of work, noaantribution meant to fit comfortably within
it. My central concern is simply to do phenomenglageploying Husserl's conceptual
framework while also critiquing and expanding ihefe will be a few points, however, at which
my phenomenological considerations can be broughéar on issues salient to the analytic
tradition, and vice versa. In proposing, tituladystudy of events in the context of Husserlian
phenomenology, my intention is to signal this caprbf interests. | am in this sense asking
phenomenological questions, not of a ready-madses @dfobjects called ‘events’ (the existence
and nature of which, | should note, are not a maftteonsensus even in the analytic tradition),
yet nonetheless of a field of interest which isvantionally identified with this term.

We are off to a rather oblique start. Our subjeatter, first of all, is a bit hazy. If it isn’t
a ‘class’ of entities, what is it? Why is ‘thingsat happen’ a preferable term? Doesn't it, too,
name a class? What's more, it is unclear why weillshioe interested in the philosophical
contributions of an individual with no demonstratetérest in our ‘problem’—whatever it is—
particularly if it may turn out that his ideas @amadequate to the task at hand. Before we can
really get to work, we will need to lay down a meddid foundation. We need to clarify the real
topic of investigation, and motivate a Husserlippraach to it, in particular an approach that
implements Husserl’s theory of judgment.

This will be the task of Chapter 1. Only at its clusion can the phenomenological
guestions that guide the rest of this work be tygawsed. Since it will take a while to get thdre,
suggest reading the detailed summary of this chépae | offer below. | include summaries of
the remaining chapters as well, presenting theeeatgument in a highly compressed form.
Since later chapters rely on phenomenological @ealymine and Husserl’s) which are
elaborated carefully and slowly in earlier onesne@arts of this overview will be less
accessible to readers without some grasp of bast rfot so basic) phenomenological concepts.
If the going gets tough, one should feel free &1 gkip ahead to the first chapter.

In Chapter 1, “Happening and Judgment,” | beginusyifying the shift from ‘events’ to
‘things that happen.’ | will argue that we are tedhe latter expression by reflecting on the

former, and that this shift helps us focus on tred iproblem’ of events: their very ‘thinglyness’



and ‘happeningness.” What we need to understanovisthese happening things are coherent to
us as ‘things’. How are they intelligible as obgeof thought and experience? They are somehow
‘real'—things ‘really happen’. What manner of adttyais this? Why is this way of being actual
the happening way, rather than, say, the existm&yd will then argue that we should address
these issues by looking at propositions rather tianinal event terms. Propositions like ‘My
tooth fell out’ are, paradigmatically, what we dgpto talk about ‘what happened,’ and to
clarify the very meanings of nominal event ternke liaccident’ and ‘earthquake’. Our
investigation of thinglyness and happeningnessldhauget these propositions, even though it is
not obvious how they are about things. We wantieustand the intelligibility of what
happens, and we should go about it, | argue, bgsiiyating the propositions through which
what happens is said.

Since we usually say what happens with sentenegsnitiude full-fledged verbs, | refer
to such propositions as ‘verbal propositions’, istidguish them from ‘copular’ ones (while
recognizing the imperfections of these designajidrtken critically evaluate two non-
phenomenological frameworks for analyzing verbalositions, namely the event semantics
proposed by Donald Davidson, and the property-eXéogtion model developed by Jaegwon
Kim and Jonathan Bennett. Both of these models makstionable assumptions which are best
avoided. More importantly, they fail to inquire anthe intelligibility, as cognitive objects, of the
very events they propose in their explanations.

| then turn, finally, to Husserl, showing how hisgmomenological approach, and his
theory of judgment in particular, offers us a bettethodological starting point. It gives us a
conceptual framework with which to ask what we wardisk—namely, how verbal propositions
are ‘about’ things that happen, and how theserlateeintelligible as things. Husserl examines
propositions by treating them not just as truthnetg but as ‘alleged cognitions.” They are
judgmentsnade by living subjects, which means they are thetowards a confirming
experience in which such a subject would find therbe true. In evidential experiences, what is
merely ‘meant’ in a judgment is directly given; theeaning-intention’ of a judgment finds its
‘meaning-fulfillment.’ In these fulfilling experieres, some ‘thing’ is experienced, which Husserl
calls a state of affairs. A guiding question of Blid's theory of judgment is therefore how states
of affairs are ‘given’ as objects of experience #mulight. This provides us with a way to pose

our own questions regarding verbal propositionstanys that happen. What do ‘verbal’



judgments, as opposed to ‘copular’ judgments, meWWhat do we experience when they are
fulfilled? And is it in this fulfilling experiencéhat we find the ‘thing’ that happens?

Chapter 2, “How Judgments Make Things,” takes @pdtnestion of the ‘thinglyness’ of
what happens. How is it that a judgment tells umual ‘thing that happened? Why, upon
hearing a judgment like ‘My tooth fell out,” can ween say things like “I knew that would
happen’? What does the pronoun ‘that’ refer toapproach this question, | examine an aspect
of Husserl’s theory of judgment which seems toeafiem a similar concern. If we make a
judgment like ‘Rain has set in,” Husserl notes,caa then say, for example, ‘That will delight
the farmers.” In thé.ogical InvestigationsHusserl provides a detailed account of this
transformation, which he calls the ‘nominalizati@fi’a judgment.

This account introduces us to the notion of a éstdtaffairs’, which for Husserl is the
outcome of an act of judicative ‘synthesis’. Nonlization takes the state of affairs which is the
implicit object any judging act and makes it intoexplicit intentional object—it ‘names’ it. As
we will see, however, the objects named in thisess, as Husserl presents it, are ‘facts.” While
facts can delight farmers, they are not the ththgs happen. We will need to modify Husserl's
account of nominalization, employing a distinctidasserl makes iExperience and Judgment
between the state of affairs as a knowledge-adgurist-which is a fact—and the states of affairs
‘itself’, understood as a real ‘state’ in the worddidicative synthesis, | will argue, produces both
of these intentional objects in a single stroke.afmplified theory of nominalization will give us
a way to understand how judgments can yield newabbj—like things that happen— that are
intended as ‘actual’ things rather than ‘factulihgs.

This chapter will not look closely at acts of judgmh themselves. It treats them, for the
most part, as already accomplished acts, in ocdse¢ what types of referential objects become
available as a result of these ‘syntheses.’” Tcheeefar Husserl's theory can take us, we need to
dig more deeply into his account of judicative $yasis. Just what is this ‘act’ of which Husserl
speaks? What is it ‘synthesizing’? How is its oatecan object-like product? Most importantly,
given that Husserl’s analyses concern copular juatdsof the formSis p,” we need to ask to
what degree the details of his theory are in faglieable to the problem of verbal judgments.

We will look carefully at Husserl's account of jadiive synthesis in Chapter 3, “Copular
Judging,” guided by two crucial questions. Firshatvis the nature of judicative synthesis, such

that it is constitutive of a new kind of objecti® Second, how is this objectivity, despite being a



judicative product, nonetheless something thatbmaancountered in a judgment-confirming
experience? What is it like to ‘see’ a state odmff? To address these questions, we will use the
theory of copular judgments Husserl presentSxperience and Judgmeiaind in particular his
account of judgments that attribute perceptual @riigs to objects. Husserl’'s analysis begins
with an examination of what he calls ‘prepredicati@xperience. In prepredicative experience,
the property determinations of objects are pasgidisicovered without yet becoming
propositionally structured knowledge. Predicatigg\wty, in turn, takes the fruits of this
experience and inscribes them, so to speak, im@astycal structure.

In so doing, predicative activity does not simpigate a sentential structure. It also
makes possible a new kind of experience which ibnger prepredicative, but rather the
experience of ‘something objective’. What we pereas no longer simply passively absorbed,
but rather actively encountered under the guidaheespecific judgment. We can now
encounter ‘what we see’ in experience as ‘whateamb.’ In this way, states of affairs are
experienceable as ‘real things’; experience isahjeed. Experience confirms that specific
states of affairs are real, but it can only funti&s a confirmation once judicative activity has
generated an intentional structure for experieadalfill.

The question, then, is how this works in the cdsestbal judgments. Husserl’s analyses
give us a general framework to investigate judgsdmit his actual analyses pertain to property-
attributing judgments. The resulting intentionajewlts are ‘states of affairs’ that are understood
as the ‘having’ of a property. We cannot assumedhappening’ is an instance of property-
having. That is, we cannot assume that the expmrieh‘what happens’ is like the experience of
a state affairs, and that the judicative structtinasintend what happens have the same
syntactical features as copular property attrilmgio

In Chapter 4, “Verbal Judging,” we investigate \@rfodgments in their own right. We
go about this just as Husserl does in the caseopkepty attribution. We look first at the
experiences in which what happens is ‘given’, idesrto discover what verbal judgments must
‘intend’ if they are to be confirmable by such especes. Although Husserl never turned his
attention to judgments about happenings, thera atanber of texts that are relevant to the
guestion. We will mine his work—including a numleérunpublished manuscripts—for useful
observations, but much of the chapter will invobrgginal phenomenological analyses. We

begin by comparing the temporal characters of @pand verbal judgment-fulfilling



experience. In the case of the experience of wayapéns (‘verbal’ experience) there is always a
‘protemporal’ aspect, in which we are attentivéhte ‘next’ and the ‘before’; this is missing

from experiences that confirm property attributi®his temporal aspect, however, is not enough
to constitute happening, for we can also experistatc situations—where ‘nothing happens'—
as temporal progressions. We then consider chaagkinig whether it is change that makes our
experience count as the experience of happenirig.approach fails as well. We can experience
identical changes as distinct types of happenind;vee can also, it turns out, experience certain
unchanging situations as happenings. There must, tie some element of experience other
than change, through which things that happen i@emng-through which happening shows itself
as such.

Through a series of phenomenological thought-exparts, | argue that this missing
element is the intuition of force. We interpret gbas as different types of happening when we
see these changes as driven by different forceshahging situations, on the other hand, are
only perceived as happenings if they are seerstase brought about through competing forces,
rather than simply as ‘rest.” Happening, | propasexperienced as the manifestation of force in
its temporal effects. The identification of foremwever, raises a phenomenological problem.
How do we intuit force? | look at two competing @am®ss to this question—both of which arise
from Husserl’s own reflections—but leave the issneesolved.

Having determined that the experience of happeisitige experience of force manifested
in effects, we ask what sort of judicative struetig needed to intend such a thing. That is, how
must verbal judgments be structured, such thatwuayd generate a meaning-intention
adequate to this kind of experience? We find tinalike copular property-attributions, which
simply posit a subject determined by a predicadehal judgments must assign objects to
specific roles as agents or patients of force. Tumss out to be exactly what these judgments
do—they articulate a dramatic structure in whichjsats and objects function as ‘participants’
rather than determinable substrates. We conclutteanbrief review of the linguistic literature
on ‘thematic roles’, to see how this role-assigrfumgction of verbal judgments might be
syntactically implemented.

My conclusion, stated as tersely as possible ggefbre that happenings are intelligible

as ‘things’ because our thematically structuredjjudnts generate them as intentional objects;



and that they are things of a happening sort becalithe particular kind of experience which
these judgments objectivize—an experience in wfoote manifests itself temporally in effects.

Without further ado, then—to the happenings thewesel



1 Happening and Judgment

It is unfortunate, from a rhetorical viewpoint, thlis is not a work about events after all. It
would be handy to have a familiar concept to ptords the egg we intend to crack. Yet we need
to move away from this comfortable scenario andatals what | am really interested in, which

is a bit harder to describe, let alone name. Inetreetheless start with what seems comfortable—
this term, ‘events’—and pretend for a moment that what we're confronting; it will lead us

elsewhere soon enough.

1.1 Events are Things that Happen

We want to say something about the nature of evéits, we need to make sure we know what
our subject matter is. What are we investigating® fdst instinct might be to give some
examples: earthquakes, sunrises, conversations;-wee could go on. This is an encouraging
start. We appear at least to have some indicatianadaur concept is not an empty one. Yet the
fact that there are nouns that we can use to naamapes of events doesn't tell us much about
our subject matter. To begin investigating themweaat to know what sort of thing they are. To
ask this question is not yet to demand a philoszglyi developed treatment, in which, say, an
event turns out to be a slice of space-tinoe the exemplification of a property in a substaat

a time? or a certain species of states of affaiBuch interpretive claims are disputable attempts
to coherently unpack a concept whose nature isuneseve want something more preliminary
and uncontroversial, just to get things going.d.etiagine we're describing our subject matter to
someone who doesn't know the word ‘event.’ Is@teélsomething we can say to make clear
what it is we are talking about?

!See W. V. QuineWord and Objegt(Cambridge: Technology Press of the Massachulsettisute of Technology,
1960), 171.

2See Jaegwon Kim, "Events as Property Exemplificatibin Action Theory : Proceedings of the Winnipeg
Conference on Human Actiped. Myles Brand and Douglas N. Walton (Dordredbbston: D. Reidel Pub. Co.,
1976).

% See Roderick Chisholm, "Events and PropositioNs{ls4, no. 1 (1970): 20.
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There is of course something we can say, narhalyan event is something that
happens. Now, our interlocutor may not know whaipiben’ means, in which case we're
probably at an impasse. That's much harder to meagiowever, than someone who doesn't have
a word for ‘event;’ a person could manage fairlylwathout such a word, but she would be in
trouble if she couldn't ask or answer the questidnat happened?’ (or something like it). So
with the definition ‘something that happens’ wersde have identified our subject matter in an
acceptable, if preliminary way, and moreover gitemnbit more content. Rather than
substituting one word for another, the definitidfes a more informative claim about what
events are: they are things that happen. In sagisgwe seem to be making a typological
distinction of some kind. Events are the sortdofgs that happen; they are not the sorts of
things that exist, like cars or melons, althougfyteeem to be just as real. We might set off,
then, to identify the differences between thesegst between events and ‘spatiotemporal’ or
‘physical’ objects’ We are faced, we think, with two types of thingsd our first task would be
to articulate how they are different, in order tong into sharper relief what it is that events.are
We might begin by cataloging, for example, the dyeat ways each of these things relate to
space and time. Spatiotemporal objects competeptare, while simultaneous events can occur
in the same space; events can take a long time totnpleted, whereas spatiotemporal objects
exist completely at every instant of their history.

| think pursuing this path, however, is jumping then. We need to interrogate more
closely the very idea that ‘thing that happensl @efinition which identifies a certain type of
thing. This idea was bolstered, as we saw, byuk&position of two phrases—events are
‘things that happen’ and objects are ‘things thaste But what sort of contrast is this? On its
surface, it would seem as if we were employingreegal notion of what we call a ‘thing,” and
then distinguishing two species of thing—happenimggs and existing things. This
interpretation should raise some red flags, howeagit appears to interpret ‘exist’ and ‘happen’
as two alternative predicates of things. We knaveast, that treating ‘exist’ as a predicate is a
notoriously contentious move; surely doing the santle ‘happening’ is no less problematic.
Nor is it clear how we should understand the gdmertion of a ‘thing’ that is at work here, such

that it is specifiable into these two types. We'tlhave ready-to-hand a sense of ‘thing in

* See e.g. M. J. Cresswell, "Why Objects Exist begriis Occur,'Studia Logica45, no. 4 (1986).
® For more observations of this sort, see P. M.&Kdr, "Events and Objects in Space and Titrt XCl, no.
361 (1982).



general’ such that happening things and existinggthare two examples of it. So while the
phrase ‘things that happen’ seems intelligible gfedwe have no trouble, after all, offering
myriad examples—it is not at all clear how it ippased to operate as a definition of what
events ‘are,” since it is not clear how they aiadh, or what it means to say of them that they
happen instead of exist.

We should also note that we are using ‘things élxat’ and ‘things that happen’ in a
peculiar way. We are trying to use these phraseetdify two basic types of thing, the type that
exists and the type that happens. I'll call thes‘tipological’ sense of these phrases
Idiomatically, however, we do not use these expoassto identify a type, but to indicate our
beliefs about the world. I'll call the idiomaticrese the ‘mundane’ sense. Let’s look first at the
mundane sense of ‘things that exist.” This is mawirally understood as a phrase that picks out
everything that really exists at the moment, anduses things that no longer exist or have
never existed. We may be uncomfortable with thagaxes that supposedly ensue from
speaking of ‘things that don't exist,” but thabeside the point here. In whatever way we unpack
the distinction between ‘things that exist’ andritgs that don't exist,’ it is clear that, in the
mundane, idiomatic sense, ‘things that don't exisgésnot mean ‘things whose nature does not
involve existing.’ It usually means ‘things whicbudd exist but don't’ (whether they never
existed, or once existed but no longer do). In $kisse, we assume, of whatever is excluded
from the totality of existing things, that includimt would not be incoherent. Bigfoot may count
among the ‘things that don't exist,” but it is e@mty not ontological nonsense to claim that he
does exist. ‘Earthquakes exist,” on the other hdonds not seem coherent to me at all; but if it is
coherent, earthquakes should count as things Xiitie the mundane sense. If it is not coherent,
then earthquakes are simply not under consideratigan we speak (mundanely) of things that
actually exist.

We can also identify things that don’t exist butiethalso cannot possibly exist, like
round squares or an integer between 4 and 5. drctse, of course, it is indeed ontological
nonsense to claim that these objects exist. Ygtdhe still in a sense ‘candidates’ for existence.
They can’t exist because the classes to whichwmyd belong—squares in one case, numbers
in the other—don’t admit the properties these nosisal objects supposedly have. The classes

themselves, however, pick out things which cantekigpossible objects are excluded from
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these classes they ‘would’ belong to, but are afilliated in this way to the existence from
which they are excluded. We will return to thismgahortly.

‘Things that happen’ in the mundane sense seemiskmut things that happen
regularly. We can also speak of ‘things that haajgpgened,” where we pick out what has really
happened in the past, and exclude what could happemed (however improbably) but didn't. If
it is coherent to say ‘apples have happened,’ Weigan count them as things that happened. If
it is not, we can’t. Certainly, compared to ‘thirthat exist,” our instincts here tend less towards
the universal; we don't expect ‘things that havepeaed,” as an idiom, to pick cenerything
that has ever happened, but rather things thatdmeggpin a particular place and during a
particular stretch time. This is interesting, bu¢levant. The point is that in normal usage, these
phrases don't identify types, but rather pick ohatis (or was) actuatwhat actually exists or
what actually happens—from what is possible.

The typological sense clearly lacks this requireneémctuality. To talk about things of
the type that exist isn't to require that they altjuexist or actually happen. Everyone counts
Bigfoot as something of the type that exists, el@se who don't believe he exists, and
everyone counts the Annunciation as somethingefytpe that happens, even those who don't
think it ever happened. Yet the concern with adiyale find in the mundane usage is not
irrelevant to the typological usage; on the comtréris an essential part of it. If we say
something is of the type that exists, what else&vdanean but that dould actually exist?

Bigfoot may be excluded from what exists in the ohaume sense, but it is coherent to claim that
he does exist; and only if this claim is coheramgsiBigfoot count as something of the type that
exists. The same is trumutatis mutandisfor the Annunciation. Note that | am not here mgk
the metaphysical claim that what is metaphysigadigsible is delimited by what we are able to
conceive. Rather, the point is that what ‘countsuls as possible is what we can imagine
existing, or happening.

Let us be clear about what it means to say thenslam question are coherent. ‘Coherent’
does here not mean ‘does not conflict with othaines we hold to be true.” We may find that
believing the Annunciation happened, or that Bigfxsts, conflicts with other beliefs we have
about the world. This does not, however, make khiens themselves incoherent. They are
coherent claims, not in the sense that they coliheother claims, but in the sense that they are

not internally incoherent.
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By contrast, ‘Bigfoot happened’ and ‘The Annunmatiexisted’ are incoherent
statements. In each case, the subject and thgustrtion’t seem to get along. We may be
tempted here to affiliate their incoherence witattbf paradoxical concepts like ‘round square.’
Yet there is an instructive difference betweendhasoherencies. In the case of ‘round square,’
what is at stake is the possible actuality of sathing. Because the phrase attributes a property
to an object which cannot, by definition, exhilist property, it does not describe anything
which could count as an actual thing. A round sguan’t exist, but nor does it have a different
way of being actual; rather, it is precisely itsuadity which is ruled out. With Bigfoot and the
Annunciation, on the other hand, the problem iwrith their possible actuality. It is coherent to
treat either or both of them as actual things. W& ¢gan’t say that Bigfoot actually happened, or
that the Annunciation actually existed. They eaahehtheir manner of (potentially) being actual,
and it is incoherent to affirm their actuality imetwrong way.

This last observation gives us further insight itite typological distinction we are
considering, between things that happen and thhmgsexist. ‘Happen’ and ‘exist’ are not
simply terms that apply to actual things. They esprthe very being-actual of these things. Or,
better: they express their way of being things.réhg no way for Bigfoot to be a thing other
than by existing; there is no way for the Annurioiato be a thing other than by having
happened. If either of them is only imaginary, wisatnagined is that it exists or happened.
Indeed, for those of us who have no first-hand @vi@ of either thing, the best we can do is
imagine them; and what we do when we imagine tteimagine them existing or happenthg.
Thus the very intelligibility of the things we airging to classify—their intelligibility as things
which we can identify as topics of our concern—tienly tied up with the notions we are using
to classify them. The typological distinction wevhdeen entertaining points us not to a
distinction among classes of things that belong teore general class, but to a distinction
between different senses in which it is coheresipeak of ‘things’ in the first place. There is no

way for us to think of a thing which, beyond itsrggfirst of all a thing, is only incidentally a

®The link between possibility and imagination is ¢hesserl himself explores in the Sixtbgical Investigation|
guote the following passage, although it is uniikel be fully intelligible to a reader not yet fdiar with the
Husserlian terminology. “A proposition is alway®§sible’, when the concrete act of propositionaanieg permits
of a fulfilling identification with an objectivelgomplete intuition of matching material. It is likise irrelevant if
this fulfilling intuition is a percept, or a puremstruction of fantasy, etc.” Edmund Husskdgical Investigations
2 vols., (Amherst, N,Y.: Humanity Books, 2000), 292

12



thing of the type that exists, or that happeRsther, they are only available to us as objeicts o
thought insofar as we can think of them existinga@ppening.

We can now identify the proper starting point of owestigation. Events, we said, are
things that happen. In trying to clarify what thigans, we noted the apparent typological
contrast between ‘things that happen’ and ‘thimgsd exist.” We found this contrast, however, to
be a distinction not between things, but betwease®in which it is coherent to speak of
‘things’ at all. If we want to understand what wean by ‘things that happen,” we should first
and foremost ask what the coherent sense of ‘tlisng’this case. What we can't do is simply
assume that there is a class of things that hagpehthen proceed to specify some
characteristics of things in this class, and somsgngtions within it. Whatever the utility of this
sort of philosophical enterprise, it leaves unexeadithe very intelligibility of its subject matter.
It looks at examples of things that have happemexwold happen, without asking how we first
understand the thinglyness of their happeninghethiappening of their thinglyness. The very
availability to thought of such things, and theietification as ‘things that happen,’ remains
uninterrogated, let alone clarifi@dVe need rather to look into the coherence of abjest
matter, a coherence we recognize as such whenemgfid‘'things that happen’ as a particular
way of being a thing. We want to understand whahvean when we say that things happen, so
we have to investigate the sense of this claim.

Things happen+his tiny sentence is in a sense the central enigotavating the study
that lies before us. We can say it, but what dorean? Why do these two words belong
together? How are we to understand the thingly miee which coheres insofar as it happens,
and how are we to understand happening which iayawhe happening of a thing? Moreover,
the sentence is not just intelligible, but seema basic truth about the world. We assent to it not
as a contingent fact which we have independentiiee, but which could just as well not have
obtained had the course of the world been diffeMfitatever the actual course of our world, it
is one in which things happen. For the world tatg@ourse is for things to happen. Yet while
we know that things happen, it is not at all eassnake more explicit what we mean when we
say so. One is reminded of Augustine’s reflectionghe question of time:

| am not ruling out that there are yet other wafybeing a thing. We may want to say that numiersexample,
are ideal objects that neither exist not happethaitrworks of literature have their own peculigrg of actuality.
8This is all of course equally true of ontologicakecises that fail to ask analogous questions abaut
understanding of “things that exist,” but that'stary for another time.

13



What then is time? Is there any short and easyem®athat? Who can put the
answer into words or even see it in his mind? Yed@twwommoner or more
familiar word do we use in speech than time? Olslypwhen we use it, we know
what we mean, just as when we hear another use know what he means.

Whatis this time? If no one asks me, | know; if | wanetplain it to a
questioner, | do not know.

We face an analogous conundrum. Things happen—atptiniuld be commoner, and nothing
more obscure.

Edifying as it may be to find ourselves dumbstrbgkhe mysteries of the obvious, we'll
make scant progress this way. We could linger esghwo word—'thing’ and “happen™—
wondering about their obscure relation, and lettiveutes turn to hours. To get some traction,
we need to turn from the generality of this enigmakiom towards whatever it is that it is
“talking about.” That is, we need to move from general clainthat things happen to the
specificity ofwhathappens. One might think that in suggesting thi$, stam drawing us back
to what we initially were calling ‘events’—a clagkthings of some sort whose characteristics
and properties we can identify and examine. Thigégisely what we want to avoid, since in
doing so we lose sight of the more fundamental lerabnamely the very intelligibility—as
‘things’—of that which happens. We need to turn atiention to the specific in a way that

doesn't cover over the question of its thinglyreessuch.

1.2 What We Say When We Say What Happens

Fortunately, such a way presents itself if we ift@refully about just what counts for us as
examples of ‘things that happen.” When we turn fidaimingthatthings happen to askirnghat
happens, we notice a curious transformation. Wéntragpect this move to specificity to bring
back into view the specific ‘things’ we were cafjisvents. After all, we arrived at the locution
‘things that happen’ by looking for a definition @¥ents. Yet we are not in fact led back to the
notion of events when we ask ourselves what happerfact, we don't seem to be led to entities
at all, but rather to propositions, i.e. to sengsnihat describe the world, instead of nouns that
pick out things in it.

® Augustine Confessions : Books I-Xjiirans. F. J. Sheed, Rev. ed., (Indianapolis: Badkub. Co., 1993), 219.
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1.2.1 Propositions and the ‘disappearing thing’

We notice this as soon as we think about what weeweclined say when we want to specify
what it is that happens. Let's imagine a dialoglmch we're being asked to do just that. Itis a
peculiar conversation, to be sure, but the contiersa form helps highlight the incongruity
between question and answer that | am trying taiso

Dialog A

Me: Things happen.

You Please be more specific. What happens?

Me: Lots of things. Squirrels fall out of trees. Losenarry. Civilizations collapse.
Clouds form. One's teeth fall out.

My natural-sounding answers to your question arespection quite puzzling, not because of
their content but because of their form. There setenie a grammatical disconnect between the
form of the question and my answer to it. One mtghtk that, when asked a question
containing a ‘what,” my answers would contain noansominal phrases that fill in the blank.
Yet that's not the case here. To see what | meestrast dialog A with an analogous one:

Dialog B

Me: Things exist.

You Please be more specific. What exists?

Me: Lots of things. Bikes. Squirrels. Lovers. Civdiions. Clouds. Teeth.

In Dialog B I've answered your question with baoeims. Whether or not we agree that all of
these nouns indicate things that properly exigly'tk the sort of answer we expect. | could of
course have spoken more grammatically and answétkdull sentences like ‘Bikes exist,’ etc.
But this would only make it even clearer that thieran obvious grammatical ‘fit’ between
guestion and answer. The answers involve a singplacement of the ‘what’ in ‘what exists’
with a noun. The relations between my initial clathe questioner's request for specification,
and my answer are structurally transparent.

Not so in dialog A, where my answers bear no apypdrace of the question, or of the
initial claim. There are nouns in my answers (‘sepl$,” ‘clouds’), but they are not ‘what
happened, and my answers in fact contain no ndsimhich could be described as ‘what
happens.’ Furthermore, although my responses anplete sentences, the verb ‘*happening’
does not appear in them. Instead, we have brandsaetences with nouns, verbs and some

prepositions to boot, all of them perfectly accbanswers to the question, yet none of them
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exhibiting the isomorphism evident in dialog B. Jhion't seem to be saying that any particular
thing happened at all.

There is quite a mystery here—the mystery of tisamhearing thing—but it is a
welcome one. We were looking for a way to specihatwe mean by ‘things that happen’
without losing sight of the fundamental problentlod intelligibility of such things as things. By
noticing how ‘things’ in fact fall away when we gy what happens, the problem of the
thinglyness of what happens becomes all the marsptouous. Why should ‘Squirrels fall out
of trees’ count as an example of a thing? And wiagipened to ‘happening’? That word does
not appear in the sentences that tell us what mesp@B®th of these terms have vanished, but we
know we're still looking in the right place, singer examples are precisely examples of what
happensMoreover, just as ‘thing’ and ‘happen’ seem to garn these examples, they can just
as well reappear out of them. Observe the follovaogversation, which proceeds in a somewhat
opposite direction from those | presented above:

Dialog C

Me: My tooth fell out.

You:l told you that would happen.

Me: But then a new one grew in the next day.
You:I've never heard of such a thing happening!

Upon hearing the sentences I've here attributedyself, we immediately are able to leap to a
different structure, pulling happening things frarnere they don't seem to be, like rabbits from
a hat. The question, then, is how this trick wokk® need to look at what we understand when
we understand these propositions, and try to fmdur understanding, the happening of the
thing.

1.2.2 ‘Verbal’ vs. ‘copular’ propositions

But what kind of propositions are we actually iested in? We can’'t answer the question
“What happens?” with just any sentence. We wouldamswer such a question, for example by
saying ‘Apples are red,’” ‘My brother is tall,” ‘litianian is an ancient language,’ or ‘Love is
complicated.” Note that these latter sentencestammtain a ‘full-fledged’ verb, but rather the
copula ‘is’ which somehow relates the subjectdmitedicate. We can begin, then, by
distinguishing between ‘copular propositions’ amdrbal propositions,” and focus on the latter

as the type of sentence that expresses what happens
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The term ‘verbal proposition’ is admittedly lesathideal, first of all because ‘verbal’
can also mean ‘spoken.’ This should not pose a grealem for us, however, since there will
be no ambiguity in the context of our investigatidhere is a more serious issue, however, with
this terminology. We cannot in fact delimit the &iof propositions we’re interested in by
associating them with all and only verb-containsegtences. Not all sentences with verbs, first
of all, express things that happen. ‘Joanie lovieadBi,” for example, does not tell us about
something that is happening, but rather, it woeleins, about a state of some kind. This is also
true of sentences with verbs that indicate possesbke ‘Apples have seeds,’ or ‘| possess
many excellent qualities™®

Furthermore, some copular sentences do seem tafiawd things that happen. | don't
mean sentences like ‘John is sleeping.’ Here, wieale a full-fledged verb (‘sleep’), but in the
progressive tense; ‘is’ is part of this tense igliah. There is disagreement about whether or not
copular ‘be’ and progressive ‘be’ are in fact sgtitally distinct, but we certainly should avoid
using the progressive as a straightforward examwipéecopular expressiol What | have in
mind are rather sentences like ‘The airplane fight.” Here is a true copular construction
which also tells us about something that is hapmenihe ‘happening’ part seems to be
contributed by the noun ‘flight.’

Despite these caveats, | suggest that we noneshediept this imperfect terminology. In
the following chapters, part of my aim will be t@ke a distinction, not between two kinds of
grammatical form, but between two different kindgudicative activity,” which | will call
‘copular’ and ‘verbal.” What | mean by ‘judicatigtivity’ will be made more clear when |
introduce Husserl's theory of judgment, and willfbaher clarified as we progress through his
analyses in later chapters. We can provisionaleusstand the term, however, as indicating the
cognitive acts through which we—as living subjectesm propositions about the world. One
basic way we do this is by making judgments whithlaite properties of various sorts to
subjects. We attribute properties by using a nurobdifferent sentence-forms (e.g. using the

verbs ‘to have’ or ‘to possess,’) but the coputant is what we usually use. In philosophical

1% The relation between copular sentences and “hsamtences of this sort is one Husserl noted, adrbased. He
interprets them as a modification of the copulamfioSee Edmund HusseBxperience and Judgment :
Investigations in a Genealogy of Log{tondon: Routledge and K. Paul, 1973), 220-23.

YFor a review of evidence that progressive and @opis' (along with passive ‘is’) are all the samexiliary, see
Thomas Edward Paynenderstanding English Grammar : A Linguistic Intradion, (Cambridge, UK ; New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2011). For a (rathemnial) argument for their syntactic and semadistinctness,
see Susan Rothsteiredicates and Their Subjec{®ordrecht ; Boston: Kluwer, 2001), 282-335.
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discourse, accordingly, it is the copular form tisagenerally used as a straightforward example
of property attribution. Husserl's own theory oflgment, as we will see, self-consciously
preserves this focus on copular sentences, cegteisrtheory of judgment around a
phenomenological analysis of copular property-aition.

One of our central questions will be whether sergsrthat tell us what happens should
be understood to express property attributionlllavgue against this view, by showing how
judgments that say what happens involve a diffeneyt of relating their subjects to what is
being said about them. These differences pertdinetstructure of our cognitions about objects,
not to the grammar of sentences. At the same twaeshould not consider it a mere coincidence
that what happens is usually expressed with seesethat contain full-fledged verbs rather than
copular ‘be’. The isomorphism between judicativewvéty and grammatical expression is not
perfect, but I think it is significant. Copular ructions, in general, are well-suited to express
property-attribution, while verbal constructions,lawill argue in Chapter 4, are well-suited to
express what happens. While we can sometimes expagpenings with copular forms, or
property attribution with verbal forms (or use thésrms for other functions altogether), their
particular fitness to these two different functiosig@ matter of interest to us. If we are to gdimg
maintain that judgments about what happens hauadafmentally different structure than
property attribution, seeing how these distinctioogespond to syntactical ones at least makes
this idea more plausible.

Thus | want to indicate, in naming the two kindguzficative activity | want to compare,
that their distinct cognitive characters are refgva the distinct sentential forms which typically
express them. Since we haven't yet uncovered giediions that matter, we don’t have terms
which refer to them which we could use to hamejodgments. ‘Copular’ and ‘verbal’ are not
ideal designations, but | don’t have a better wlyaming these judgments without simply
making up words, or attributing to them charactasswhich | have not yet demonstrated they
pOSsess.

Before moving on | should also note that copuldguments need not be property-
attributing. In sentences of the for@is p,” whereSis a subject and a predicatep does not
have to be an adjective that indicates a propersg@ssed by the subject. It can be a
prepositional phrase, for example, as in ‘My waschn my wrist.” It can also be a noun phrase

used to assign the subject to a class, as in ‘Mglwia a timepiece.” Copular phrases can also be
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equative: ‘My watch is your watch? These other forms will not be of much concerngo@ur
interest is only in copular property-attributiobgcause we will want to determine whether
verbal propositions can be interpreted as theylar€hapter 3 we will briefly revisit other
copular forms, when we consider whether Hussena&yses of them are of use to us. (They are
not.) On the other hand, in Chapter 4 we will $&&¢ some basic phenomenological features of
property-attributing copular judgments apply tostether copular forms as well.

What | propose we do, then, is investigate the @uep happening of things by focusing
on those propositions—the so-called “verbal” onesat-make no reference to things or to
happening, but which nonetheless are what we expdetar when we want to know what
happens. What | mean by ‘investigate’ is of counselear; | still need to motivate and clarify
the phenomenological approach that will be emplagetie following chapters. First, however,
| need to provide more justification for the shuftfocus | am recommending, away from
nominal event expressions and in favor of verbappsitions. Nominal expressions, after all,
can be used to specify what happens. Indeed, fiest paragraphs ago | was trafficking in
examples like earthquakes, shouting matches, andrhunciation. Instead of Dialog A, | could
have constructed the following:

Dialog A’

Me: Things happen.

You Please be more specific. What happens?

Me: Lots of things. Earthquakes. Accidents. Sunri@@s. Earthquakes happen.
Accidents happen. Sunrises happen.)

Dialog A" appears to exhibit all the qualities gftBe structure of the question is preserved in the
answer, with a noun in the latter replacing theatin the former. Why, then, should our focus
be on verbal propositions, if nominal examples mews with a question-answer structure
which is more grammatically transparent? If wereriested in the thinglyness of what happens,
why ignore examples where there seem to be ‘tHing&vor of examples where there aren't

any?

121t is a matter of linguistic debate whether equatbe” is predicative. Indeed, there may be ottwgular clauses
which are not predicative, such as ‘specificatiboauses (‘The mayor of New York is Michael Blooerly’) and
‘identificational’ clauses (‘That is Sylvia’). Amfluential taxonomy of copular clauses is offenedriancis Roger
Higgins, The Pseudo-Cleft Construction in EngligNew York: Garland Pub., 1979). For a summarthisf
taxonomy, and of various proposals to unify oridgtish some or all of its types, see Line Mikkels&opular
Clauses," irsemantics : An International Handbook of Naturahgaage Meaninged. Klaus von Heusinger,
Claudia Maienborn, and Paul Portner (Berlin: Dey&uMouton, 2011).
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1.2.3 Why we can ignore event nominals

So far, the motivation I've offered for focusing werbal propositions is one we could
characterize as merely strategic. Let's reviewhe absence of explicit reference to ‘things’ in
verbal propositions makes conspicuous the problietimecthinglyness of what happens, and this
is precisely what we want to get a grip on. If weravinstead to take our subject matter to be
‘events’ which are named by nouns, we would beistaoff where this thinglyness seems
already to have been established in language; @htmsk losing sight of it as a problem. We
might, furthermore, be tempted to treat eventsmaslogical primitives of a sort, and try to
analyze verbal propositions as covertly signifyihgse entities without naming them outright.
(This is the approach taken by Davidson, which wkreview in the next section.) Even if this
turned out to be a helpful theory in some way, veeil have failed to clarify the distinct
manner in which such entities are coherent in émsea of being ‘things we can think about.” Yet
insofar as the motivation here is just to avoidghemature reification of events, it is a bit weak.
Why not have a little faith in ourselves, trustihgt we can look at nominal examples of things
that happen without forgetting that the sense eif tthinglyness needs to be clarified?

We can, however, make a more principled case éatitrg verbal propositions as our
proper subject matter. First, we can note thatalgslopositions are not just one of two ways in
which we can express what happens, but ratheratagjgmatic form in which we do so. When
we ask someone ‘what happened,” what we expect—+aord importantly, what we receive—is
for the most part a verbal proposition, or sevdfalomeone notices | have a broken toe, and
wants to know what happened, we'll give answeis ‘Bkbowling ball fell on it,” or ‘I stubbed it
on a table leg.” We are highly unlikely to say stimgy like ‘The fall of a bowling ball on it
happened,’ or ‘A stubbing of it on a table leg hapgd.” Generally speaking, answering the
guestion ‘what happened?’ with event nominals pceduisappointing results. Compare the
following sets of answers, for example, wherehia tight column | have given both gerundial

and non-gerundial nominal forms; neither is whabemal speaker would say:
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What happened?

Sentential answers Nominal answers

The ball bounced up the A bouncing/bounce of the ball up
stairs. the stairs.

| twisted my ankle. A twisting/twist of my ankle by me.
| found my keys. A finding/discovery of keys by me.
Curious odors drifted out the A drifting/drift of curious odors out
window. the window.

Of course, there are various cases in which nonexyiessions provide passable answers to the
guestion: ‘An earthquake,’ or, ‘A car crash,” fotaenple. Yet these can only get us so far; as
soon as we're asked for more detail, we reveretbal propositions. If someone wants to hear
more about the car crash, for example, I'll givevears of this sort: ‘We were crossing an
intersection when another car ran a red lightido'd hit us very hard, but our rear fender was
dented and we were jerked around a bit.” It is Haminagine using event nominals to say much
of this.

Furthermore, when we want to explain the very magoif our nominal event terms, we
turn to verbal propositions. If we want to explaihat an earthquake is, for example, we say
things like, ‘An earthquake is when the ground toésa and shakes, sometimes so hard that
buildings fall down and bridges collapse.’ If werw#&o explain what a sunrise is, we say things
like, ‘It's when the sun starts to peek up overttbazon.’ (Indeed, these nouns—earthquake,
sunrise—are themselves very much like compactegisess, with a subject and verb.) The
same applies to proper event names like ‘the Aniating;’ to explain what this word refers to,
we have to tell a story, and this story will primhaif not exclusively consist of verbal
propositions. It is a distinguishing feature of veominals that we can best explain their
meaning with a construction likes is whenS’ wherex is an event nominal arfglis a verbal
proposition. This is not true of other nominalse @bn’t offer ‘A car is wheis as an
explanation of what a car is. Event nominals aigumin this way, and this suggests that our
real quarry is not these nominal expressions, dther the verbal propositions which best
articulate their meaning.

A similar point is made by Jonathan Bennett, whleys this primacy of verbal

propositions to argue that events are ‘supervemetities.” For Bennett they are supervenient
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because ‘all the truths about them are logicaltaiéed by andexplainedor made trueby truths
that do not involve the event concept.’ He flestings out as follows:

Our grasp of the idea that a run occurred yestetdayes from our grasp of the
idea that something ran yesterday; our grasp oidiee there is a picnic in the
park comes from our grasp of the idea that peo@esiiting around eating and
conversing in the park. Someone could have a Istgéconceptual upbringing
that made him competent in talking about how thingisave and where they are
when, but stopped short of equipping him to useetrent concept; nobody could
have an upbringing that started at the other eddstopped in the same place. Or
so | confidently believe, though | don't know hawdefend my opiniof®

The best defense Bennett can summon is that itssgange to run these explanations in the
opposite direction. It sounds odd, for examplesap that our idea of a picnic is the basis for the
idea of people in the park sitting around eatind tatking.** Even if, as Bennett admits, this
oddness does not force us to accept his supeneenaam, we can at least agree that that we
paradigmatically turn to verbal propositions whemwant to explain what an event nominal
means, and that we rarely, if ever, do the opposite

Verbal propositions, then, are not just the forhe tve employ most commonly to
explain what happens. They constitute the groumat fbf our ability to express the happening of
things. In other words, to say that something delcappened is paradigmatically to utter a
proposition of this sort. So if our goal is to enstand how it is coherent to speak of things
happening, if it is to clarify the intelligibilitpf such things as things, these propositions need t
stand at the center of our investigation—not joststrategic reasons, but because they are the

way in which what happens is spoken of. They ane thur natural target.
1.2.4 When happening is not an event

To justify a focus on verbal propositions instedéwent nominals, however, is not yet to argue
that the ultimate theme of the investigation shdaddhings that happen, rather than events. For
even if one agrees that we should be looking gigsibions, one might still think that we are
doing so in order to understand what events arewlide | am confident that the ideas | will
present here are relevant to the question of eveais not in fact offering a study of events, but

rather of things that happen. This claim requirgss#fication of its own, at least as a courtesy t

13 Jonathan BennetEvents and Their Name@ndianapolis: Hackett Pub. Co., 1988), 13.
14 [
Ibid, 14.
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the reader, who may be annoyed by my stubborn fusetlning that happens’ or ‘a happening,’
where the ‘an event’ would seem to do just finemdy occasionally use ‘event,” when this term
seems like a good enough fit; the reader shoul@ttiebute ontological significance to it when it
appears.)

To put it somewhat crudely: while events are thitigg happen, it is not obvious that
everything that happens is an event. Somewhat presely stated: propositions which express
what happens do not necessarily describe evendgihm you are hiking alone in the forest,
when a friend calls you on your cell phone. Yolheh you are having a delightful time, and,
playfully, he asks ‘What’s happening right now?bwyanswer:

I~ bird just flew from one tree to another.
I\ ow the bird is building its nest.
Il The wind is rustling the leaves.

All three propositions tell us what is happeningJiat just happened). Do they all correspond
to events? The first sentence clearly does—a bilylisg successfully from one tree to another
is surely an uncontroversial example of what we ld@all an event. Case (2) is a bit harder to
adjudicate. The bird hasn’t built a nest yet;jus working on it. What would the event be in
this case? Is it the entire nest-building eventlaustood as not yet complete? Or is the work of
the bird, understood as a goal-directed activitg@sE are problems raised by the progressive
tense in general, and there are semantic accounts \mterpret the progressive in terms of
events. For example, we could interpret the badtssity as an event which is a ‘stage’ of a
larger event® At the same time, there is something about thitsbangoing activity that doesn't
seem event-like. Events, we tend to think, havermeggs and endings. We may be able to
isolate discrete events as we watch the bird—Kk9up a stick, it places it back down, etc. But
our judgment that it ibuilding seems to indicate something other than an aggoegaitevents,
a kind of creative unfolding that is hard to se@aasnit.” These are foggy, inconclusive doubts,
but doubts nonetheless.

The third case, however, is more clear-cut. It seguite wrong to interpret ‘The wind is

rustling the leaves’ as expressing an event. Sangetk happening, to be sure. We see and hear

*Fred Landman, "The Progressivalatural Language Semantits no. 1 (1992). For an alternative account
structured around time intervals rather than evesée David R. DowtyWord Meaning and Montague Grammar :
The Semantics of Verbs and Times in Generative i@@®and in Montague's PtgDordrecht ; Boston: D. Reidel
Pub. Co., 1979).

23



it happening. Yet to call this an event seemsdikeisapplication of the term. We seem rather to
be describing a global feature of our environmarttynamic intermingling of elements that does
not present itself as a coherent temporal objentds are at work, and we can sense their
manifestation, but there is no compelling reasoceibthis an event. While temporally
locatable—it is happeningow—this happening lacks the discreteness of beginambending
we associate with the event concept.

These are my intuitions, in any case, and theglaaeed by the few people | have asked.
They serve at least to suggest that the notiothofd that happens’ is more universally
applicable than the concept of an event, and thare tmasic. Events happen, but happening
appears to be something intelligible on its owmigrapart from events. It is this intelligibility—
the intelligibility of what happens—that | wantitovestigate, by investigating the propositions
through which what happens is said.

1.3 Investigating Propositions: Two Non-PhenomenologidaApproaches

Our goal, then is to understand how it is that akpsopositions express things that happen. This
is a two-part goal. Our question concerns bothh&)thinglyness’ of what happens, and (2) the
‘happeningness’ of these things. That is, we nedd)develop an account of verbal
propositions which shows how they provide us whiings which we can refer to—how they

give us some kind of object, as we have seen treriiveé also want to (2) understand why these
things are happening things. Happening is not,@bave seen, a property of these things. It is
rather their very way of being a thing; for sucthiag to ‘be’ is for it to happen. We need to see,
then, whether we can develop an account of venoglgsitions which illuminates the
happening-nature of these things.

Both of these issues can be addressed throughnapleaological approach that builds
on Husserl’s theory of judgment. Before introducihg approach, let us consider two other
frameworks for thinking about verbal propositiotaen from more recent work on events in the
‘analytic’ tradition. There is in fact a vast bodiliterature on events, concerning a multitude of
issues in metaphysics, ontology, and the philosafttgnguage. | isolate these two
frameworks—the event-quantification model propadsgdonald Davidson, and the property-
exemplification model adopted by Jonathan Benmettlaegwon Kim—because they, more

explicitly than others, consider events insofath&y have some kind of relation to propositional
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structures. | will not attempt a comprehensiveeavand critique of them. We can identify,

however, some reasons to doubt their basic presomspiand to look for a different approach.
1.3.1 Davidsonian event semantics

Davidson’s approach directly addresses one ofwarcentral concerns. He was also interested,
as are we, with the way in which certain proposgiappear to give us ‘things’ to talk about,
without actually naming those things. His origif@us was not on propositions which express
things that happen, but on *action sentences,’hicivthere is ‘something’ that is done by an
agent. His solution, however, can be applied tosamntence which seems to correspond to an

event, as we will see.

Davidson’s model

The model Davidson proposes for interpreting acsiemtences is not motivated exclusively by a
concern with the objects they seem to yield. Howewe will focus first on this concern as we
introduce his model, so that we can see how Dawidgwoposal functions as an answer it.
Davidson begins his seminal essay, “The Logicahfof Action Sentences,” by pointing out the
mystery of another disappearing thing—not the thivag happens, but the thing that is done:

Strange goings on! Jones did it slowly, delibesatel the bathroom, with a knife,
at midnight. What he did was butter a piece ofttdd& are too familiar with the
language of action to notice at first an anomdig:‘it’ of ‘Jones did it slowly,
deliberately...” seems to refer to some entity, pmegloly to an action, that is then
characterized in a number of ways.

He goes on to wonder how we might represent thiedbéprm of this sentence, substituting
bound variables for the pronouns, and turning theeebs §lowly, deliberatelyand the
preposition i the kitchehinto a conjunction of free-standing sentences:

Asked for the logical form of this sentence, we Inbigolunteer something like,
‘There is an actiow such that Jones didslowly and Jones dixideliberately and
Jones dick in the bathroom...” and so on. But then we needpgmagpriate

singular term to substitute for ‘x’. In fact we km@ones buttered a piece of toast.
And allowing a little slack, we can substitute ferand get ‘Jones buttered a
piece of toast slowly and Jones buttered a pieteast deliberately and Jones

18 Donald Davidson, "The Logical Form of Action Serttes," inEssays on Actions and Eve(@xford
Clarendon Press, 2001), 105.
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buttered a piece of toast in the bathroom...” andrsadl he trouble is that we have
nothing here we would ordinarily recognize as gsiar term'’

Davidson’s initial concern, then, arises from thetfthat, while we seem free to use a pronoun
which stands in for ‘something,” we don’t have at disposal singular terms with which to
replace them. Rather, when try to replace the pronae end up inserting a complex verb
phrase, ‘buttered a piece of toast.” We have alredathessed analogous behavior with things
that happen: when we are asked to replace, for gbeaitme ‘it’ in ‘It happened yesterday,” we
don’t (typically) use singular term, but ratherenth complete sentence, like ‘My tooth fell out.’

His solution—which, again, is motivated by addiabfactors which we have yet to
address—is to suggest that action sentences #;tirmake reference to things, but that they do
so covertly. He proposes that these sentencesahdgical form’ which is not evident in their
overt grammatical structure. There are two keyghagpects to the logical form he proposes.
The first is that it treats verbs as predicates ait additional ‘event’ argument. Normally, he
claims, we would treat a verb like ‘kicked’ as atplace predicate, taking one argument which
corresponds to the kicker, and another correspgrdithe kicked thing or person. Thus ‘Shem
kicked Shaun’ would be represented as in (4):

Il <icked(Shem, Shaun).

Davidson proposes instead that the verb in fadgassn additional argument, corresponding to
the event of kicking. He also argues—and this ésstacond novel aspect of his proposal—that
action sentences are instances of existential digatibn, where the quantified variable is the
event argument of the verb. Thus Davidson rendgnem kicked Shaun’ as in (5), wheres the
event variable:

- (Kicked(Shem, Shaum))

Davidson’s rough English translation of this pragos is “There is an eventsuch thak is a
kicking of Shaun by Shent®This, he argues, is what we are really proposihgmwe say
‘Shem kicked Shaurt® (Davidson uses as the variable in this passage, &hais become the

conventional notation for event variables; | wilae in subsequent examples.)

" »Causal Relations," iEssays on Actions and Evef@xford: Clarendon Press, 2001), 154.

8"The Logical Form of Action Sentences," 118.

9 Davidson’s proposal does not represent the tehaetion sentences, an omission which he explicébognizes.
See ibid., 123.
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If we interpret action sentences this way, we havapparent solution to the thing-
problem. Action sentences yield things to whichoaa refer pronominally, because they in fact
propose the existence of precisely these thingsc@ufusion arises only because surface
grammar occludes what is actually being said. Feuntlore, we can easily widen Davidson’s
analysis to address sentences that do not invohi@na(i.e. where agency is not involved), but
do involve something happening. Davidson himsedfdsedown this road in a later essay,
suggesting that we interpret a sentence like ‘delcklown’ asde (Fell(Jack.g)), which
translates roughly as, “There is an evestich thagis a falling down of Jack’®® The inheritors
of Davidson’s model have developed it in this dieet, applying the event-variable analysis to
any sentence that seems to correspond to an erehegen to those expressing staté3hus a
Davidsonian model would solve our problem regardimggs that happen as well. Certain
propositions ‘yield’ things that happen becauseg e in fact, covertly, asserting the existence
of events®

Problems with the Davidsonian Model

Davidson's solution is a tidy one, indeed. | thin&ywever, that we have good reason to be
suspicious of it. In Chapter 2, we will be pursuadifferent approach to the puzzling
emergence of thing-like objects out of verbal ppons. Rather than associating these objects,
as Davidson does, with subsentential elements, lgallowing Husserl, propose that they are
generated through a cognitive operation on projoosit structures themselves. Thus it is
important that we criticize Davidson’s model in sodetail, in order to discard it as a more
plausible alternative to our own.

We can raise doubts about Davidson’s model witleoah questioning what is arguably
its most iffy-feeling part, namely the hidden pmese of event variables and quantificational

structure in sentences that don’t overtly displilyez of these features. It is not, after all, in

2% pid., 154.

2L See Terence Parsofsents in the Semantics of English : A Study irafubic Semantic§Cambridge, Mass.:
MIT Press, 1990). For a concise and instructivdiegipon of the Davidsonian model to linguistic semtics, see
Richard K. Larson and Gabriel Segéhowledge of Meaning : An Introduction to Semaffitieory (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1995), 474-84.

22 \We might raise the concern that, with action sergs, there are in fact two things which we caerrgf. If Shem
kicked Shaun, then we can speak of “what happersadi of “what Shem did.” These seem to be two difie
things. A possible response, however, would bedaethat such sentences do in fact involve twaiesvéShem’s
causing the kicking, and the kicking itself. We ktbrender this a3x3y (Caused(Shem, y, X) Kicked(Shem,
Shaun, y)). This is not an approach | recommendgler, as will become clear in the next section.
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principle impossible, or even implausible, that ssentences are best analyzed using logical
structures that are not isomorphic to their surfgreenmar. Davidson would certainly not be the
first to posit covert existential quantificationugsell’s quantificational analysis of definite
descriptions, for example, does the same. Thetltaserbal propositions do so, and even that
they contain variables that don’t correspond to t@ny in the surface grammar, should not be
ruled out simply because it seems a bit odd. Ratherproblems with Davidson’s proposal are

rooted in the assumptions and motives that ledtbiformulate it in the first place.

Davidson’s Pronominal Evidence

We can begin with the idea, discussed in the passalgove, that the pronoun in ‘Jones did it is
a stand-in for a singular term that picks out aitgnf some kind. This assumption motivates
the articulation of a logical form containing exgsens that also pick out the appropriate object.
In Davidson’s model, this work is done by the estisially quantified event variabfé A

statement like ‘Jones buttered the toast, anddhé diith a knife’ is thus easy to interpret, since
the pronoun is simply associated with a recurraidhis variable in the logical form. We could
render it as3e(Buttered(Jones, toas), A With-a-knifeg)’.>* (This rendering obviously glosses
over additional structure, for example within thregmsitional phrase.)

It is not at all self-evident, however, that we gldoadopt Davidson’s assumptions
regarding pronouns. We can respond to the datd$erees in a rather different way, using it to
call into question our very predisposition treainmuns as stand-ins for singular terms. Perhaps
pronouns do not, in fact, always serve this fumctiodeed, there are other contexts in which
pronouns (and question words, which also servéaaslsns) clearly are not substitutes for
nominals. If | ask, for example, ‘What did Hanng?&d don’t expect a name or other nominal
phrase as an answer, but either a proposition $&lteshe was stuck in traffic’) or a quotation
(‘She said ‘Ouch”). | can also, of course, ustifitthese contexts: ‘She said it yesterday.” We
have, moreover, other words that stand in for nominal expressions, like prepositional
phrases. (‘The TV is on the roof.” ‘How did it engdthere?’) If we have placeholders for

2 A variable is of course not itself a singular tetmat picks out a particular object. Existentiahgtification, and
quantification in general, does not refer to olgebut rather claims that there is an object whiolld make the
sentence true. Nonetheless, these variables corégp singular terms, insofar as we substitutegusar term for
them in a non-quantified sentence.

24 See Davidson, "The Logical Form of Action Sentes;jt&19.
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various types of sentence constituents, not alllo€h pick out objects in the usual sense, why
should we assume that the pronouns in Davidsor@mele do this?

We will pursue this line of thought extensively@hapter 2, with respect to pronouns
that (appear to) refer to things that happen. Wegiae a quick sketch here, however, of how we
might approach the linguistic data Davidson observerhere the pronouns appear to refer to
actions— without interpreting the pronouns as hesd®avidson’s basic, unproblematic
observation is that (6) and (7) can be interpratedn appropriate discursive situation, as
semantically equivalent. (I have bracketed the ydntase (VP) in each sentence, in order to
isolate the sentence constituents which can bé/freerchanged. | also adopt the convention of
labeling discrete structural elements of sentemgssubscript abbreviations at the beginning of
the bracketed phrase.)

Il Jones {-buttered the toast]

Bl ones |- did it]

Now, before considering whether ‘it’ in (7) refécssome entity, we can simply note that
[vedid it] functions as a stand-in fogdbuttered the toast]. In fact, in some contexts itot even
necessary to supply such a stand-in. Sentencesi@3(9), for example, have no difference in
meaning:

e thought Jones hagbuttered the toast], but he hadrjs flone it].

Ve thought Jones hagbbuttered the toast], but he hadn't.

In both of these sentences, we have ‘missing ctraethe end, namelyf buttered the toast]. It
is elided in (9), and replaced wittk[done it] in (8). Upon reading or hearing eithertsane, we
fill in the content it lacks. This suggests that gfhrase\J done it] is basically an empty
structure, no more meaningful than elision, thadseto be filled in by the content of the VP.

We could thus interpret the ‘do it’ constructionapro-form.” Pro-forms are just
expressions that stand in for sentential constituehdifferent kinds. Pronouns are pro-forms;
there are also pro-adjectives, as in ‘Make my blind like Frank’s, but lesso.” Now, let’s
imagine that English had a pro-verb, ‘ditt’ whicle wsed instead of ‘do it.’ In such a language,
we might abbreviate full sentences by substitugir@verbs for verb phrases:

Jones \p buttered the toast], and hg fitted| in the bathroom.

You should {p butter the toast], and you shouig @litt] with a knife.

Jones and Maryf butter the toast], and they usualjy flitt] at midnight.
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Yet this is not how we speak. If we want to trehd it’ as a pro-form, we need something that
accounts for its internal structure, where them@ verb ‘do’ that has a syntactic object, ‘it’.

Such an account is suggested by the linguist Th@tragk?® To understand the
proposal, we need to expand our notion the verbgawa bit. Stroik adopts a widely accepted
syntactical model for verb phrases for which a paiike ‘buttered the toast’ contains more
structure than is immediately apparent. Thereoi§egin with, the VP, consisting of a verb (V)
and a noun phrase (NP). We can represent this as:

[ve [V] [NP]]

The representation of the verb phrase in Davidsexénple would accordingly be:

[ve [v buttered] {ipthe toast] ]

This structure, however, is nested within a lagjascture, in which it is preceded by a
syntactical element labeledor ‘little v'. The resulting structure is\é:

[V [VP] ]

We would therefore render ‘Jones buttered the ‘taast

Jones [pV [vp [v buttered] {ipthe toast] ]]

The many advantages of assuming such a structualéha linguistic evidence for it, are beyond
the scope of our concerfiSNote, however, that, under some proposals, can sometimes
function as a ‘causative operator.’ It is, in timedel, a light verb which is not usually expressed
in English?” but which can contribute the sense of agencyawémb phrase as a whéfeThus

in a sentence like ‘I love Lucy,’ there would be causative operator, because there is no agency

involved in the sense of the verb ‘love.” A sentelike ‘Lucy rolled down the hill’ may or may

% Thomas Stroik, "On the Light Verb Hypothesikifiguistic Inquiry32, no. 2 (2001).Stroik notes that the idea that
‘do so’ is a pro-form is a widely held assumpti&ee his fn.5 for citations. For an expansion odi8ts proposal,
see Bill Haddican, "The Structural Deficiency ofrWal Pro-Forms," ibid.38, no. 3 (2007).

% The “little v’ analysis builds on an analysis of double-objeststructions (e.g. “John sent Mary a letter”)
proposed in Richard K. Larson, "On the Double Obfagnstruction,” ibid.19(1988). Larson does noehgropose
little v, but rather an empty syntactical position intoathihe verb in the nested VP moves for struct@asons.
This allows him to argue that “John sent Mary &elétis a syntactical transformation of somethitager to “John
[Mary [sent a letter]].” For a discussion of thitle-v’ analysis, see e.g. Noam Chomskije Minimalist Program
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995), 315 ff.

" For a discussion of causative constructions thapgses a causative operator, see Mark C. Bakesrporation :
A Theory of Grammatical Function Changjr{@hicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988),-229. As part of
his argument, Baker examines data from the Chichamguage of Malawi, which has an overtly expressadsal
morpheme.

% 5ee ChomskyThe Minimalist Program315. For a proposal that there are differenttions of little, including
indicating causativity, see Angelika Kratzer, "Sdéwvg the External Argument from Its Verb," Bhrase Structure
and the Lexiconed. Johan Rooryck and Laurie Zaring (Dordrectiw€r, 1996).
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not contain a causative operator; its presencéserece would correspond to our agentive or
non-agentive readings of this sentence, both o€lwvhare available.

It is not essential to the analysis of ‘do it’ the treatv as a causative operator. Indeed,
the proposal we will look at does not make refeegiacthis potential function of | mention it
to indicate one way in which it has been suggestat has a semantic function, and because
this suggestion does seem to fit with the lingaiptienomenon we are investigating, namely
action sentences.

Adopting thevP model of verb phrase structugroik argues that the phrase ‘do it’ (as
well as ‘do so,’ to which he applies the same asig)yis not a VB® That is, it is not contained
within the VP structure as in (10). Rather, ‘dotopies the position of, while ‘it’ occurs in VP,
asin (11).

(- doit]]
I (.- co [ it]

On this analysis, ‘do’ is a ‘helping verb’ or ‘ligkierb,’” rather than a ‘main verb.” That is, it is

not the ‘do’ of ‘I did my homework’ or ‘I did theighes,’ but rather has here a merely functional
role. Basically, ‘do’ appears in the positiondfecause there is no longer a main verb expressed
in VP, as the content of VP has been replacedthyrhere must be a verb in the sentence, so
‘do’ is inserted to serve this functiGhAs evidence of this structure, wherein ‘do’ artdl ‘i

occupy different syntactical levels, Stroik notleatf in questions, ‘do’ also appears at the end of
the sentence, as in (12):

I hat will Jones do?

This is easy to explain, Stroik notes, if we asstina¢ ‘what’ corresponds to the VP, which
moves out of it¥P context to the front of the sentence; since émeesice lacks a main verb, ‘do’
appears as a helping verb, occupying the htgb®sition.

9 Stroik does not simply presume this framework, riather argues that its ability to account for tledavior of the
‘do it’ pro-form provides independent justificatidor it. "On the Light Verb Hypothesis," 362.

%t is actually a great deal more complicated ttas Stroik’s analysis presumes the ‘feature-chegkramework
for analyzing phrase structure. In this caskas a [VForm] feature which needs to be ‘checkgdsome other
syntactical element in the sentence, usually th@ rerb. To check this feature enthe main verb actually moves
from its position in VP and ‘affixes’ te. Since there is no longer a VP verb in the proafddo’ must feature-
checkv.
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We can thus explain Davidson’s pronominal evidemiteout recourse to action-
referring pronouns. Rather, we have a complex provfwhich simply replaces the verb phrase
with empty structure:

Bl ones v [vr butteredhe toast] ]

Bl-c [-did [wit]]

This proposal of course depends on a particulaiasyinal framework which I am not in a
position to defend. It shows us, however, thatdlage plausible avenues of explanation which
do not require us to assume entity-referring proisou
| should note, however, that Davidson does proaidexample of pronominal reference

to actions which does not fit into the pro-form lgses. What | have in mind is this exchange,
which he mentions in passing:

Il ones did it with a knife.

P case tell me more about it.

Davidson suggests that the ‘it’ in (16) also refesin (15), to ‘what Jones ditf.1 suggest a
different interpretation. We can interpret (15)ngsbtroik’s pro-form analysis. But what about
(16)? This second ‘it’ is obviously not a part fhre-form ‘do it’. However, | think that
Davidson is wrong to suggest it refers to an actfomore intuitive interpretation is that the
pronoun refers to the totality of what is expresse.5), rather than to Jones’ action. That is,

what the speaker is curious about is ‘what happemestall. | might respond to (16) with (17):
Bl was disturbing.

| think it is clear that in such a conversation ‘itieve are talking about is not some ‘action’
which, incidentally, was done by Jones and witmigek but rather something that corresponds to
the entirety of sentence (15), which expresses etbimg that happened.’

In the next chapter we’ll look more carefully aisthype of pronoun, but our approach
will be somewhat different. While we will look t@stential structure to explain its function, we

cannot in this case suggest that the pronoun igelyiea pro-form structure that replaces

31 Davidson also offers this example (“The Logicairf@f Action Sentences," 106.) :
(i) 1 crossed the Channel in fifteen hours.
(i) Good grief, that was slow.
Again, the suggestion is that the “that” in (v)a®f to the action of crossing the Channel. | wauiggest it refers to
the length of time—as in “Fifteen hours! That'swgld
*Ibid., 108.
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sentential content. There is indeed a ‘thing’ tackitsuch pronouns refer—the thing that
happened. This thing, however, is not somethingatdd by some covert term in the sentence.
Rather, these ‘objectivities’ are the outcome adligative process itself.

Without getting into the details of this propodal, which we have not yet acquired the
requisite phenomenological framework, we can noeedifference between this kind of pronoun
and the merely formal kind. Since the it of ‘dorgplaces a VP—assuming Stroik’s analysis is
correct— it does not direct us to any object, sithad is not what verb phrases do. Consequently,
it cannot be coindexed with other pronouns thatlagesubjects or objects of other sentences. It
cannot, for example, be coindexed with the sulgédt was disturbing.” Even when this
sentence immediately follows the ‘Jones did it veitknife,” we do not, | contend, interpret the
pronouns as coreferential, because the pro-formauano is not actually referential at all. We see
the same behavior in (18):

-Jones did it with a knife. | know, because | saut iivas very annoying.

For something to be disturbing, or annoying, doédseen,’ it has to be some kind of ‘thing.’
We will see in Chapter 2 that this ‘thing’ is stibt an object in the usual sense; and that the
‘thing’ referred to by the pronoun is a judicatpeduct, not a pre-given entity. It is still,

however, more than mere form.

Actions under Different Descriptions

Pronominal data is not the only driver behind Dawidls proposal. As a further justification, he
argues that his model accords with our intuiticat there are different ways to describe the same
action:

| am writing my name. | am writing my name on agei®f paper. | am writing my
name on a piece of paper with the intention ofimgita cheque. | am writing a
cheque. | am paying my gambling debt. It is harartagine how we can have a
coherent theory of action unless we are alloweshiothat each of these sentences
is made true by the same actin.

| am not certain what would count, for Davidsonaaherent theory of action. It is clear,
however, that his model allows us to say that sa'e action’ makes all of these sentences true.

The same action, for example, could provide theesédre in both (19) and (20):

3 bid., 110.
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< (Write(l, my nameg))
B =< (Pay(, debtg)

In (19), | am positing the existence of an eveat ttan be described as a writing of my name by
me; in (20) , | am positing an event that can becdbed as a paying of my debt by me.
Although these are different characterizations, @rent could fit the bill in both cases.

We might disagree with Davidson’s intuition tha®)hnd (20) could be made true by the
same event. Following a line of argument pursueduaith Jarvis Thomson, for example, we
could argue that our debt is not in fact paid wivensign our name, but only after the check is
handed over, or perhaps when it is casiétbwever, this is not a criticism | want to pursue
here, although | am sympathetic to it. Rather, eedito look critically at Davison’s larger
point—namely that our ability to identify one evemider different descriptions serves as
evidence for the logical form he proposes. Evemafagree with his claims about event
identities, it is not obvious that we need a lobgfoan that accommodates them. To illustrate this
doubt, let us choose two sentences which are gasa&cept as descriptions of the same action:
‘I am writing my name’ and ‘I am signing a checWhat does it mean to take these as different
descriptions of a single action?

Davidson’s idea seems to be that the action ‘iteeH minimal affair, to which we then
give descriptions which add contextual layers tdlte minimal action in this case might simply
involve the movements of my hand and the trandferkofrom the pen to the paper, as well as
my intent to move my hand in this particular wagsiles this minimal event, however, there is
also the context in which it is occurring. My deption of the action may change depending on
the larger context | have in view, which can indudy motives, the consequences of my action,
the expectations of others, etc. In the case aifrflsigning a cheque,’ | am adding socioeconomic
context by identifying the paper as more than *jpaper. It is a check, the signing of which
signifies something according to the rules of agiaty. Redescription, Davidson argues, “may
supply the motive (‘l was getting my revenge’),qaddhe action in the context of a rule (‘l am
castling’), give the outcome (| killed him’), orgvide evaluation (I did the right thing’)*®

34 Judith Jarvis Thomson, "The Time of a Killing;he Journal of Philosoph§8, no. 5 (1971). Cf. Kim, "Events as
Property Exemplifications.” Kim goes so far as istidguish “Sebastian’s leisurely stroll” from “Sadiian’s stroll
(pp.167-171).

% Davidson, "The Logical Form of Action Sentencesl0.
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Now, it is true that, given an action sentencecese ‘drill down,’ so to speak, until we
find a minimal activity for which that sentencgust one possible description. Moreover, our
everyday concerns often do lead us to focus osithple actions for which we generally offer
more context-providing descriptions. For exampl&ieand might have seen me, through a
window, writing in my diary; he thought, howevednat | was writing him a check for money |
owe him. We may later laugh about how he integatethat he saw—me writing—as
something it wasn'’t, situating it in the wrong cextt These moments, however, involve a shift
of focus, where we pay attention to what is unawrérsial about the action, distinguishing this
from the interpretive context we have imposed ob#ually, we are not focused in this way.
Rather, we naively interpret what we are seeingaare disposed to interpret it, not stopping to
observe that we are wrapping presumed contextmidraumore basic kernel. Treating actions as
objects of description and redescription is sonmgthve do, but not something we always do.

Davidson’s model, however, builds this stance towactions into the very logical form
of our propositions. His model suggests that whiemrhulate a sentence like ‘I paid my debt,’ |
am positing the existence of an action (or evemicivcan be described in a particular way.
While the positing of actions as substrates of degt$an is a cognitive competence we clearly
possess, representing it at the level of logicahfs an overreach. It confuses something we are
able to do—focusing on actions and events as ab@alescription—with something we
necessarily do anytime we utter an action sentafeesimply don’t need an account of action
sentences that involves the positing of describaebémts. To the contrary, such an account

seems to attribute cognitive attitudes to thesegsiions which they do not in fact display.

Adverbial Modification

Davidson’s proposal has a third motivation, thé¢ ¢aee we will consider. His model, he argues,
solves a problem that arises regarding adverbialification > Note that (21) entails (22) and
(23):

Il ones buttered the toast in the bathroom with f latimidnight.

Il Jones buttered the toast at midnight.

Il Jones buttered the toast.

% Davidson gives credit to Kenny for first raisiffastissue. See Anthony Kenmction, Emotion and Will
(London,: Routledge & K. Paul, 1963).
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Davidson points out that we need to analyze thestesces in such a way that their entailment
relations follow as a matter of logical form. Armstiard first-order logical analysis fails to do so,
however, insofar as it treats the verb as a preglieéh variable polyadicity. That is, we would
treat ‘Buttered’ as a five-place relational pretkci (24), a three-place predicate in (25), and a
two-place predicate in (26).

-Buttered(Jones, toast, bathroom, knife, midnight)

G uttered(Jones, toast, midnight)

G uttered(Jones, toast)

The problem with this, Davidson argues, is thgives us a different predicate in each sentence.
We thereby ‘obliterate the logical relations betwégese sentence¥.’

Davidson’s proposed form, on the other hand, pvesethe desired entailments. It
assigns to verbs an invariant argument structune tl@en treats adverbs as predicates modifying
the event variable in conjoined sentences:

-He (Buttered(Jones, toas), A In-the-Bathroon®) A With-a-knife@) A At-
Midnight(e))

-He (Buttered(Jones, toas), A At-Midnight(e))

< (Buttered(Jones, toas)

The entailment relations hold as a matter of Iddgimam, since we can get from the more
complex sentences to the simpler ones by droppnguacts. In other words, it is unproblematic
to hold that (30) entails (31):
-There is an event such that it was a butterinfp@ftdast by Jones, and this
event occurred at midnight.

Il There is an event such that it was a butteringp@toast by Jones.

This is, again, a very tidy solution to a problérhe problem only arises, however, under the
assumption that we must use first-order logic talye adverbial modification. The sentences of
first-order logic can only use predicates with silag terms as their arguments; there are no
higher-order operators that can modify predicadasshas been pointed out by critics of

Davidson’s proposal, we need not assume the camsti first-order logic to tackle the

37 Davidson, "The Logical Form of Action Sentenced)7.
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problem of adverbial modificatioff. Terence Parsons, for example, develops an analsisig
predicate modifiers which modify formulas of fitder logic. Thus while the sentence *
drives’ is notated by Parsons a%, s in first-order logic, we can use a predicabelifrer to
expressx drives slowly’ as S(R&).*°

Parson’s approach has the advantage that it alisws represent what Parsons calls
“reiterated modification,” in which an adverbialtyodified sentence is itself adverbially
modified. His example is<'painstakingly wrote illegibly.” This is interpreteds the claim that
took pains to write illegibly (not simply thatwrote both painstakingly and illegibly). It is not
clear how Davidson’s model—or any first-order medebuld represent nested adverbials of
this sort. Predicate modification deals with it idyy analyzing the sentence above as
P(I(W()))."

My intent is not to defend the predicate modifievdel as the ‘true’ logical form of
adverbial modification. | am not, in fact, convidcinat the search for logical form is of great
philosophical significanc&, and am even less convinced, as will become ate@hapter 4, that
verbs themselves are well-served by treating theanitically as predicates. To the degree,
however, that one might be interested in developitggical form that captures something of the
structure of action and event sentences, the adbtete first-order logic appears an unnecessary
restriction. The problem of variable polyadicitytimis an artificial problem, generated by these

constraints. The necessity of introducing hiddeangiication to solve this ‘problem’ should be

¥ See e.g. W.V. Quine, "Events and Reification,Actions and Events : Perspectives on the Philosaphy
Donald Davidsoned. Ernest LePore and Brian P. McLaughlin (Oxi@sdordshire ; New York, NY, USA: B.
Blackwell, 1985). See also Benndiyents and Their Name$65-87., P. M. S. Hacker, "Events, Ontology and
Grammar,"Philosophy57, no. 222 (1982).

% Terence Parsons, "Some Problems Concerning thie bbGrammatical Modifiers,Synthes€1, no. 3/4 (1970):
325.

“°1pid., 326.

1| am generally sympathetic to the skeptical stagpressed by Hacker, towards the project of ftining

natural languages: “Even if, in some millennialitmgsemantic paradise, a calculus were devisedhwinigpped
‘every difference and connection legitimately caiesed the business of a theory of meaning’ on hoc&al
notation, what would that show about our understendf our native tongue? Such a calculus has ebbgen
invented; we do not know it, either explicitly @citly. Our understanding of our native language aur grasp of
its logical articulations cannot be describedalene explained, in terms of an as yet uninvenbechél notation of
equivalent logical powers. If it were invented,réhés no guarantee that it would be intelligibléhie average
speaker of our languag.fortiori, there could be no grounds for attributing to eader knowledge of the rules of
such a projected calculus as part of an explanatidiis mastery of the entailments of event reaaydind event
referring sentences.” (Hacker, "Events, Ontology @nammar," 486. The passage he quotes is fromdBan|
"The Logical Form of Action Sentences," 123.)
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seen as evidence against imposing these constnaitiisr than evidence for the presence of

guantification.

What would we gain by adopting Davidsonian semant&?

We cannot, then, comfortably accept Davidson’s rhaden answer to the thing-problem
presented by verbal propositions. It is not they assible response to the data, and requires us
to make dubious assumptions about our normal degrattitudes towards actions, and about the
type of formal grammar we can deploy to represaftuinal language. Even if we were to accept
the model, however, it would not help us make hegdmegarding our original concerns.

In Section 1.1, we identified the theme of ourastigation—things that happen—and
raised questions regarding the very intelligibilifythis category as a category of thing. What we
want to understand is how things that happen anglthto begin with, and how their way of
being thingly is of a happening sort. We don’t kpahderstand either of these words yet—
'thing’ or ‘happen.’ Of course, we do understandrthin the untrivial sense that we can use
them in conversation—we can say that ‘somethingpagd,” then go on to say what that was,
usually without confusing anyone. We are unablartculate, however, the thinglyness of what
happens, or the happeningness of these thingsuifvedt to propositions because this seemed to
be where these things ‘originate’; we are ablextoaet happening things from certain
propositions which don’t appear to mention them.

Adopting Davidson’s model would only show us thethal propositions do not in fact
provide an inroad to our problem after all. If sygbpositions make existential claims about
events, then they have little to tell us aboutttiiegly nature of the events they are about, since
this nature is presumed when we quantify over evexgsuming it is even coherent to say that
an event ‘exists,’ saying so must be founded orability to recognize events in the world, and
to refer to them as an ‘it,” ‘this,” ‘that,” or ‘vdt.’ To serve as a truth-maker, an event must be
identifiable as such. Davidsonian event semantiags presumes the intelligibility of events as
things. This is not in itself a mark against themaatics. We need not demand of a logical
analysis that it also investigate the intelligityilof its basic components. We, however, do want

to pursue this question, so an analysis that takests for granted is of no use to us.
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Nor is there much to gain, for our purposes, froavibson’s attempts to defend his
treatment of events as constituting a “fundamesmébdlogical category™ His defenses concern
the fitness of an ontology including events foraaiety of explanatory purposes: making sense
of causal relations, for exampféor of our claims about things that reétiThe disputed
guestion is whether we should count events as lasgigs’ along with the other objects of the
world. This is not yet an inquiry into the availityi of these things as intelligible, describable
objects. To ask the latter question is to inquite the very appearance of events—or rather
things that happen—in our experience and in ouwdhts. Asking that sort of question is the
task of phenomenology.

We have yet to introduce this approach, but itastivnoting that a similar point has
been made by the phenomenologist Claude Ron@uitecizing authors like Davidson who are
engaged in a “logico-semantic” debate about evéatsyrites:

[T]he crucial point for them is the question of wher events can be considered
“entities” in their own right, on which a quantiéiton can be performed and
which would consequently belong to the minimal Wagy” that is needed by a
coherent semantics—to what Russell terms “the fonesfdal furniture of the
world.” Thus it is in a completely naive mannertttiee logico-semantic debate is
engaged with the question of whether events shoeilaidmitted to the status of
“entities” listed in an “ontology,” for in this delbe both these latter notions
remain entirely indeterminate. Further insightsittbvents do not have the same
status as beings at all (or at least, as a logglamtities,” which belong to a
formal ontology), that the mode of phenomenalitgwénts differs entirely from
that of beings... all this is apparent only tpfreenomenologthat, beginning from
“thingg” as they give themselves, enquires intortfuele of appearing of events as
such:

Romano’s disparaging remarks are perhaps a bittbeetop; we need not agree, for example,
that a semantic approach has nothing of valueyt@baut the ‘status as beings’ of events.
Moreover, we will not, in the current study, follddomano in targeting ‘events’ as a ready-made
category open to phenomenological inquftye will be looking, instead, at things that happen
insofar as these are expressed in judgments atarc&ind. Nonetheless, Romano’s comments
do neatly articulate the basic concerns that wird our phenomenological approach. We are

“>The Individuation of Events," 180.

“3 See "Causal Relations."

4 See "Events as Particulars."

“5 Claude Romandvent and Worldtrans. Shane Mackinlay, (New York: Fordham Ursitg Press, 2009), 24.

“6 Moreover, Romano’s focus is not on events in #eegal sense of “anything that happens,” but osdfevents of
which we ourselves are the subjects, and partigutaisis of the “existential” sort. He relegatesimdane,
impersonal events to a category of what he labetetworldly facts.” Ibid., 23 ff.
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not asking about the pros and cons of includingghithat happen in a basic ontology, nor are
we examining these supposed things in order tdifgehe specific predicates that apply to
them, through which they are characterized andnhdisished. Rather, we want to understand
their ‘mode of appearing,’ i.e. the way in whicleyhare given to us as objects of thought and

experience. This requires a phenomenological approa
1.3.2 Bennett and Kim: Events as property exemplification

Before turning to Husserl and the theory of judgtnemich will guide our analyses, we need to
consider the ‘property exemplification’ approachetents, since it, like Davidson’s model,
considers events in their relation to propositistalctures. Jonathan Bennett and Jaegwon Kim
are its two principle defendants. While it is a teabf debate to what degree their views are in
conflict with Davidson’s—Kim considers the modetstgntially compatible’” whereas Bennett
rejects the Davidsonian approathneither requires the other. We can therefore treat

property exemplification model as an alternativaaaption. Our examination of it will,

however, be briefer than our critique of Davidsgm®posal, both because it is somewhat less
problematic, and because the central problem withilibe more fully addressed in Chapter 4.

Verbs as Predicates

In the context of our interests, the crucial featof the property exemplification (hereafter ‘PE’)
accounts how it interprets verbal propositions. In the tREory, the verbs in verbal propositions
are predicates which name properties, and thegradicates in the traditional sense (unlike
Davidson’s predicates have hidden event argumdnts)important to note, however, that,
unlike Davidson’s theory, the PE theory is not @ity a semantic theory about sentences
describing events, but rather a metaphysical thaboyt the nature of events themselves. While
Davidson offers a semantic analysis which leadstbimake ontological and metaphysical
recommendations, Kim and Bennett propose a metagghgsevents which in turn motivates a
suitable semantic¥.

The basic premise of a PE event metaphysics mnasvould expect, that an event is the

exemplification of a property. Kim and Bennett diffomewhat in their conception of what

" Kim, "Events as Property Exemplifications," 164-67
“8 BennettEvents and Their Name$65-87.
9 0On this point, see Kim, "Events as Property Exdfioptions," 163-64.
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property exemplification involves. For Kim, theeeant properties are exemplified by
substances at a time. The simplest cases will vevjpist one object. In such cases, the following
“existence condition” would hold:

Event [k, P, {] exists just in case the substanxdeas the propert at timet.>°

Thus the event of Socrates drinking hemlock isetkemplification, by Socrates, of the property
of drinking hemlock at timg and would be rendered [Socrates, drinks hemliyckMore
complex events might involve multiple objects, exdéifing one polyadic property.
Accordingly:

Event ;. x,, P" ] exists just in case thetuple of substancesy( _x,) have the

n-adic propertyP at timet.%*

Thus the event of Brutus stabbing Caesar is represas [(Brutus, Caesar), staf)S> Bennett
adopts a similar model, but calls exemplificatiamstantiation,” and drops the requirement that
properties be instantiated by a substance. Thesa#ter, he proposes, instantiated in a
spatiotemporal “zone,” which “will often be delirad by a substance and a time, but perhaps not

always.®

(He may have in mind events like ‘flashes,” whadtur in a spatiotemporal zone, but
are not the property of an object.) Bennett algigssats the term ‘trope,” as a shorthand for
‘property instance>®

In the PE account, then, events have a structurehvidproposition-like. “Events,” Kim
writes, “turn out to be complexes of objects anapprties, and also time points and segments,
and they have something like a propositional stmggtthe event that consists in the
exemplification of property? by an objeck at timet bears a structural similarity to the sentence
“x hasP att.” °® Accordingly, he argues that his notation for espieg events, can be thought of
“linguistically... as the gerundive nominalizationtbe sentences ‘fxhasP att’.” Thus

[Socrates, drinks hemlocH,can be read, Kim suggests, as “Socrates’ drinkiemglock at.”>’

*%bid., 160.
1 "Causation, Nomic Subsumption, and the Concefiveht," The Journal of Philosophy0, no. 8 (1973): 223.
Kim’s notation is slightly different in this earfi@aper; | have modified it throughout this sectiormatch the
version presented in "Events as Property Exemptifins."
*2"Causation, Nomic Subsumption, and the Concefiveit," 223. Notation updated as in fn.51.
*% bid., 224.
>4 BennettEvents and Their Name88.
%5 |bid., 90. See also "What Events Are,'Huents ed. Roberto Casati and Achille C. Varzi (Alderstingland ;
Brookfield, Vt.: Dartmouth, 1996), 140.
23 Kim, "Causation, Nomic Subsumption, and the CohoéfEvent," 222.
Ibid.
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Notice, however, that “Socrates’ drinking hemlock’hot, “linguistically” speaking, a
gerundial modification of (32), as Kim’s analysigygests, but rather of (33):
-Socrates has the property of drinking hemlock
Il socrates drinks hemlock

Implicit in Kim’s analysis, then, is the idea tharbal propositions like (33) are really just
another way of saying (32). The verb phrase ‘drimsilock’ indicates a property that Socrates
‘has.” Verb phrases, then, are predicates that naoperties exemplified by subjects. He allows
that an event may not be constituted by any aryippeoperty; we need to determine which
property instantiations count as events. (He sugghkewever, that this is the job of a scientific
theory. 2 At the same time, he is willing to accept a widege of property exemplifications into
the event category, including unchanging ‘states.’

Bennett, we should note, is critical of Kim’s habitusing gerundial phrases to signify
events’® He thinks this can lead to confusion because,erdgrundials can sometimes be used
to name events, they are more likely to operatetes Bennett calls “imperfect” nominals,
naming facts rather than events. These contrabt“pérfect” nominals which do name events.
Compare, for example, (34) and (3%):

-Quisling’s betrayal of Norway

-Quisling’s betraying Norway
Bennett identifies a number of grammatical discnepes between the ‘perfect’ nominal in (34)
and the ‘imperfect’ gerundial nominal in (35). Tiperfect nominal can be pluralized, for
example, whereas the imperfect nominal cannot. Moportant are the semantic differences. If
we say ‘Quisling’s betrayal of Norway surprised tisis can mean a number of things; we may
have been surprised that he betrayed Norway, bumayealso have been surprised that he did so
at a certain time, or in a certain way. On the obt@nd, ‘Quisling’s betraying Norway surprised
us’ lacks this flexibility. It can only mean we veesurprised that he did §To mean something
else, with an imperfect nominal, we must actuadly something else, such as ‘Quisling’s

betraying Norway in April surprised us.’

8 "Events as Property Exemplifications," 162.

%% bid., 159-60.

€0 See BennetEvents and Their Namgeg3-87. For a more concise treatment, see "Whah&vAre," 140-44.

1 The examples are Bennett's. $aents and Their Names.

%2 bid., 5-6. Bennett notes that we can get a perfeminal out of the gerund “betraying,” but thagdredictably)
displays a different syntax: “Quisling’s betrayiaGNorway.”
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Imperfect nominals are ‘fine grained’ in this wdgnnett argues, because they name
facts. The fact that Quisling betrayed Norway irriRis different from the fact that he betrayed
Norway. Perfect nominals are not fine-grained, heeahey name events, which can be
described in various ways. ‘Quisling’s betrayaNafrway in April’ can name the same event as
‘Quisling’s betrayal of Norway.’

One might think that, in distinguishing events fréants, Bennett is distancing himself
from the PE model. The event named by ‘Quislinggdyal of Norway in April’ cannot, on
Bennett’'s account, be Quisling’s exemplificatiortloé property expressed by ‘betraying
Norway in April.” If it were, it would be a differg event than the one named by ‘Quisling’s
betrayal of Norway,” which involves slightly diffent (less specific) property. Bennett
maintains, however, that we can treat these as sianéhe same event, while also holding on to
the PE model.

His solution is rather inventive. He proposes thaints really are facts, but that event
nominals like ‘Quisling’s betrayal of Norway’ do hexpress these facts. Rather, they express a
‘smaller’ fact which is included in the global faghich the event actually is. ‘Quisling’s
betrayal of Norway’ names an event, and this eigatfact, namely the fact that Quisling
instantiated some property P. The phrase ‘Quigibgtrayal of Norway’ however, does not
express this fact, because ‘betrayal of Norway'sdoat name the property P which constitutes
the event. Rather, it names a less complex propertwhich is included in * Thus
‘Quisling’s betrayal’ could also name this samergyas could ‘Quisling’s betrayal of Norway
in April,” ‘Quisling’s coup d’état,” or ‘Quisling’scollaboration with the Nazis.’ All of these
expressions, Bennett would argue, name facts wdrielincluded in some more complex fact P,
which, while perhaps indeterminable in its entirésywaguely understood to constitute the event
under consideration.

Thus while Bennett departs somewhat from Kim’s $anpnalysis, Bennett still sees
events as proposition-like structures. The propertigat constitutes an event may never be
expressly named by a predicate, but it is nonetsedeproperty which a substance (or zone)
‘has.’ The basic structure of an event is, for Behas for Kim, the substance-property relation.

Adopting the PE model entails, accordingly, tregtnerbs as predicates that attribute

properties to objects or zones. The attributed gnigs either constitute the event itself (Kim) or

8 See ibid., 128-34.
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name some facet of the event (Bennett). Either wasgrbal proposition, with a subject and a
verb, is interpreted as the attribution of a propgeramed by the verb, to a substrate. Verbal
propositions are, in the PE account, structuralgntical to copular constructions which also

attribute properties to objects.

Problems with the PE model

A PE approach to verbal propositions is, in thenplagss problematic than the Davidsonian
approach. The former does not, like the latterppse a logical structure for verbal propositions
that is radically different from their surface appence. Nor does it entail that, when we assert
propositions of this kind, we are covertly makingséential claims about events—that we
constantly think of them as entities we can subsunuer different descriptions. Bennett himself
finds this idea particularly implausible. Davidssitheory, he complains, “when understood as a
psychological and not merely a logical theory, [li@g that ordinary speakers and thinkers are
guantifying over events much of the time—it treatsenormous amount of what we say as
covertly asserting that there are events of varkinds—and that is a point in its disfavSf.”

The PE approach instead takes verbal propositmhe straightforwardly predicative
structures. They are about ‘things’ called evemts because they surreptitiously mention events,
but because events themselves are propositiorstiiketures. A verbal proposition says of an
object or zone that it has a certain property, @hih event is an object or zone’s ‘having’ this
property. As we will see in the following chapterijsserl’s analysis of predication paints a
similar picture: predicative judgments attributemerties to objects, and thereby express ‘states
of affairs’ which are the having, by objects, oé$le properties. Husserl does provide us with
something the PE model does not—namely, an acajumw states of affairs attain the status
of cognitive objects in their own right. Bennetdadim seem to take for granted that such
entities as ‘property exemplifications’ are cogrety available to us. In principle, however, the
PE approach is compatible with Husserl's accoumtredication, pending phenomenological
enrichment.

The main problem with the PE model is that it press, uncritically, that the subject-
verb relation corresponds to the substrate-propetagion. Just as a copular proposition like
‘Socrates was smart’ says that the substrate ‘8x:raad the property named by the adjective

5 bid., 173.
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‘smart,” a verbal proposition like ‘Socrates spokays, according to the PE view, that the
substrate ‘Socrates’ had the property named byehe ‘spoke.” We would of course have to
explain why certain property-havings constitutegfs that happen, while others don’t. We
would do this, however, by identifying the ‘righdinds of properties—causal properties,
perhap®—or by suggesting that it is not just property-mes that count, but property-changes,
where objects move from having one property to mgéinothef? This would in no way alter

the basic picture, in which a verb assigns a ptgger properties) to a subject, and in which
happening is a type of property-having.

We are not yet in a position to critically evalu#iies picture. What | can do here,
however, is briefly clarify why—and in what sensethink we should treat the function of verbs
as an open guestion. We first need to disentahglguestion of whether verbs express
properties from the relatively uncontroversial gighat they are ‘predicates’ in the broadest
sense of this term. In the sense introduced bytd@tles a sentential predicate is the word or
phrase that tells us what the sentence is affirfonglenying) regarding the subject. A sentence
is ‘about’ a subject, and the predicate tells uatvit being said about . If we understand
predicates this way, we can of course include vemgroblematically, in the predicate category.
To say ‘John ran’ or ‘the apple fell’ is to say setiing about John and about the ball; what we
are saying about them is what is expressed byehe Indeed, ‘predicate’ can be understood to
refer to everything in a sentence excluding thgeslmominal. Thus in a more complex
sentence like ‘John gave his mother a bowl madgelgium,’” we can isolate ‘gave his mother a
bowl made in Belgium’ as the predicate. We can lsiryi identify the predicates in ‘John is an
astronaut of the highest rank’ or ‘John is undertdrp that was strung up by his assistants.’

Verbal propositions, then, are indeed ‘predicatimehe sense that they say something
about their subject. But this tells us very litlieis not self-evident that sentential ‘aboutness’
always involves the attribution of a property teemtential subjeéf It is not even obviously the
case that all propositions are best interpreteshgimng something ‘about’ their sentential subject.
If | say, for example, ‘I finished the homeworks’this sentence about me, or about my
homework? How it is interpreted will depend on tioatext—on whether, for example, | was

® For a brief discussion see Kim, "Events as Prggexemplifications,” 162.

% See below, chapter 4, section 4.1.3 for a disonssi this view.

®7 Aristotle, "De Interpretatione," iBategories and De Interpretatiof®xford,: Clarendon Press, 1963), 17a8-26.
% For a helpful overview of approaches to “abouth@sshe philosophy of language, see RothstBiredicates and
Their Subjects1-18.
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asked about myself, or about the homework. Doa#iribute a property to a subject in each
case? Does my homework have the property thaishid it? This sounds odd enough to require
further justification, if we are going to talk thisy. Now, we can posit that ‘finish’ is a dyadic
predicate that takes two arguments, and thusttiesaid ‘about’ both arguments. All this
means, however, is that what we are saying pertaihseth me and the homework. We can’t yet
say that ‘finishing’ is a property both me and nontework have, or that we somehow have
together, until we determine what we mean by ‘hgarproperty.’

We can of course stipulate that the substrate-ptppelation is just the ‘aboutness’
relation; whenever | say anything about somethiiragn attributing a property to that something.
This would, however, be imprudent. We certainly twarbe able to consider the many ways we
can say things about things, and we may find ifulde make a distinction between property
attribution and other kinds of ‘aboutness.” Ouuitibns, at least, suggest we should think in this
direction. For while ‘Socrates was smart’ doegjitntely, name a property Socrates had, our
intuitions are less clear when it comes to ‘So&rafmke,’ or even ‘Socrates was a man.” We
may ultimately decide that these are all casesagqgrty attribution, but we should treat this as a
hypothesis to be confirmed, rather than a theorareeeady to deploy.

| suggest, however, that we instead adopt the st that copular propositions
generally ascribe properties to objects, but tlealbal judgments—while predicative in the more
general sense—generally do not. To confirm thisokiypsis, we will need to specify what is
essential to the subject-property relation, andvdesther it is lacking in verbal propositions.
This task will be taken up in Chapter 4. | shoubdenhere, however, that | will not be using the
term ‘predicative’ in the broad sense | have jugtined above. Since we will be relying heavily
on Husserl’s theory of judgment, | will follow him using the term to refer more narrowly to

copular judgments of the forrsis p.

1.4 The Phenomenological Approach: Some Basic Concepts

While the Davidsonian and the PE view of verbalpositions are widely divergent in both their
starting points and conclusions, they do have sloimgtrucial in common. Or rather, there is
something they both lack. Both approaches assiganings to verbal propositions—whether

guantificational, or property-attributive—withoutquiring into the cognitive activity through
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which these propositions are asserted and confiriiteely treat propositions as isolated
structures that ‘describe’ reality, and thus whiogth or falsity depends on the state of this
reality, to which they may or may not correspomdDavidson’s model, a verbal proposition
claims the existence of an event that matches@aigaen; it is true if such an event actually
exists® In the PE model, a verbal proposition claims thaertain property belongs to a certain
substrate; it is true if that substrate does, iddpessess that propeffyin each case, the
thinking, living subject who is doing the assertargd confirming is, on the whole, left out of the
picture. Sentences and reality are correlated strattion from the cognitive activities in which
propositions are formed, reality is encountered, thie former are found to be confirmed by the
latter.

The risks of ignoring the living subject are mogtent, as we saw, in Davidson’s
model. It proposes a logical form in order to saeeantic problems without considering
whether this form is true to our own experienc@mposition-making. It thereby suggests that
our ‘action’ judgments universally involve a cent&ind of thinking about actions, when it
seems we should rather treat this kind of thinlaeg special case. Yet while Bennett himself
identifies this problem, as we saw, his own posifiwoposals are not significantly informed by
reflections on our cognitive activities (at least explicitly), and these are absent from Kim’s
analyses as well. In particular, the PE approashrass a property-attribution model of verbal
propositions without asking whether this model adsavith our cognitive experience.
Moreover, just as Davidson does not illuminatertfaner in which events are available to us as
objects of experience and thought, the PE apprizastes unexamined the intelligibility of
property exemplifications as discrete objects &nence. Both approaches, in sum, presume
activities of proposition-formation and object-rgodgion that remain unexamined, let alone

confirmed.

% This is of course of a piece with the truth-funotil approach to natural language semantics whihid3on
himself developed, building on Tarskian truth setiean This approach proposes that we know whahtesee
means when we know the conditions under whichtitus. See for example Donald Davidson, "Truth and
Meaning,"Synthesd 7, no. 3 (1967).

" Since Kim and Bennett are focused on events as(sumderstood as property exemplifications), rathen on
verbal propositions, it is hard to find passagesmehhey are directly addressing the truth conastiof such
propositions. However, it is quite clear that Bahre least, adopts the truth-functional appraacsentence
meaning. We see this, for example, when he charaesesentences that contain event names in thieithe
quarrel.” A sentence like “We had a quarrel laghtii is true, for Bennett, if a quarrel existechddt was last night.
He formalizes these truth conditions as followsereh[N] is an event name (e.g. “quarrel”) and “&'ai property of
the event: “Now, for ‘[N] is F’ to be true, [N] musxist, and it must be F.” Benneftyents and Their Namge26. |
take Kim to assume a similar stance, but | haveamparable passage to point to.
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To fill this methodological void, we turn to phenenology. In particular, we look to
Husserl’s career-long efforts to articulate a phmeenological account of our proposition-making
and -confirming activities. These activities ar@sidered by Husserl under the banner of his
theory of judgment.’ With this term—‘judgment’—Hssrl means to include not just the
sentential structures through which judgments apeessed, but more fundamentally the very
acts of judging in which we grasp some featuréhefworld as being a certain way, and express
our belief in propositional form. The semantic misdege have examined so far take for granted
that we can formulate sentential structures whigiress features of our world. For Husserl, this
cognitive activity becomes an object of philosophiaquiry. His aim is to catch judgment ‘in
the act,’ so to speak, in order to thereby illunenhe true nature of judgments as possible
accomplishments of a living consciousness. Fortdsk, every aspect of our judicative
experience is in principle relevant.

The details of Husserl's analyses will unfold graltjuover the course of the following
chapters. Here I'd like to just indicate the badistinguishing features of the phenomenological
approach to judgment. | will not attempt a generabduction to Husserlian phenomenology.
This would be tedious both to readers already famiith Husserl’s philosophy, and to those
without an interest in his larger project. Thus,daample, | will not rehearse the nature of
‘phenomenological reduction,” or the distinctiortyeen ‘noesis’ and ‘noema.’ We will look at
some basic phenomenological concepts, but onlfansg they are directly pertinent to
Husserl’'s theory of judgment as | will be articutgtit in later chapters.

1.4.1 Copular judgments and the ‘genealogy of logic’

It should first be noted that Husserl situatestieory of judgment within the project of
elucidating a “genealogy of logi¢*The basic components of logical theorizing—consdige
‘subject,” ‘predicate,’ ‘judgment,” and ‘truth’—habeen deployed by logicians, Husserl argues,
without clarity regarding the original “sources” thiese concepts. The same is to be said for the
ideal laws of pure logic, governing entailment aodtradiction. The validity of these laws is, of
course, without question for Husserl. What is nmggrom the logical tradition is an

" Husserl Experience and Judgmeritl.
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investigation into the origin of these abstractdamthe concrete experience of judgiAdhe

task of phenomenology, Husserl argues—insofar pertains to logic—is “to bring the Ideas of
logic, the logical concepts and laws, to epistemictal clarity and definitenes$*These

concepts are abstractions, and it is the job ohpheenology to trace these abstractions back to
their roots in cognition, which is always the ait}ivof a living subject.

Part of this project—a considerable part of ittaot—involves clarifying the sense of the
subject-predicate relation in the basic copulagjudnt,Sis p. This judgment form, Husserl
indicates, “stands at the center of formal logiét &ss developed historically* The judgment
as a ‘unit,” and the copular relation of subjedl @nedicate, are both taken as a given by the
logical tradition. Neither the unity of the judgnighowever, nor the true nature of the subject-
predicate relation surfaces as a theme of invegiig&d Husserl’s theory of judgment is thus, at
its core, an attempt to articulate the essentialreaof the copular judgment—to show, through a
phenomenological analysis, what a copular judgrtergs.’

We can already see, then, that Husserl's analysklserof limited use to us if it turns out
(as it will) that copular judgments are of an esisdlg different kind than the judgments we use
to express what happens. Husserl himself noteshbatpplicability of the copular form to these
latter types of judgment remains, as far as heneerned, an undecided question:

Since Aristotle, it has been held as certain thatiasic schema of judgment is the
copulativejudgment, which is reducible to the basic fd8ns p. Every judgment
having another composition, e.g. the form of a aepboposition, can according
to this interpretation, be transformed without @ten of its logical sense into the
form of the copulative bond; for example, ‘The nveailks’ ['der Mensch geljtis
logically equivalent to ‘The man is walkingdér Mensch ist gehepd. Thus, we
require an exact understanding of what is involwetthis copulative bond, of the
nature and origin of the copulative predicativegongnt, before we can take a
position regarding the question of whether in tac convertibility is justified

and whether the difference between the judgmentserely one of a difference of
Iinguie?gic form, which does not refer to a diffecenof the logical achievement of
sense.

2 See for exampl®rteilstheorie : Vorlesung 190%Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002), ‘G4n
diesen Erlebnissen, die der Phdnomenologe augbhriisden kann und findet, muss dann das phanotogisthe
Wesen des Urteils gesucht und bestimmt werden.’afsed-ormal and Transcendental Logi€The Hague,:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1969), 46.

3 Logical Investigations1:168.

" Experience and Judgmeritl.

® See ibid., 14.

® Ibid., 15. Note that “Der Mensch ist gehend” is swictly equivalent to “The man is walking.” Ti&erman
“gehend” functions as an adjective, meaning roydinl the state of walking.” The German construntie thus

49



Husserl never, to my knowledge, returns to thisstjae in any of his published works, nor have
| uncovered any manuscripts which address it. dttisstament to his judiciousness, however,
that he does not simply assume that these judgioens are necessarily equivalent, leaving
open the possibility that the verbal form is aididtone.

The present work is, to a large degree, an attéorfpllow through with Husserl's
suggestion. We will consider, in Chapter 3, jushawis involved’ in copular judgments, in order
to then assess, in Chapter 4, whether somethingasisiinvolved in verbal judgments. There
we will see that there are, indeed, significantedénces between the two forms. We can reach
this conclusion only by engaging in the kind of lgeas Husserl proposed, elucidating the nature
of our judicative activity rather than acceptinggctitically, the logical forms handed down by

the tradition.
1.4.2 Evidence as ‘truth condition’

A judgment, as | have indicated, is for Husserl envan just a sentence. It is considered as a
sentence, according to Husserl, by the naive “lagijti.e. a typical practitioner of logic in the
traditional sense. This logician takes for grartteat there are sentences, and is primarily
concerned with articulating the laws governing eeoé structure and the validity of argument-

forms, what Husserl calls “analytic logic,” “consence logic,” or the “logic of non-
contradiction.”’ The logician can only undertake this work, howebecause she already
understands—before thinking as a logician—the e@sddunction of sentences as units of
knowledge. “Cognition,” Husserl declares, “with fitsgical’ procedures, has always already
done its work whenever we reflect logically; we dalready passed judgments, formed
concepts, drawn conclusions, which henceforth fpam of our store of knowledge and as such
are at our disposal.... The judgments whose fone Ifigician] examines appear as alleged
cognitions.”® The logician can study the forms of valid argursestily because she already

understands that sentences themselves ‘aspirty’sgeak, to this validity.

clearly a copular construction, with copular “igiking a predicate to a subject. The English camsion, on the
other hand, is in the progressive tense. See al@hapter 1, fn.11. German does not have a prdgeegsrb tense.
For a technical discussion of progressive constmstin German, see Michael Barrie and Bettina SgréNoun
Incorporation and the Progressive in Germamgua 119, no. 2 (2009).

""Husserl Formal and Transcendental Logi291.

8 Experience and Judgmeri6.
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We understand any arbitrary, well-formed sentersca potential truth claim. Its
intelligibility as such, however, is not just a @ion of its well-formedness. More
fundamentally, such a sentence appears as anédllsgpnition’; it is a claim that we, as
cognizing subjects, could in principle assert hatigly. Sentences don’t say things; we say
things with sentences. And we don't just say thirgge say what we have found to be true.
Sentences express knowledge, or at least what hexd¢o be knowledge. We can of course lie,
or tell stories, but in so doing we exploit theezgsal function of sentences as expressive of
truth.

All of this, according to Husserl, is presumed bg traditional ‘logician,” who is not
interested in truth-telling as such but in the typésentence forms and syllogisiisyet this
need not be the last word on the scope of lognzpliry. Rather than restrict ourselves to the
articulation of valid judgment- and argument-formg, can make validity itself—i.e. the truth-
expressing potential of judgments—a philosophicalcern in its own right. We do so not
simply out of curiosity, but because logic itselfites such an expansion, insofar as validity is
its main currency. We want to understand more jhsinthe conditions governing well-
formedness and logical entailment. Beyond thesditons, or rather beneath them, are the
conditions governing the validity of judgments thsatves. Any arbitrary judgment has the status
of an alleged cognition—of alleged knowledge—and theans that there are conditions under
which it would count for us as an actual cognitiog, as knowledge. Husserl invites us to
investigate these conditions.

To do this—to investigate the conditions under whiggments count as knowledge—is
not to specify objective ‘truth conditions,” as ceived by the models discussed above. For
Davidson and the like, truth conditions are facksolw decide the truth or falsity of sentences.
‘Socrates is wise’ is a true sentence if and ohSoicrates is, in fact, wis8.Husserl is not
asking ‘What does the world have to be like forteroeSto be true?’ His question is, rather,
‘What is it like for me to affirnS?’ The ‘conditions’ he has in mind are subjectives. There

are judgments | take to be true, others | takeetalse, others | am unsure about. In each case,

" See e.gUrteilstheorie 14.“Wenn nun gleichwohl auch in der reinen Logik Urteilen und somit von
Urteilstheorien gesprochen werden kann, so liegg daran, dass der im Wesentlichen von Bolzane@&ihge
Begriff des logischen ‘Satzes’ in der Regel nidat lgeschieden wird von dem Begriff des Urteils diads der
Terminus Urteil in der philosphischen Literatur huerwendet wird, wo in Wahrheit nicht von den gggchen
Erlebnissen, sondern jenen idealen Einheiten die i&.”

8 See e.g. Davidson, "Truth and Meaning."
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the judgment ‘appears’ to me in a certain way—as, tfalse, or uncertain. But what is it to ‘see’
a judgment as true? Husserl expresses this questterms of ‘evidence,’ understood as the
experience in which a judgment is confirmed: “Here act of judgmemrjuasubjective activity
comes into question, and with it the subjectivecpsses in which formations, as they appear,
manifest themselves, sometimes as evident, sometimaot evident*

We must not here think of ‘evidence’ in the deduetsense, for which evidence is
whatever gives us ‘reasons’ to believe somethingettrue. For example, | might find that a bag
of rice in my cupboard has a hole in it, and tdke &s evidence that there is a mouse in my
apartment. My observation lends support to a hdliefoes not, however, directly confirm it.
The true confirmation of the judgment, ‘There isiause in my apartment’ is the observation of
a mouse in my apartment. It is then that my judgrbexcomes not just plausible, but true. When
Husserl speaks of ‘evident’ judgments he primamlyans this kind of direct confirmation, in
which what we observe is precisely what the judgneims® To stress this stronger sense of
‘evidence,’ the translators &xperience and Judgmemnder “Evidenz” as “self-evidence.”

The experience of such self-evidence is not resttito the confirmation of judgments.
To directly perceive an object, for example, withmaking a judgment about it, is for it to be
“self-evidently given.? Self-evidence is simply the experience in whicmsthing is ‘given’ as
itself, as opposed to being ‘merely’ imagined, retbered, or linguistically indicated:

To speak of self-evidence, of self-evident givesnésen, here signifies nothing
other tharself-givennesghe way in which an object in its givenness can b
characterized relative to consciousness as “iteelfe,” “there in the flesh,” in
contrast to its mere presentification, the emptgreaty indicative idea of it. For
example, an object of external perception is gagself-evident, as “it itself,”
precisely inactual perception, in contrast to the simple presentificaof it in
memory or imagination, efé.

Self-evident judgments, in fact, require the seifience of the objects with which they are
concerned® To see that the mouse is in my apartment, | nese¢ the mouse. (This is true,

Husserl argues, not just of judgments concernimggptual objects, but of any judgment

8. Husserl Experience and Judgment7.
8 Husserl does allow that judgments affirmed throdgtuction also have a kind of “evidence,” but hlisathese
“mediate” judgments, as opposed to “immediate’r@ee ibid., 24.
83 i
Ibid., 20.
* pid., 19-20.
*#1pid., 19.
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whatever, including those regarding ideal objeats @ven the judgments of “the logician
himself,” regarding truths of logi®)

Thus the philosophical elucidation of the self-@rde of judgments ultimately requires,
if it is to be complete, the elucidation of thefsmlidence of their objects. The givenness of
objects is not, however, simply a prerequisitetifier possibility of evident judging, as if
judgments needed a supply of pre-given objectsderao then go about their judicative
business. The very possibility of judgment, ratineust be prefigured in the way objects are
given. Objects must be given to us in such a wayttiey yield to judgments:

If thought, insofar as it is an activity of judgmereally leads to its goal—to
knowledg€i.e., if the judgments are to belf-evidenjudgments)—then it is not
sufficient that, in some way, some objects or otrergiven in advance and that
the act of judgment is directed toward them, themakrely satisfying rules and
principles which are prescribed with respect tortfem by logic. Rather the
success of the cognitive performance also makesdésnon the modes of
pregivenness of the objects themselves, relatitiegiocontent On their part,
these objects must also be so pregiven that theingess itself makes
knowledge, i.e. self-evident judgment, possfle.

In other words, for our judgments to be self-evidames, it is not enough that the objects which
they are about be evident as well. Our experiehtieese objects must be such that it can serve
as a confirmation of the judgment. The objects rshsiv themselves to be just as the judgments
say they are. For the claim ‘a mouse is in my apant’ to count as knowledge | possess, it is
not enough that | see a mouse while in my apartmemist se¢hat the mouse is in my
apartment. To know that the mouse is white, | nrmastonly see the mouse, and see whiteness,
but seethatthe mouse is white. Objects are not just givery Hre given—or can be given—as
judicatively determined. Using the language of ftemodel, we could say that objects are given
as ‘property-exemplifying.’

Thus the question of evidence—of how judgmentshesamalid—becomes the question of
how we can ‘see’ judicative structures in the wofldis is arguably the central question of
Husserl’s theory of judgment. We will look at hissaver to it in Chapter 3, basing our
discussion on Husserl’'s mature analyselSxperience and Judgmerithe question first arose,
however, in tha.ogical Investigationslt is here that Husserl introduces the term ‘catiadjo

intuition,” which in this early text refers to thugdicative ‘seeing’ through which judgments can

8 bid., 20.
8 bid., 19.
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be made evident. | will be avoiding this term, floe most part, as Husserl himself leaves it aside
in later work, and because | don'’t find it partedy helpful. However, it is in the discussion of
categorical intuition that Husserl frames the goesbdf evidence using his notions of ‘intention’
and ‘fulfillment.” These will be key concepts as meve forward, so it is worth looking briefly

at theLogical Investigationsn order to familiarize ourselves with them.
1.4.3 Meaning-intentions and meaning-fulfillments

Husserl deploys the paired concepts ‘intention’ &nlfiliment’ in virtually every sphere of his
wide-ranging phenomenological investigations. lohedhey have a slightly different meaning,
while still maintaining their basic, interdependsaense, in which intentions are satisfied by
fulfillments. Generally speaking an intention isnantal ‘act’ which “points to corresponding
fulfillments.”®® This ‘act’ is not to be understood as an ‘activibut rather as the achievement of
a kind of mental directedness. Thus, for exaniplesserl can say that when one hears a familiar
melody, “it stirs up definite intentions which finldeir fulfilment [sic] in the melody’s gradual
unfolding.”® This does not mean that an intention is (alwaysjnscious anticipation of
something about to arrive. If, for example, | sgmtierned rug that is partly covered by
furniture, “we feel,” Husserl writes, “as if thaés and coloured shapes go on ‘in the sense’ of
what we see—but we expect nothirlgWe can still, however, characterize my grasp ef th
continuing pattern as a sort of tacit anticipawdnvhat | would see if the view were clear. That |
do have this intention is evident, for if the fuume were removed and | saw that the hidden
pattern was, in fact, a different one, | would bepsised.

All of perception is, in fact, a mix of fulfilledral unfulfilled intentions. | see an object
only from one side, but intend an entire objectaln this way,” Husserl writes, “can we
understand how consciousness reaches out beyordt\abtually experiences. It can so to say
mean beyond itself, and its meaning can be fulfiff¢ Here ‘meaning’ is used in a loose sense;
Husserl does not have in mind our expressive aslibut rather our ability to imbue our
immediate perceptions with intentions that anti@pahat is ‘missing’. That back side of an

object is ‘meant’ in perception, without being seen

8 |_ogical Investigations2:102.
#1pid., 2:210.

“1pid., 2:211.

% Ibid.
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Beyond the sphere of perception, there are margr atstances of the
intention/fulfillment relation which are not yet ganingful’ in the linguistic sense:

We have only to think of the opposition betweenhiusintention and wish-
fulfillment, between voluntary intention and exaout of the fulfillment of hopes
and fears, the resolution of doubts, the confiroratf surmises, etc., to be clear
that essentially the same opposition is to be fannekry different classes of
intentional experiences: the opposition betweeniognt [i.e. signifying]
intention and fulfillment of meaning is merely aesjal case of it?

We cannot here evaluate whether it is ultimatelyectent to group all of these aspects of lived
experience under one rodf.We can see, however, how Husserl tries to disgplaypasic
intention/fulfillment relation as a dynamic one—entions are ‘empty,’ i.e. lacking fulfillment,
and are then fulfilled by a new ‘act’ in which thessing content appeatsHow, then, does this
dynamic work in the linguistic sphere? What are mrggrintentions and meaning-fulfillments?
What distinguishes this intention/fulfillment ratat is that fulfillment has, in this case,
the character of a ‘recognition’ or ‘identity.” Tolfill a meaning intention is to recognize (or
identify) what is directly intuited to be the ‘sanas what is meant in an expression. Husserl uses
these words—‘recognition’ and ‘identity'— more @sk interchangeably, but also indicates that
they have a slightly different connotation. Hesugecognition’ to characterize the fulfilling
experience in what he calls a ‘static’ situatiantiis case, intention does not precede
fulfillment; rather, the two arise together in anténtional unity.®® For example, | see a red
object, and use the word ‘red’ to describe it. H&]name ‘red,”” writes Husserl, “calls the object
red,” and this is equivalent to saying that “the object is recognized (known) as red, and called
‘red’ as a result of this recognitio’®In contrast to this, we can imagine a dynamicasitun, in
which something is first signified ‘emptily,” bef@ibeing fulfilled:

There we have a first state of mere thought (oémanception as mere
signification), a meaning intention wholly unsaesf, to which a second stage of
more or less adequate fulfillment is added, whieoaights repose as if satisfied at
the sight of their object, which presents itselfyirtue ofthis consciousness of

2 pid., 2:210.

%\We can note, however, that Husserl does appeadtiosite that the notion of “fulfillment” is origitig understood
emotionally (e.g. as the fulfillment of a desirajd that his extension of this term “beyond theesplof emotional
intentionality” is a “mere analogy.” Ibid., 2:217.

% Intentions can, of course, also be ‘disappointedjreater or lesser degrees.

% Husserl Logical Investigations2:203.

% Ibid.
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unity, as what is thought of in this thought, whaefers to, as the more or less
perfectly attained goal of thinkirg.

This is what Husserl calls an “experience of idghir “act of identification.®®

An act of identification, however, is really jubietsame as an act of recognition, for in
the static situation of recognition we still haveiaity’ of two acts—the act in which ‘red’ is
meant, and the act in which red is intuited andgezed as such. The term ‘identity’
emphasizes, more than recognition, that therevareactts at play. To speak of identification is
not, Husserl stresses, to imply a kind of comparisome kind of “cogitatively mediated
reflection.” Rather, identity “is there from thiad as experience, as unexpressed,
unconceptualized experienc€.1t is the experience in which what is intuitedriiited as what
is meant. Husserl sometimes calls this a ‘synthe s’ o$iintention and fulfillment, but to avoid
confusion | will stay away from this term (excepten quoting Husserl), since ‘synthesis’ has a
completely different meaning for Husserl in the teom of predication, as we will see later.

As a meaning-intention, ‘red’ does not, of couiaend some particular object, or even
some patrticular color-quality, but rather corregmto a broad range of possible intuitions. “To
the word ‘red,” e.g., corresponds the possibilitypoth knowing as, and calling ‘red’, all red
objects that might be given in possible intuitisi¥.When we use a proper name, on the other
hand, our meaning-intention does correspond tantigion of a particular person or thing. It,
too, however, has a kind of “generality,” in thiatan be fulfilled by a variety of different
intuitions of the one same thing:

Both kinds of meaning-intention, along with theari@sponding fulfillments are
examples what Husserl calls “objectifying acts.”j€atifying acts are those acts “whose
syntheses of fulfillment have a character of ides#tion.” % The term simply names the class of
experiences we have been describing, in which dunteis intuited as being the same as what is
meant by an expression. These differ from, sayirttemtion/fulfillment relation in an unfolding
melody. In this case, there is no expressed ‘megamith which the anticipated notes are
identified. An act of identification is also lackjrin the fulfillment particular to wishes. A wish

will of course involve a meaning-intention (the tamt of the wish), which is then fulfilled in an

bid., 2:207.
%8 |bid.
% |bid.
100 pid., 2:204.
191 |pid., 2:205.
192 |pid., 2:218.
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identifying act (when the meant thing is intuitedgt the “self-satisfaction of the specific-wish
quality,” Husserl says “is a peculiar act-charactiea different kind.” This is an emotional
fulfillment, and it involves no identification. i$ therefore not an objectifying act, even though i
is “founded” on one'%®

Now, the ‘meanings’ we have discussed so fartarseet expressed by individual words;
‘red,” for example, or a proper name. There areocnfrse other words to consider—general
nouns like ‘inkpot,” demonstratives, etc. More imjamt, however, is the question of complete
statements. Words are not generally used in isplabiut appear as parts of judgments. These,
too, have meanings which can be fulfilled or unfigll. “I seethat the paper is whifeHusserl
observes, “and express just this by saying: ‘Thisep is white.”*®* Statements, moreover,
count as more than just one among many kinds ohimgtul expressions. They are, as we have
seen, the ‘store’ of knowledge. Judging is “anwaistiwhich is at the service of the striving for
knowledge.® The fulfillment of judicative intentions, then, it just the identification of
meaning and intuition; it is the ‘evidence’ throughich the world is confirmed to be this way
as opposed to that. “Knowledge,” Husserl writedyé&ys has the character of a fulfilment and
an identification.*® To know that “this paper is white” is for this nmisag-intention to have
been fulfilled for me; | have seen precisely whatates.

As clear as it may be that our judicative meanmgtions are fulfillable, it is not
immediately obvious how they are to be fulfilledh® they intend cannot be ‘seen’ in the
strictly perceptual sense. “I can see a colour,53¢ul notes, “but ndieingcoloured. | can feel
smoothness, but nbeingsmooth. | can hear a sound, but not that somethisgunding.*” |
perceive an object, and | perceive smoothnesghkirtcopulative connection is not something |
perceive: “[A] meaning like that of the word ‘beingan find no possiblebjectivecorrelate, and
so no possible fulfillment in the acts of such p@tion.” Yet the copular structure, or rather
what is meant by it, is in some way intuitable ceithere is clearly a distinction to be made

between judgments that are fulfilled and those dginatnot.

1% bid., 2:217.
% bid., 2:272.
195 Experience and Judgmeri.
1961 ogical Investigations2:275.
7 bid., 2:277.
% bid., 2:279.
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There is, in other words, a categorial intuitiar, an intuition which fulfills judicatively
structured meaning-intentions. “[T]here must, ’Hassserl puts it, “at least be an act which
renders identical services to the categorial elesnehmeaning that merely sensuous perception
renders to the material element&”What categorial intuition ‘sees’ is an object’srige
predicatively determined—its exemplification of @perty— which Husserl calls a “state of
affairs.” It sees, to borrow Sokolowski's phrase “abject inflected with syntax'*° States of
affairs are the true ‘objects’ of judicative adtsey are the intentional objects of complete
judgments. Just as a sensible object is intutesnse-perception, so is the state of affairs
“perceived” in “the ‘becoming aware’ in which it more or less adequately) giver™

(As we will see in Chapter 3, however, the givessef states of affairs, as elucidated in
Experience and Judgmeind,no passive matter. Compared to perception, wisi¢active” only
in a limited sense—e.g. in the sense that | havegpéual interests which steer my attention—
the fulfillments which “give” states of affairs, ldserl will argue, require a productive activity on
the part of the cognizing subject. For this reasbleast, | find the term ‘categorial intuition’
unhelpful, as it is hard to hear ‘intuition’ anderpret it as anything but receptive. | will refer
instead to ‘judicative fulfillments,” and the ‘expence’ or ‘givenness’ of a state of affairs, as
these expressions will help us avoid, I think, aarty passive interpretation. )

The question of ‘evidence’ and the validity of judgnts thus becomes, in the
phenomenological framework, the problem of judiatulfillment, in which the very structures
that are expressed in judgments are given in eampesl These are the “conditions” of truth—
namely, the givenness of states of affalfddow are predicative objectivities ‘given'? How do

we ‘see’ the being-determined of a subject by aipege?'® Husserl attempted to address these

199 pid., 2:280.

10 Robert SokolowskiHusserlian Meditations: How Words Present Thin@vanston, Ill.,: Northwestern
University Press, 1974), 31.

M1 Husserl Logical Investigations2:279.

12 Rudolf Bernet also notes the distance betweenéiissiew and the idea that truth conditions aeéedmined by
the state of the world. As he puts it, “verificati in the sense of the comparison of lingual a&ses with the
‘actual’ constitution of the thing as it is ‘in @' cannot count for [Husserl] as a criterion nfth. Truth rather
concerns the agreement among various intentionsisend their intentional objects. The phenomenachkginalysis
of truth is especially dedicated to formulating itteal conditions for the possibility of this agneent.” Rudolf
Bernet, "Perception, Categorial Intuition and TrimhHusserl's Sixth ‘Logical Investigation'," Tine Collegium
Phaenomenologicum : The First Ten Ye@srdrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1988),480-

113 See Husserlrteilstheorie 74. “Wie steht das phanomenologische Datum, psigechologish gefasst, wie steht
das psychisches Erlebnis des Bedeutens, des fenstefles urteilenden Aussagens zu jenen ideakbohjektiven
Einheiten? Wie is die Beziehung der Vorstellungderi Gegenstand zu verstehen, die Bezieuhung deislaum
objektiven Sachverhalt? Wie kann der subjective di&tSachen treffen?”
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guestions in the&ogical Investigationsbut eventually repudiated his early approactvilltnot
concern us here, as it is indeed flawed, and tbexafot worth (for our purposes) the effort we
would expend in reconstructing'it! Husserl’s analyses #xperience and Judgmeaite much
more careful and coherent; we will rely on thestead when we return to the question of
judicative fulfillment.

We can at least begin to see, however, how we sarHusserl’s framework to address
our own questions regarding verbal judgments. Thedgments, we have found, give us ‘things’
to which we can refer. We want to understand whatmer of being these things are, and how it
is that they become available to us as identifisddé¢ures of our world. We can now pose our
guestions in a phenomenological mode: What do V@udgments intend? What objectivity do
we experience when a verbal judgment is fulfilléti®v is this objectivity ‘given’? And is this
the ‘thing’ that happens?

We can only answer these questions by looking ahlyedt judicative experience itself,
in which propositions are formed, claimed, and caméd. We do this without presupposing the
availability of objects like ‘events,’ ‘property erplifications,’ or ‘states of affairs'—if they are
given, we must account for their givenness. Anddeeso without presupposing that verbal
judgments are property-attributing. This is somahive can only evaluate once we have taken a
look at the intention/fulfillment dynamic in bothidgment forms, to see what is involved in

them. This is strenuous work, but it will bear frui

114 See Husserl's foreword to the second edition wéstigation VI;Logical Investigations178. “...I do not
approve of much that | then wrote, e.g. the doetdhcategorial representation.” Husserl’s probliécranalyses, in
which he ultimately argues that the “representiogtent” through which categorial intuition is pddsiis a
“reflective” content, occur primarily at ibid., 2984. For an excellent discussion of the flawsis tinalysis, see
Dieter LohmarErfahrung und Kategoriales Déen - Hume, Kant und Husserl Ul ber Vorpralldikative Erfahrung
und Pralldikative Erkenntnis(Dordrecht ; Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishér@98), 189-200.
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2 How Judgments Make Things

In this chapter, we will see how Husserl’'s model balp us address the puzzle concerning
pronominal reference which we observed in Chaptétaly is it that, upon making a statement
like ‘I stubbed my toe,” we can then say somethikg ‘I knew that would happen?’ What is this
pronoun referring to, if anything? Husserl possglar question, and answers it with an
analysis of what he calls ‘nominalization,’” in whia judgment can itself become a term within
another judgment. His theory will prove useful, baty with some important modifications.

We will not yet dig very deeply into the naturejadiicative activity itself. Rather, we
will for the most part be looking at judgments ifesas they have already been accomplished,
and seeing how this accomplishment yields objefctsference. Along the way, however, we
will acquire a general picture of the activity Hadgakes to be constitutive of judgments,
namely the ‘synthesis’ in which a subject and prati attain a special kind of relation. This
synthetic activity yields a ‘state of affairs,” vehithen can become, through nominalization, an
object of reference. Examining the details of capslynthesis will be our task in Chapter 3,
which will prepare us to inquire, in Chapter 4pitlhe judgment-forming activity peculiar to
verbal judgments.

2.1 ABrief Recap

First, let us review our progress so far. In tret toapter, | presented the case for a
phenomenological approach to events, arguing garies of shifts away from what might be
considered a more intuitive approach. First, | adered the seemingly obvious definition of
events as ‘things that happen,’” and found thisesgion to operate in a curious ontological
register. As a typological category it points us taoa class of entities within a broader range of
entities whose intelligibility has already beenwsed, but rather to a fundamental mode of that
very intelligibility, that is, to the very coheremof these thingasthings. It is with this
thinglyness that our investigation should be comedy if it is to examine the true fundaments of

its subject matter.
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Second, | argued that the linguistic focus of sachinvestigation is most properly verbal
propositions that express ‘things that happentieathan nominal expressions. Verbal
propositions are the paradigmatic form through Wiaar knowledge of what happens is
expressed, and have the advantage, for our purpafsgoiding a reification of events; verbal
propositions in fact make the thinglyness of whegtens particularly conspicuous, since, with
respect to grammatical form at least, this suppabkaty’ (the ‘what’ or the ‘that’) seems to
vanish in verbal propositions, or to appear ouhem without obvious origin. We also saw, by
looking at examples of verbal propositions, thatailbof them express events, bolstering the
idea that it is happening, rather than events, which we are interested.

After considering two non-phenomenological modelsanalyzing verbal propositions,
we turned to Husserl's theory of judgment. A pheeaoiogical approach to propositions, we
saw, does not take them exclusively, or even pilydo be sentences with a certain
grammatical and logical form, but rather to begkpressions of judgments. As judgments,
propositions point us to an evidential experiefmceugh which they can be taken as valid. A
discussion of the core concepts in Husserl's ampratarified the task ahead: namely to
articulate, or at least begin to articulate, theireof the evidential experiences that fulfill bar
judgment intentions, and to see how these expertecanstitute the appearancelohgs—the
things that happen. Put more simply, we hopedadfglthe thinglyness of what happens through
a phenomenological investigation of what is intehoteverbal judgments.

2.2 States of Affairs and Nominalization

We are looking for the appearance of a ‘thing’ha tontext of verbal judgments. Husserl's
theory of judgment offers just that— with respactopular judgments. The key concept Husserl
introduces in his analyses is that of a state fairaf(Sachverhalt A state of affairs is, for
Husserl, the intentional correlate of a judgmeinis the ‘thing’ that corresponds to the
judgment-intention, and as such appears to be @ao@ito the things we are looking for —the
things that happen. Moreover, Husserl’'s early asesdyn thd_ogical Investigationsre to a
large degree motivated by linguistic consideratiwhg&ch resemble our own. For example,
Husserl is concerned with the pronominal referehaeoccurs in the second of the following
sentences, which we will examine in more detaibbel

lRain has set in. That will delight the farmers.
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What, he asks, is ‘that’ referring tbThis question seems to parallel those we rais€hapter
1, where we wondered how such pronominal referenoéd occur after verbal judgments with
no obvious referent within them.

This apparent parallelism will turn out to be ldssn perfect, but it will nonetheless set
us on the path to more fruitful insights. It isHusserl’s analysis of the pronominal reference we
see in (1)—a phenomenon he labels “nominalizatiorihe Logical Investigations-that we first
catch sight of his notion of predicative synthegiss this notion of synthesis that we will want t
deploy, in modified form, for our own purposes. Tredicative synthesis is the “act” which, for
Husserl, underlies all predicative judgments. (Rebat we are using this term in the narrow,
copular sense.) Itis, in a nutshell, the assignadf a determination (predicate) to a substrate
(subject). This synthesis creates a new unityuthty of a state of affairs. We only intend this
state of affairassuch a unity, however, when we ‘nominalize’ iatths, intend it as a singular
objectivity. Thus the ‘that’ in (1) refers, notam object that is somehow ‘hidden’ within the
original judgment, ‘Rain has set in,” but rathethe unity expressed by the entire judgment
itself. Before nominalization, the predicative dygis, while enacted and thus lived through, is
not really an ‘object’ at all, although it can alygapotentially become one.

This process of nominalization will be outlineddetail in the first section of this
chapter, through an exegesis of Husserl’'s anaiys® Logical InvestigationsWhen we
attempt to apply Husserl’s analysis to our own feotatic—the thinglyness of what happens—
we will encounter difficulties. The outcome of naralization, we will see, is a fact; facts in turn,
are different from the things that happen. In otdemonetheless make use of Husserl’s notion of
predicative synthesis, we will have to turn in sleeond section to his more nuanced analyses in
Experience and Judgmerfithere, with a bit of textual reconstruction, wedfa distinction
between, on the one hand, states of affairs as $axt, on the other, the states of affairs
‘themselves’'—real, experienceable objectivitiese Tatter, we will see, are the result of the
very same predicative syntheses that result irsféatts and states of affairs are just aspects of
one synthetic activity. Thus, just as it is onlytbe basis of predicative syntheses that we can
refer (through nominalization) to facts, it is oy this same basis that we can refer to states of

affairs themselves as real objectivities.

! Husserl treats the sentence “Regen ist eingetratea copular, property-attributing judgment. llwall this
interpretation into question below.
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With this insight, we will have found a way to apach the thinglyness of what happens,
one that preserves the basic insight gleaned frassét!’s notion of nominalization; namely,
that this thinglyness is not something separat@ fiar hidden within, verbal judgments, but is
rather the very unity achieved through such judlieatcts. The question that will remain,
however, is whether we can analyze verbal judgmeniastances of predicatiggntheses,

which for Husserl always means a copular synthesis.
2.2.1 States of affairs as the intentional correlates giidgments

As | have indicated, a central feature of Hussertialysis of judgments is the notion of the ‘state
of affairs,” which for Husserl is the intentionaireelate of a judgment. As we will soon see, the
state of affairs is the object of a judgment imemewhat ‘primitive’ manner; only when it is
nominalized does it become a full-blown intentioobject. Nonetheless, it still holds true that
for Husserl, when we make an actual judgment—on evieen we simply understand a
proposition without affirming or denying it—we argentionally directed to a state of affairs. It
has often been observed that this distinguisheseéils analysis of propositions from that of
Frege, for whom the reference of propositions isanstate of affairs, but rather a truth vatue.
However, it cannot be assumed, without further sgt, that Frege and Husserl were
proposing alternate positions within an otherwigeiealent framework; we would have to
demonstrate, for example, that Husserl's notiotindéntional object’ corresponds to Frege’s
notion of ‘reference,” a conclusion that is farfr@bvious.

More importantly, even if we were to argue that, Husserl, the proper reference of a
proposition is a state of affairs, it is by no me#me case that he therefore ignores the correlatio
of sentences to their truth values. To the contriarg precisely through an analysis of the
relationship between judgments and states of aftaat Husserl attempts to clarify the very
notion of propositional truth. It is in the integyl of judicative intention its fulfillment through
the experience of a state of affairs that the cpnoktruth, for Husserl, has its phenomenological
basis. Indeed, in the complexity of the intentiatifiment dynamic Husserl finds a complexity
of possible meanings of the very term ‘truth.’

We see this clearly in 839 of the Sixth Investigatiwhere he discusses the notion of

truth in relation to the notion of self-evidencdth®ugh his comments here are meant to apply to

2 Gottlob Frege, "Sense and Referendd® Philosophical Revie®i7, no. 3 (1948).
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intentions in general, he repeatedly refers tonuelgts as the exemplary case. He begins by
defining self-evidence in the “epistemologicallggnant sense,” ashte act of [the] most perfect
synthesi$of fulfillment which gives to an intention, e.g. the intentidjudgement [sic] the
absolute fullness of content, the fullness of thiect itself.” In self-evidence, the object that is
‘meant’ in the judgment is given intuitively, andneover given just as it is meant. This is the
‘identification’ we encountered in Chapter 1—therntification of what is given with what is
meant. This identity, he says at first, is whatoa# “being in the sense of trytbr simplytruth.”
Yet he immediately adds that one could just adye@sivard this term to another concept of the
many that are rooted in the said phenomenologitatgon”—rooted that is, in the act in which
an intention is fulfillec?

Husserl goes on to enumerate the various notiotrsithf that can be extracted from this
phenomenological ‘situation.’ First among themhis bne just described—truth as identity, as
“the full agreemendf what is meant with what @iven as such® He calls this a “state of
affairs,” which is a bit confusing. He does not mélae state of affairs which is the correlate of a
judgment; rather he means the state of affairs wbacresponds to the identity of meant and
given. That is, he is describing the fact that whafiven is identical with what is meant, the
state of affairs of agreement itself. Truth in thist interpretation is thus the agreement of
intention and fulfillment.

Husserl then proposes that ‘truth’ can refer to“tdea of absolute adequation as such.”
Here the focus is no longer on particular actslehtification, but on the necessary formal
structure, the “ideal essence,” of self-evidenee,af the coinciding of intention and fulfillment.
It is truth as the essential form of self-evidartging, where this latter is thought of as a tatdl
encompassing both intention and fulfillment. Néot focusing on the fulfilling act, we can
extract a third sense of ‘truth,” namely ‘fullnatsself'— the experience of fulfillment in
particular. This is truth conceived as a specifidlof validating experience. Finally, focusing
now on the intending act, ‘truth’ can mean “tightness of our intentiofand especially that of

our judgment), its adequacy to its true object’.THis sense of truth, Husserl argues, is at play

% This “synthesis” of intention and fulfillment imhto be confused with the predicative synthesikill be
discussed later.

* Husserl Logical Investigations2:263.

® Ibid.

® Ibid., 2:264.

" Ibid.
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when we speak of the ideal possibility that a psdjgan admits of adequate fulfillment; in other
words, that a proposition may be evidently tffue.

It is this last notion of truth—truth as the ‘rigietss’ of an intention (particularly of a
judgment)—that applies to the judgment “in the tagisense of the proposition.” As such it
accords with the idea of a ‘truth value’ that cobklassigned to a proposition, its positive or
negative ‘evaluation.’ Yet this idea, as we haw geen, is merely one of a number of possible
notions, each of which results from focusing oteraion on a particular structural moment
within the total dynamic of self-evident judging @n this structure as a totality). Thus to call
states of affairs, as Husserl often does, the aiiwe correlate’ of a judgment is not to decide
against an understanding of propositions in whindytare correlated with truth values. It is
rather to choose to regard judgments, not witheetsip their possible correctness (a point of
view which nevertheless remains possible), but vapect to what is intended in them.

More generally, we must remember that for Huss$leel philosophical goal in an
investigation of judgments is to bring to claribetentire phenomenological situation in which
various concepts—judgment, state of affairs, trattequation, etc.—receive their sense and
validity. So as we turn now to the role of statkafairs in his analyses, we do this while
keeping this global interest in mind. Specificaltyis important that we always consider states of
affairs as Husserl does: as the objects of judieatitentions. To examine states of affairs
phenomenologically is to examine the nature ofjtldéecative intentionality which is directed
towards them.

2.2.2 Nominalization: States of affairs as objects of ference

The concept of a state of affairs receives it$ fireect analysis in theogical Investigationn
the context of a discussion of the syntactical pin@enon Husserl calls “nominalization.” In this
grammatical operation, in which a proposition litserves as the subject of a proposition,
Husserl sees a linguistic indicator of an undegyirientionaloperation, one in which states of
affairs attain the status of intentional objects ifpregnant” sense.

Husserl's discussion of nominalization occupies nodhapter 4 of the Fifth

Investigation. The chapter is titled “Study of falimg presentations with special regard to the

8 Ibid. For more detailed accounts of Husserl’s foations of truth, with which the present accougreas, see
Lohmar,Erfahrung und Kategoriales Denkeb62-65.

65



theory of judgment,” and follows a complex discossof “presentations” in Chapter 3. In this
previous chapter, Husserl considers and ultimatgcts the claim, attributed to Brentano, that
“each intentional experience... is either a presemair based upon underlying presentatichs.”
On this view, an affirmative judgment is formed‘bglding’ an affirmation to a mere
‘presentation.’ This latter is not itself a judgmeout rather a neutral intention of mere
propositional content. It is important that we ursiend Husserl’s critique of this view, because
it informs his discussion of nominalization. Nomimation also involves a non-judicative
attitude towards propositional content, but in ey\dfferent sense than is suggested by the

model he reject¥’

‘Mere’ presentations vs. judgments

Husserl offers us a more precise characterizatidheoview he intends to rebut. The question is
whether judicative meaning-intentions (acts), ak aswishes, hopes etc., themselves contain
presentational acts which provide them with themtent. In Husserl’s words:

[T]his remarkable proposition means that in eadhtseintentional object is
presented in an act giresentation, and that, whenever we have no caseod'
presentation, we have a case of presentationscstignty and intimately inwoven
with one or more further acts or rather, act-chiarac that the presented objects
become the object judged about, wished for, hopetfd™

We have, on the one hand, an intention in whichréiqular content is entertained without
thereby being affirmed, wished for, etc.; and andther hand actual affirmations of this
content, wishes regarding it, etc.. | can, for egansimply understand the claim, ‘The sky is
blue,” without thereby judging or wishing that ttiie the case. Or instead, | can indeed so judge
or wish; the proposition that in the first case wasrely entertained is now positively affirmed.
Husserl of course acknowledges the existence aedqgphenological significance of such a
distinction. His quibble is with the idea that th&er acts—and in particular affirmative
judgments— are achieved by tacking a further adbdhe mere presentational one, such that

the mere presentation is somehow nested within¢lheact.

°*Husserl Logical Investigations2:129.

19 Husserl revisits his critique of Brentano’s viewshis 1905 lectures on the theory of judgment. See
Urteilstheorig 91-121.

M ogical Investigations2:129.
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Husserl’s first line of argument against this viewot strictly speaking a
phenomenological one, but concerns rather the gnabit raises for a taxonomy of intention-
types.? | pass over this in order to examine his phenonegical argument. Husserl begins this
argument with a discussion of perceptual experielhwél focus, however, on his subsequent
discussion pertaining to judgments, both becauseniiore relevant to our concerns and because
it is the more clear and compelling of the two. pesents the problem as follows:

What plays the part of object to judgement and iopinve call thestate of affairs
judged:we distinguish this in reflex knowledge from fnegingitself, theactin
which this or that appears thus or thus, just deercase of perception we
distinguish the perceived object from the percepéis act. Following this
analogy, we must ask ourselves whether what catesithematterof our
judgement, whatnakes it the judgement of a given state of affaes,in an
underlying act of presentatioifhat state of affairs will then be first presented
through this presentation, and, thus presentetibedome the target of a new act,
or rather act-quality, of judgemental positing whis built upon this

presentatiort>

Again, in rejecting this schema Husserl does naydReat it is possible to ‘merely’ intend a state
of affairs—as when | simply understand the claifihe earth’s mass is about 1/1,325,000 of the
sun’s mass’ without thereby assenting to or rejecti** Nor does he deny that such a mere
presentation can then be followed by an act ofrassavhich the proposition is affirmed, in
such a way that the new act appears to ‘accrudiegmld one. While acknowledging this,
however, he tries to show these facts “in a someuwliffarent light.”®

Husserl does so by providing a careful phenomengdbgescription of the very act of
assenting to a proposition. He asks us to imagsituation in which someone else has uttered a

proposition in the hopes that we will assent tdMe do not immediately agree to it, but rather

2 Here is a rough summary of the argument: In thguage of thénvestigationsall intentions have, as abstract
‘moments,’ both a matter (which distinguishes daif intentions in terms of their content) and aligy (which
distinguishes them in terms of their intentionald®p If that is the case, however, ‘mere’ presémat—on the
view under consideration—present a difficulty.Héte is a matter/quality distinction in these npmesentations,
then such presentations are themselves formedrpioing a content with an act-quality particulamtere
presentations; but then it is unclear why othegritibns need a presentation as their content. bsétlis words,
“Why should not the same combinatory form do thaedor other acts, and in the case e.g., of thgeluént,
make out of Judgement-Quality and Content, the s/batitled “Judgement with a given Content?” Ib1,35. On
the other hand, if there it a matter-quality distinction for presentations tipeesentations entail an
“unacceptable exception” to the taxonomy of intemtéxperiences. The genus of intentional modalitisss its
uniformity. There is then little sense in speakirigpresentations as a species of “Intentional @Quiadilongside
judging, wishing, etc. Ibid., 2:134.

1bid., 2:139.

“Ipid., 2:140.

5 |bid.
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ponder and consider it for some period of timejrduwhich the proposition is merely
entertained. Our attitude is one of “brooding susp@En and questioning.” We then, for one
reason or another, assent to the claim; the judgreew our own opinion.

Husserl makes two observations about this proéast, he points out that the
‘brooding’ attitude present before assent is iay part of the judgment that results from this
assent® This observation is meant to count against tha ttlat the judgment contains the
(prior) mere presentation as a component part: pr@sentation involves a ‘brooding’ attitude,
and this attitude is absent from judgment, theeefjodgments do not contain mere presentations.
Yet for the argument to be valid, Husserl wouldd&v show that a questioning attitude is
necessarily part of a mere presentation. He doedmthis, nor does this seem particularly
plausible. Clearly one can ‘merely’ understand@ppsition without for a moment worrying
whether or not it is true. Nor does one have teeHasen considering its truth in order to
eventually assent to it. Assent can result, nohfeopurposeful deliberation, but from sheer
happenstance; | hear a judgment that | neithectregr accept, but later happen to discover it is
true. We can, however, soften Husserl’s chara@goz of mere presentations, and thereby
retain his essential point. We can say, | wouldyesg that in the mere entertaining of any
coherent proposition, we are aware of both itsdadulity and of its undecidedness. That is, we
are aware that it is conceivably true while alsmgaware that we do not know whether it is
true; and this is the case whether or not we areedyg trying to make a decision on the matter.
Thus we can agree with Husserl that the intentipndirected at a mere presentation has a
guality—that of undecidedness—which disappears @arecactively assent to the proposition.

Husserl’s second point pertains to the act of dagtssif. The shift from mere
presentation to assertive judgment is not, Hussgtes, a mere “sequence.” There is rather a
“transitional experience” that mediates betweesdheo: “The pondering and question
‘intention’ is fulfilled in the assenting decisioand in this fulfilling unit ofresponsgwhich has
the phenomenological character of a moment of Yritatwo acts are not merely successive
but mutually related in the most intimate unity eTdnswefits the question: the decision says ‘It
is s0’, just so, in fact as it was previously pamdiover as being:” The key idea is that of

1% 1pid., 2:141.
7 | bid.
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fulfillment, which Husserl here describes as thestiiution of a kind of tensiort® A mere
presentation has the quality of undecidedness. Wishcomes an implicit question—is it so or
not so—whether or not one is actively pursuin@lite answer to this question is experienced as
the fulfillment of one of these open possibilititss on the basis of such a fulfilling experience
that we assent to the proposition (or else refgcamd thus come into possession of a judgment
proper, a proposition that we ourselves hold ttrbe.

This analysis once again undermines the idea tllgiments are obtained by simply
adding something—assent—to a mere presentatiost. dfiall, it shows that assent is not an
‘addition’ at all, just as the fulfillment of a wiss not “the addition of a new act-quality to the

original wish™®

Assent is rather the result of an experience Iléflfaent, a fulfillment that
resolves the tensions that characterize the meseptation. It is the closing of an open
guestion, so to speak, and as such it entailgainsformation of an intentional attitude, rather
than the accretion of one attitude ‘on top of’ dmeot Secondly, assent is not even an intrinsic
part a judgment. A judgment has the character assent only in the context of a tension-
resolving fulfillment?® Assent is a feature of a specific kind of epistenticurrence, one in
which we discover the validity of a previously uotked claim. It is only insofar as we are
deciding that a judgment is true that a judgmepnis to which we ‘assent.” Many if not most of
the propositions we assert are asserted spontdgemuesponse to our direct observation or to
first-hand reports. They are not preceded by agbémere presentation, and thus do not
constitute an ‘assent’ to something previously aered neutrally.

Husserl compares the distinction between judgmedtpaesentation to the distinction
between a memory regarding an object and the “imsgination” of the same object (in a
counterfactual circumstance). In each case, whdtave are “different modes of intentional
reference to one and the same objéttThe way a judgment concerns its object—a state of
affairs—is just as direct as that of a mere predent. The latter is not a more original
intentionality which the judgment merely inheritsdasupplements with an affirmative attitude.

Thus a phenomenological analysis of judgments mofstreat states of affairs as objects whose

18 | bid.
9 |bid., 2:142.
20 |pid.
2 bid., 2:144.
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intentional character must first be considered prashelently of judgments, as their free-standing
‘content.’ Rather, states of affairs are to betgdas the very objects of judicative intentions.
This brings us to the material Husserl discusséisariollowing chapter. Before this
point, Husserl had named states of affairs asiects of judgments, without however
examining in any detail their phenomenologicalisat his type of analysis begins in earnest in
Chapter 4, although it is not the thematic conadrine chapter. As | indicated above, in this
chapter Husserl offers and defends an alternatiegpretation of the claim which he has just
rejected—viz. that all intentional experienceseitbker presentations or are founded in
presentations. Nonetheless, in the course of ptiegethis new interpretation—and in particular
in his discussion of nominalization, which playsieaportant role in his analysis—Husserl's
approach to states of affairs begins to surfades inasic details. In particular, it is in this pler
that we are first granted a discussion of the ttep-process whereby states of affairs are (1)
constituted ‘primitively’ in a synthetic act befotteey (2) become available to acts of direct
reference. As we will see, these two stages ohtidrality find linguistic expression in what

Husserl refers to as (1) assertions (i.e. judgmemd (2) names, respectively.

Assertions vs. Names

Husserl introduces the notion of the ‘name’ to Hallpg a new, phenomenologically coherent
sense to the claim that mere presentations of jed¢grcan themselves be ‘contained’ in them.
Having rejected the idea that a ‘mere presentago@s a judgment its content (to which assent
is added to form an affirmative judgment), Huss@mlv suggests that “we can employ the term
[‘presentation’] to cover acts in which somethiregcbmes objective to us in a certain narrower
sense of the word.. 2 The narrower sense Husserl has in mind is thédterahan providing the
content of a full judgment, a presentation provittescontent of a “name,” which can form part
of a judgment. Husserl’'s use of the term ‘name’oamgasses more than just proper names and
even singular nouns, but any nominal expressiangfdegree of complexity. A presentation, as
we will see, is simply the intention of any objedit, and among these objectivities he includes
judgment-like structures—states of affairs— that ‘aamed’ by subsentential clauses. We make
judgmentsaboutthese objectivities when their ‘names’ appear asstibject matter of our

judgments.

22 bjid., 2:148.
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While this redefinition of ‘presentation’ thoroughthanges it meaning (relative to its use
in the rejected claim), the lexical shift is bymeans a non sequitur. He has, to be sure,
abandoned the distinction between assertive judtgram mere presentations to which assent
has yet to be added. His new formulation, howgwesents an alternative to this pair, through
the distinction between assertions and names. @laasnes, as we will see, share the content of
judgments, but lack their assertive quality. Yéhea than being a proto-judgment to which an
assent must be added, these ‘nominalized’ judgnaeei{sso to speak, ossified judgments whose
assertive quality has been withdrawn.

In arguing his case, Husserl uses linguistic datareinroad to phenomenological
observations. He argues that names, (i.e. norakpakssions), while not themselves sentences,
can contain clauses with a sentential structure.mbst conspicuous cases are those in which
the grammatical subject of a judgment is itselfeause, as in (2).

Il That the Reichstag has been opened will pleaspapelace’

‘The Reichstag has been opened’ could itself peposition, but here it appears within the
clause that functions as the grammatical subjecsskrl also considers cases where noun
modifiers have propositional structure. Comparea(8) (4)2*
Il The postman wore black

Il The postman hurrying by wore black.

The subject of (4) is a complex nominal with itsrosubject and verb (‘postman’ / *hurry by’),
but it also functions as the subject of the emineposition in the same way that ‘postman’ is the
subject of (3). In such cases the grammatical stigenot a judgment, but Husserl argues that
“the ‘original’ judgement is in some sense logigathplicit...”?> That is, in uttering (4) we refer
implicitly to the judgment, ‘The postman is hurrgiby,” whether or not this judgment was in
fact previously expressed.

Husserl calls the nominal subjects in (2)-(4) ‘narh@&/hat Husserl means by ‘name’ is

really the broad class of expressions that funcd®subjects and direct or indirect objects in

% |pid.

**1pid., 2:150.

% |bid., 2:153. Husserl further clarifies: “We mihire stress that talk of ‘origin’ and ‘modificatiare not to be
understood in an empirical-psychological, biolodisanse, but as expressing a peculiar relationsseace
grounded in the phenomenological content of therepceslt is part and parcel of the essential conterthef
nominal, attributive presentation that its intenticefers back’ to the corresponding judgement, tduadi it
intrinsically presents itself as a ‘modificatiorf this judgement.”

71



sentences. Now, by including clauses in this bidasis, Husserl lumps together syntactical
categories which should arguably remain distinctz—glausal and nominal expressions. In the
next section, | will argue that this move is pheeowlogically unsound. Here, | would like to
note that there is also good linguistic evidencgenaintaining a distinction between clausal and

nominal expressions.

DPs and CPs

We begin with nominal expressions. Modern lingaigiieory analyzes nominal expressions as
‘determiner phrases’ or DPs. Below are some seatewth the DPs indicated in brackets. (In
some of them, the complex subject DPs contain tbequn ‘I’, which is itself a DP, but | have
ignored this for the sake of simplicity.)

[opl ] ate [ppan apple].

[op The apple] was delicious.

[op The apple that | ate] was red.

[op Some red apples | have eaten] haven’t satisgedhly appetite].
We could also include Husserl’'s examples from (8)@h):

[op The postman] wore black.

[op The postman hurrying by] wore black.
These are called determiner phrases because thégaded by determiners likee, somgor
my.(This is not the case for the pronoun ‘I’; it haeh suggested that pronouns are in fact
themselves determiners, as evidenced in constnsclike ‘We philosophers are an odd
bunch.?®) Within the DP there is of course more internalaiure, mainly the structure of the
contained noun phrase (NP). However, it is onlyftitlg-formed DP, with its determiner, that
constitutes the syntactical unit which plays thengmatical role of subject, object, etc.

Clausal expressions are labeled CPs, where thstafds for ‘complementizer.” This
terminology derives from the analysis of clausahptements, such as the following:

| decided Epthat swimming was out of the question].

% See Anna Cardinaletti and Michal Starke, "The Tggw of Structural Deficiency: A Case Study of fhieree
Grammatical Cases," i@litics in the Languages of Europed. Henk C. van Riemsdijk (Berlin ; New York: Mon
de Gruyter, 1999). In the case of proper names;iwliaick an overt determiner, a ‘null’ determines lhaen
hypothesized. Evidence for this analysis is prodig languages which do in fact allow a determbyefore proper
names. See Giuseppe Longobardi, "Reference an@iPKammes: A Theory of N-Movement in Syntax and kcagi
Form," Linguistic Inquiry25, no. 4 (1994).
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Jane wonderea§if she would ever grow taller].

The police officer asked:pwhether she could enter].
The words introducing these clausal complemenksat-if, whetherare called
complementizers. CPs can also, however, appeabjed position, as in Husserl's example and
others like it:

[cpThat the Reichstag has been opened] will pleaspdpelace.

[cpThat | am still alive] is a testament to my docsadedication.

[cpThat Maria left Arnold] was no surprise.
So much for terminology. The crucial point | nownv#& make is that subject DPs and subject
CPs exhibit different syntactical behavior.

Note first that, while DPs can appear within sabfePs, CPs themselves cannot appear
within subject CP’

[cpThat ppthe answer] is obvious] upset Hermes.

*[ cpThat [cpthat the world is round] is obvious | upset Hermes.

*[ cpThat [cpwhether the world is round] is unknown] upset Hesme
Another disparity arises with respect to a syntattperation called Subject Auxiliary Inversion
(SAI). In normal English propositions, the subjpatcedes all auxiliary verbs; in interrogatives
with DP subjects, the first auxiliary moves to treginning of the sentence:

The movie will upset Jason.

Will the movie upset Jason?

He has proved your theory.

Has he proved your theory?
This movement is not possible when the subjectG®a

That Medea killed her children will upset Jason.

*Will that Medea killed her children upset Jason?

That we arrived back at our starting point has pdbyour theory.

*Has that we arrived back at our starting pointvyei your theory?
Finally so-called ‘extraposition,” where subjectappear at the end of the sentence, is not
possible with DP$§®

2" Much of this discussion, and some of the exampliesadapted from David Adge&@pre Syntax : A Minimalist
Approach (Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press, 200297-302.
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It will upset Jasondpthat Medea killed her children].

*It will upset Jasongpthe movie].
Such data motivates the idea that DPs and CPsajest structurally different (in that CPs have
a sentence-like structure headed by a complemenhaethat they occupy different syntactical
positions in fully-formed sentences. The detailshig hypothesis are beyond our concgrh.
reference this data simply to signal that we mostecessarily assume that the clausal subjects
(CPs) that Husserl calls ‘names’ are grammatichjesuis in the same way as the more common,
nominal ‘names’ (DPs). In the following section, wél see that treating CPs as analogous to

‘names’ is phenomenologically questionable as well.

Nominal vs. Assertive Acts

Husserl’s interpretation of CPs as ‘names’ doesmmwever, rely exclusively on his
rudimentary understanding of surface grammaticactsire. It is based also on a
phenomenological analysis which we need to considets own merits. For Husserl, CPs that
operate as grammatical subjects (or objects) ammés’ because of the intentionality underlying
such expressions. CPs and DPs have in commorhthatte both indicators of a particular kind
of mental act, viz. a ‘nominal act.” Nominal acte acts which “grasp their objects in a single
‘snatch’, or in a single ‘ray of meaning®They are analogous, says Husserl, to perceptual (0
imaginative) acts that are directed at an objécs; @ssential to such acts that they grasp the
objectasa unitary thing, and not, for example, as theeseof profiles that we perceive when we
view the object from different perspectives. | exgece arapple, not a series of perspectives on
the apple. Nominal acts are also directed to thigects as unities. The simplest cases would be
those expressed by singular DPs, like ‘Adam Smitheg apple,’ ‘happiness,’ etc. We would
need some more analysis to account for how plukd (.g. ‘the apples’) are also expressions of
nominal acts that are directeduaiitiesof a conjunctive sort. | will pass over this preiol,
however, to address the more pressing issue ofICtRsy are also based on nominal acts, what
unitary thing do they express?

Let's look again at Husserl’'s example, repeatedwel

B That the Reichstag has been opened will pigmspopulace.

% For an overview of extraposition, and an analgsigs structure, see Edwin Williams, "Predicatlohinguistic
Inquiry 11, no. 1 (1980): 220-29.

2 See e.g. Adgarp. cit.and Williamsop. cit.

30 Husserl Logical Investigations2:148.
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Husserl is quick to point out that, although thangmatical subject of such a sentence has the
structure of a judgment, this does not mean theasémtence igbouta judgment. We can of
course express propositions that are themselvasd altgments; we can speak of ‘this
judgment’ or ‘your judgment’ and predicate someghr it (that it was faulty, for exampléj.in
(2), however, what will supposedly be pleasingasthe judgment that the Reichstag has been
opened, but the state of affairs expressed bydah@mal clause. In Husserl’'s words: “If | say,
e.g., ‘ThatSis P is delightful’ I do not think that my judgment iglightful... What is delightful,
is rather that such and such is the case, thetolgestate of affairs, the fact®Let us
temporarily pass over Husserl’s equation of statedfairs with facts; it will soon prove to be of
considerable significance. What matters for the matinis how Husserl identifies states of affairs
as the intentional objects of nominal acts, whidemd them in a “single ‘mental ray’—even
though, Husserl tells us, “a state of affairs isafirse no thing>®
Recall that states of affairs were also identiisdhe intentional objects of judgments:

“What plays the part of object to judgement and iopifi Husserl stipulates, “we call tistate
of affairs judged.®* The intentional object of a nominalized judgmenthius the same as the
intentional object of an asserted judgment. Wit is the difference between an assertive (i.e.
judging) act and a nominalized judgment? As Hugméds the question, “What is the difference
between suchamingand the independeassertion of the state of affairs?”*® To bring this
difference to light, Husserl presents us with a pasentences which might be uttered in
sequence, in order to “study an undeniable coritfast

IRain has at last set in.

Il That will delight the farmers.

Note that the second sentence does not expregagtrehe judgment of the first sentence; the
subject (‘that’) does not have an explicit claugalcture. Husserl argues, however, that the
‘that’ in (7) pronominally refers to the state dfadrs expressed in (6). In other words, (7) has th
same meaning as (8):

Il That rain will set in will delight the farmers.

31 bid.
32 bid.
33 bid.
3 bid., 2:139.
% Ibid., 2:155.
% |bid.
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Sentence (7) therefore presents another exampl@oiinalized judgment, in so far as it
contains a ‘name’ (in this case a pronoun) whoseertt corresponds to a complete assertion,
namely (6). Yet while Husserl accepts that “theéestd affairs in both cases in the same”—that
is, in the case of both the assertive judgmentth@shominalized judgment—he insists that “it is
our object in quite a different manner.” Thus thedeniable contrast.”

This difference—which Husserl calls a “differenddraentional essencéd™— is
explained in terms of a distinction between mamyedafmehrstrahlig intentions and single-
rayed éinstrahlig intentions, which correspond to judgments and taes respectively. The
details of this distinction are of interest to os tfiwo reasons. First, Husserl's description of
many-rayed intentions introduces, in a bare-boaskibn at least, the notion ®fnthesisvhich
lies at the heart of his analysis of the copuldgjuents. Second, Husserl’s articulation of the
transformation of many-rayed judging intention®isingle-rayed nominal intentions provides
us with an account of how states of affairs becomentional objects that can be referred to as
‘things’—in other words, it is essentially an acobof the genesis of their ‘thinglyness.’ Since
our goal is to provide an account of the thinglyeswhat happens, Husserl's account, it would
seem, might offer us a useful template.

Let’s return, then, to Husserl’s example—senteri6égand (7), above, and his analysis
of their relation to each other. | should firstedtiat the choice of ‘Rain has at last set inhas t
initial jJudgment is an odd one, given Husserl'seddaconcern with sentences of the form ‘Sis P.’
‘Rain has set in’ does not appear to have this lemgarm. The original German, reproduced as
(9) below, does, of course, bear a surface resembl@ this form, since the verb usedsts
('is”) instead ofhat (‘has’).

IlEdiich ist Regen eingetreten.
Atlast has rain setin

We can see the resemblance to the copular form oheady if we simplify the German

sentence, and translagt as ‘is,’ rather than ‘has’:
IR <gen ist eingetreten.

Rain [is] setin

37 bid., 2:156.
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However, ‘ist’is clearly not being used as the copula, but reakexr marker of perfect tense
(‘has,” in English). Some German verbs in fact tdla’ (or some conjugation of ‘haben’) in the
perfect tense, but ‘eintreten’ takes ‘ist.” Hussgrpears, unfortunately, to be conflating copular
and perfective ‘ist.” His further analysis, whiclewill address shortly, confirms this, as it treats
‘eingetreten’ as a property that is ascribed imutar fashion to ‘Regen.” Husserl is thus
interpreting a verbal judgment as if it were prapeattributing—a move | will oppose in
Chapter 4. For the sake of argument, however s@tcaept that the example is indeed property-
attributing; what is important to us is what Hus$es to say about these kinds of judgment in
general, whether or not his example actually coasatsne.

Husserl begins by discussing what is involved irkimgthe assertiorRain has at last
set in.“In the straightforward assertion,” he writes, “yuelge about the rain, and about its
having set in: both are in a pregnant sense ot uspresented *® This claim is troubling
for two reasons. The first | have just mentioned| ehosen to ignore—namely the fact that
Husserl treats the “having set irdas Eingetretensejrof the rain as a property of it. The second
is that this supposed predicate is referred to‘peeaentation’. In the discussion leading up to
this point, Husserl associates presentations withests, not predicates; all of his examples,
furthermore, have so far been nominal expressratiser than adjectives or verbs. He does,
however, indicate at one point that the copulamf8ris p is based on “two presentations (or two
names).*® In other words, predicates are also counted asésawhich refer to something
“objective.” Husserl does not clarify in this tehdw we are to understand this, or in what sense
we should distinguish between the intention oflgjestt and the intention of an attribute.
Husserl’s later writings move away from this sdrtadk, and are more explicit about the
difference between substantives and adjectivesgasill see in Chapter 3. For the time being,
what matters is simply the idea that the judgmeacbiporates two elements that are separately
intended, in some way or other.

Now, as Husserl notes, these two ‘presentationsbjestiand predicate—are not simply
intended in sequence. A judgment involves, ratl@epeculiar ‘unity of consciousness’ that
binds these togethef®“In this binding together,” Husserl continues,étbonsciousness of the

state of affairs is constituted: to execute a judgiet, and to be conscious of a state of affairs, in

*#bid., 2:155.
*\bid., 2:149.
401bid., 2:155.
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this synthetic positing of something as referreddmething, are one and the same. A thesis is
enacted, and on it a second dependent thesisad @sthat, in this basing of thesis on thesis,
the synthetic unity of the state of affairs is irttenally constituted **

What we have here is a bare-bones articulatiohefdynthesis’ in which judgment
consists, and through which states of affairs arestituted for consciousness. All we are offered
at this point is the idea that ‘something’ is ‘gedi as ‘referred to something,” and that this
should be understood as the basing of one thésisi§, one single-rayed intention) on another.
Pending further analysis, we can simply understamnskerl to be saying that, in an act of
judgment, a subject is posited, and somethingiglpesited as an attribute of that subject. This
is the ‘peculiarity’ of the unity exhibited in aggment. The unity is not a simple plurality of
elements, but a specific relatedness in which tereent (hamed by the predicate term) is
dependent on the other (named by the subject teinge the former is posited explicitly as an
attribute of the latter.

An act of judgment, to put Husserl's idea even nsineply (if still a bit vaguely), is a
binding together of diverse presentations in ai@aer, copular way. The ‘outcome’ of such a
synthesis is the intention of a state of affainst Bis state of affairs is not yet intended in a
‘single-rayed’ fashion. That is, it is not yet sdhiag we grasp all at once, as a unity to which
we can refer nominally or pronominally. Rathera@sertive act is what firekpressethe state
of affairs by asserting the belonging-togetherutfject and predicate.

Husserl calls this a ‘many-rayed’ intentionalityhieh | think is a bit misleading. His
motivation, | think, is to highlight the idea thatts of judgment are acts of synthesis in which
diverse elements are bound together. Yet | wouldure that the important point is not the
diversity of the elements (which is what the temahy-rayed’ captures), but rather the activity
of synthesis which is still at play in an asserta¢. What matters is that the elements are
actively being bound together, not that they averdie. After all, a CP such as ‘that the ball is
red’ also involves a diversity of elements, eaclwbich must be intended if the expression is
uttered meaningfully. The difference between it #reljudgment ‘The ball is red’ lies in fact
that in the judgment a judicative synthesis is atstt, whereas in the nominal expression this

execution is presupposed.

“1bid., 2:156.
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Husserl puts the difference as follows, with refieeto his example. | quote it at length
because it constitutes the crux of his argument:

One may compare the ways in which the rain ‘corne®tsciousness’, the
assertedness of the state of affairs, and the meggmnal, naming way which in
our example succeeds it, and which applies todheesstate of affairs: ‘“That will
delight the farmers’. ‘That’, as it were, pointfirager to the state of affairs: it
therefore means this same state of affairs. Batréference is not to the judgment
itself, which has preceded it as a thus and thasifeed mental happening now
passed away: it isrew act of a new kindavhich in pointing to the state of affairs
previously constituted in synthetic, many-rayedias, now simply confronts

this state of affairs with a single-rayed thesig] ao makes it an object in a sense
quite different from the way the judgement doesT$w state of affairs comes
more ‘primitively’ to consciousness in the judgeméhe single-rayed intention
towards the state of affairs presupposes the maysdrjudgemental intention,
and a reference to the latter is part of its isidrsense. But in each many-rayed
conscious approach there is rooteda priori fashion, an essential, ideal
possibility of transformation into the single-rayapproach, in which a state of
affairs will be pregnantly ‘objective’ or ‘presenté&™

This is, finally, Husserl’s characterization oétimtentional essence of ‘nominalization,’
wherein an assertion becomes a ‘name.’ To anytasserhatever there always corresponds, as
a matter of essence, the possibility of referriaghoto its subject matter, a state of affairs, as a
coherent identity. The very ‘thinglyness’ of statésffairs—their availability as intentional
objects, as objects of reference—is grounded byétum this possibility of “backwards
reference” to an executed synthé$ighis is not to say that nominal expressions af fairt

must always be preceded conversationally by ana@pidgment. Rather, nominalized
judgments presuppose such a judgment as partiofithteinsic sense,” much as the expression
‘the postman hurrying by’ ‘presupposes’ the judgmérhe postman is hurrying by.’

Strictly speaking, then, judgments are not in Hdssaccount ‘about’ states of affairs in
the sense that they refer to them, but ratherdrséimse that they express the judicative syntheses
which make possible a consciousness of them. Ceelgistates of affairs are only ‘things’ to
which we can directly refer because such a refer@nesupposes a copular synthesis through
which states of affairs would appear to consciossie their ‘primitive’ form. We have yet to
address, of course, Husserl’s specific analyséiseninternal dynamics of copular syntheses, and

how such syntheses produce an objectivity to winiercan then refer. Before doing so,

“2 bid.
3 See ibid., 2:161.
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however, let us consider whether and how Hussedt®n of nominalization helps us get a
preliminary handle on the problems raised in thevijous chapter, pertaining to verbal
judgments and the thinglyness of that which happghis attempt will initially fail since, as we
will see, the states of affairs referred to nomiinalrn out to be ‘facts,’ and facts turn out to be
distinct from the things that happen. We'll be ledyever, to look at Husserl’s later
considerations of nominalization Experience and Judgmembnsiderations which deepen and
complicate the picture painted above, providingvith a dual notion of ‘states of affairs’ which

we can use more fruitfully.

2.3 Facts vs. Things that Happen

In Chapter 1, | introduced some peculiar linguisiita that crops up when we start to talk about
‘things that happen.” Such talk, | argued, usubdids us to verbal judgments in which there is
no explicit ‘thing,” as in this dialog:

Me: Things happen.

You Please be more specific. What happens?

Me: Lots of things. Squirrels fall out of trees. Losenarry. Civilizations collapse. Clouds
form. One's teeth fall out.

| also discussed the reverse case, where refeterac¢hing’ appears following verbal
judgments that do not contain such a reference:

Me: My tooth fell out.

You:| told you that would happen.

Me: But then a new one grew in the next day.
You:I've never heard of such a thing happening!

The puzzle in both instances was to understand iwvlsathat words like ‘thing’ or ‘that’ or
‘what’ refer to, since their object is clearly reoty of the nouns in the corresponding
propositions. Husserl’s analysis of nominalizatampears to give us a way to begin to answer
this question. Just as copular judgments produettities to which we can then refer (viz.
states of affairs), verbal judgments would prodolsgctivities (viz. things that happen) which
are also available to our reference.

Upon closer inspection, however, we see that Hlisskeory cannot be used straight out
of the box to address the conundrum presenteckitirtguistic data above. The trouble is that
my examples of reference are somewhat differemt fttose Husserl has in mind in his analyses

of nominalization. Husserl's clause-replacing pram® are grammatical subjects in sentences
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whose direct objects are humans, who in turn amgtiemally affected by whatever the pronoun
refers to. In ‘That will delight the farmers,’ fexample, the reference of ‘that’ is supposed to be
the source of delight to farmers. In my examplesth@ other hand, the pronouns—while indeed
grammatical subjects—appear in rather anomalousisess where all that is being said of these
nominals is that ‘they’ happen. This may not sespeeially important, but a careful look

reveals that these two sorts of sentences exhithier different behavior.

2.3.1 What delights is not what happens—or is it?

To see the discrepancy, let us pick examples af@rinal reference—in (12) and (13) below—
that can both follow upon the same ‘original’ verjpagment—in this case, (11).

Iy tooth fell out

Il Thatwill delight my dentist.

-Thathappened yesterday.

In both (12) and (13), we have the same pronowulject position. However, we can’t be sure
that these two pronouns are functioning in the saae In fact, it seems that they are not.
Crucially, we can substitute a CP for ‘that’ in fivst case, but not in the second

-[CpThat my tooth fell out] will delight my dentist.

I .- That my tooth fell out] happened yesterday

We can look at the incongruity in a different waye examine these two sentence types in
interrogative form, and reflect on the acceptapiit clausal vs. sentential answers to each
guestion:

Il Vhat will delight your dentist?

Il hat my tooth fell out.

1y tooth fell out

Il \hat happened yesterday?

I That my tooth fell out

Iy tooth fell out.

(16)-(18) show us that a CP an acceptable subenittdr ‘that’ or ‘what’ in the sentences where
‘delight’ is the verb, but that complete sentenaesnot acceptable in this context. (19)-(21)

show us that the opposite is the case when ‘happéhné verb.
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What is going on here? Let’s start by looking &t finst case, that of the to-be-delighted
dentist. Just what is it that will delight her? Bahat her delight is in the future, whereas my
tooth fell out in the past. It wasn’t her watching,otherwise experiencing, my tooth actually
falling out that caused her delight. We assumedsi@sn’t even know about it yet. She will be
delighted, rather, when she learns—when she coorlasoiv—that my tooth fell out (because,
we can hypothesize, she will then conclude theseiise money to be made). Yet it seems
wrong to say that it she is delighted by knowingd if she were focused on the subjective
experience of knowing something, and pleased lsyakperience. Rather, we are driven to say
that she is delighted by a fact, the fact that aogft fell out, because of what she can deduce
from this fact regarding her financial well-beigpte that instead of (14) we could just as easily
state (22) without any evident change in meaning:

-[DpThe fact that my tooth fell out] will delight my aest.

This is of course now a sentence with a differémicsure—its subject is a DP rather than a CP,
with all the attendant syntactic disparities weelohbove. Nonetheless, it does capture the
meaning of (14) rather neatly. Moreover, it se@@sessary to hold that it is the fact that my
tooth fell out which will delight my dentist, as ppsed tahe occurrence itself—particularly
since her delight is set in the future, long aftgrtooth has fallen out. We can presume that she
wasn’t around when my tooth actually fell out, sticht she could have taken delight in
watching that—whatever that, or was.

It turns out that the identification of CPs witltfa accords exactly with Husserl's own
understanding. For Husserl, the term ‘state ofigff@Sachverhalt is nothing other than a ‘fact’
(Tatsachg We have already seen this proposed equivalenagassage quoted above: “What is
delightful, is rather that such and such is thectiee objective state of affairs, the fattHe
reaffirms this equivalence repeatedly. Referringitoown example (viz. ‘That will delight the
farmers.’), he has this to say:

If asked what the farmers are glad about, oneagplith a ‘that so-and-so’ or
‘about thefact that rain has at length fallen’. The fact, therefahe state of affairs
posited as existent, is the object of the gladrieghe subject about which we are
making an assertion. The fact can be variously maWmé can simply say ‘this’,

as in the case of all other objects, we can algdtlsis fact’, or, more definitely,
‘the fact of the set-in rain, of the setting intbé rain’ etc. We can also say... ‘that
the rain has set in’. Our coordination shows thi tlause is a name in exactly

“\bid., 2:148.
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the same sense as all other nominal expressicndf. Ithamesexactly as they
do, and in namingresentsas other names name other things, properties setc
it names or presentsstate of affairswhich in particular is an empirical fatt.

More generally, he asserts: “Thats P’ [when functioning as a subject] means what wemea
by ‘This, thatSis P’, or a little more elaborately, ‘The fact, theatimstance thais P.” 4°

If CPs express facts, this helps us begin to maksesof the unacceptability of CPs as a
substitution for the pronoun in ‘That happened gy, The unacceptability, to be sure, is
syntactical, not (or not merely) semantic; the miwshediate problem is that the resulting phrase
is ungrammatical, not (merely) nonsensical. Foresosason, a CP is not acceptable in subject
position wherhappenis the verb. (In fact, it is unacceptable witlostverbs, a point | will return
to shortly.) However, the syntactical incongruitg wbserve has a semantic parallel. Note that
(23), while grammatical, is nonsensical:

Il o- The fact that my tooth fell out] happened yesterday

Facts, it would seem, are not the sort of things tf@ppen.

We'll need to investigate this matter further. Hog moment, however, let us consider
the obstacle we appear to have reached. If faeta@rthe things that happen, it would seem that
Husserl’s notion of nominalization is of little useus. Our task is to understand the thinglyness
of what happens; if the things that arise out ahimalization are facts, and facts are not the
things that happen, then the analysis of nomin@dimahas gotten us nowhere. | do think,
however, that we can salvage some useful obsengfiiom Husserl’s analysis, while also
exposing some of the limitations in Husserl's ovnderstanding of the phenomenon he was
considering. To see how, we need to complicat@ittere considerably—the picture, that is, in
which factsandwhat happensare held strictly apart as different sorts of tlsing

First we can observe that, despite the syntactaeece that the things that happen are
notthe facts that delight, we can also site lingaistridence for their apparent identity. Observe
(24):

-My tooth fell out.Thiswill delight my dentist, even thoughhappened
yesterday, sooner than she thought it would.

S bid., 2:155.
“®bid., 2:156.
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On the one hand, as with our examples aboveclea that {p That my tooth fell out] can be
substituted fothis but not forit. On the other hand, it seems wrong to say thatwberonouns
have a completely different referent. This intuitis strengthened if we compare (24) to a
sentence sequence with a similar structure, buteithat andit are clearly not co-referring:
-My tooth fell out.Thiswill delight my dentist, even thoughwas my favorite

molar.

In (25) the two pronouns refer divergently, andrabauously so. In (24), we do not have such
an unambiguous divergence, but rather what at &geshs like convergence. Indeed, anyone
who hears and understands that sentence understatasat happened yesterdewhat will
delight my dentistin other words, (26) can be answered with (27):

Il Vhat will delight your dentist?

Il \hat happened yesterday will delight my dentist.

This is an acceptable answer even though we kneweasaw above, that it is the fact that my
tooth fell out which will cause delight. Whatevexpgpened yesterday didn’t cause deligpits
happening Rather, the delight comes when my dentist leabasit its having happened, i.e.
when she learns a fact.

Where does this leave us? On the one hand, wefirgried to say that facts are not the
things that happen, suggesting that Husserl’s arsabf nominalization is not suited to our
sphere of concern. On the other hand, we can fat@skntences where the things that happen
seem to operate as facts, suggesting that Husaedlgses may not be completely irrelevant.
We are confronted with two ‘things’ which appeab®in some sense different and in some
sense the same. To make sense of this, we turn eghiusserl’s analyses of states of affairs, in
particular to the later writings iBxperience and Judgmemthere we find an analogous pairing:
that of the state of affaiiess factand the state of affairtself.

2.3.2 States of affairs as facts: Objectivities of sense

Facts first came to our attention through Hussahialysis of nominalization, in which
judgments yield a new object to which we can redad which he calls a ‘state of affairs’ or
‘fact.” This reference takes the form either ofdaronouns or of richer CPs that are the subjects

of new sentences. What Husserl never explicithesohowever, is that the licitness of such CPs
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is restricted only to certain types of sentences.dlveady saw that they are not acceptable as
subjects of sentences where ‘happen’ is the verb:

Il c-That my tooth fell out] happened yesterday.

This is however just one example within a more gan@attern, wherein CPs can function as the

subjects of sentences only when these sentencessexqr imply a cognitive context in which

the fact at issue is apprehended. All of the follg\sentences, for example, are acceptable:
[cpThat my tooth fell out]....

..surprised my dentist

..hurt my dentist’s feelings

..disgusted my dinner companions.

..puzzled everyone.

Note that the sentence need not express a speegiative act in which someone is confronted
with the fact at hand. It is enough for some cagaitontext or other to be implied, as with the
following sentence completions:

..explains why | was in pain.

..was inexplicable.

..Is a troubling fact.

..will remain my secret.

..proves my point.

All of these examples contrast with the next setraicceptable sentences.
*[ cpThat my tooth fell out]....

..happened yesterday

..hurt my dentist’'s arm.

..was loud.

..caused my infection.

..gave me a funny smile.

..cost me a lot of money.

This behavior is unsurprising, insofar we take @Psxpress facts. We understand intuitively
that facts do not hurt arms, make noise, causetiofes etc. Facts, rather are known (or not

known), and can therefore puzzle, disgust, andtegur be used in arguments to prove things.
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This intuition, however, complicates Husserl's gs& of CPs under the banner of
‘nominalization’. This analysis, recall, is concednwith the difference between the
intentionality proper to judgments, and that prapesubject CPs, the so-called ‘nominalized’
judgments. Husserl interprets this difference as letween judgments and names — or more
accurately, between judging acts and nominal &¢esalready saw how lumping together CPs
and DPs (i.e. ‘normal’ nominals) runs counter tgliistic evidence that suggests CPs are a
syntactically distinct category. We can now see ktwgserl’s analysis of CPs as an instance of
naming obscures their phenomenological peculiastyell.

Let’s review the essentials of this analysis. Htsasists that judgments and their
nominal counterparts have, as their intentiona¢chjthe same state of affairs. In each, however,
it is our object ‘in a different manner.’ The diféace is that between a (so-called) ‘many-rayed’
intentionality that is engaged in the businessyatlsesis (specifically, a copular synthesis, since
this is Husserl's concern), and a ‘single-rayedémionality that is directed to the end product of
this synthesis. In this model, what is distinctoféhe intentionality of nominalized judgments is
simply that their intentional object has been,segeak, ‘singularized.” The unity of diverse
elements that the judgment enacts is appreheasladinity, all at once.

It is now clear, however, that the intentional eliince at issue runs deeper than
Husserl’s analyses suggest. CPs, we have seennbabe the subjects of sentences in which
there is an explicit or implicit cognitive contedthis tells us something about the intentionality
underlying CPs, that is, the intentionality who$gect is a fact. The peculiarity of this
intentionality is that it intends its obje&s$ an intentional objecthat is, it is part of the
phenomenological essence of a fact that it be d@eras something which an intentional
consciousness is (or could be) concerned with.

To put it more simply, a fact is intended not asiething that simplys, but rather as
something that is knowror at least knowable. This is different from, sing intentionality
whose object is an apple. Such an intentionaliignds the apple without intending the apple’s
‘being known.” Of course, it is implicit in such amention that the apple is known — it is an
intentional object, after all, and thus is knowrneaist by the consciousness which is regarding it.
Yet it is not intende@s an intentional object — it is not intendaslkknown. If | judge, ‘The apple
fell off the branch,’ for example, the apprehensibthe apple by an intending consciousness is

not at issue in the content of the judgment itselfact, on the other hand, wears its known-ness
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on its sleeve. It is an intentional object as atematf its own essence. Accordingly, CPs that
express facts can only be the subjects of judgnvemicsh involve the apprehension of a fact by
somebody or other.

This means that the transformation Husserl is amecewith is not simply a matter of
intending in a ‘single-ray’ what is syntheticallghaeved in a judgment. Judgments themselves
do not exhibit the intentional peculiarity thattado. When | judge, ‘My tooth fell out,” or ‘This
paper is white,” or ‘Rain has set in,’ the contehimy judgment is not, in itself, something |
intendas an intentional object in the manner described ab®his way of intending is
something new, and it is not adequately describeckiy as a shift from a judging to naming, or
from a ‘many-rayed’ to a ‘single-rayed’ intentiogl It is not as if the full content of the
judgment is simply gathered up and apprehended &adinstance. Rather, intending a fact, as has
been said, also means intending it as somethinghwkiessentially an object of knowledge.

In Experience and Judgmempnstructed from texts written much later in Hukse
career, Husserl is more explicitly sensitive t® thpecial status of facts. To be sure, he remains
wedded to the analysis of nominalization introduicetheLogical InvestigationsHe now
describes this process “the substantivation in vthe state of affairs is educed from the

"7 and explains it as follows, repeating the schereagnted in theogical

judgment,
Investigations

[A] proposition, previouslynultirayed and constituted in an original two-
membered synthesis of determination, is now appedaein asingle ray...

When in an act of judgment, one links on to a padggment, this past judgment is
therefore treated exactly as any substrate thatentto a predicative judgment as
a subject, namely, as the object of a simple agorgbn. This implies that it must
have been preconstituted as such and that thhe ihction of the preceding
judgment*®

At the same time, Husserl now classifies factdates of affairs as “objectivities of the
understanding,” and accordingly displays a sengjtto their special nature as objects that are,
essentiality, intendedsintentional objects. This occurs most remarkablghencomplex
analyses that culminate in 865, in which Hussddrefa secondary interpretation of what he

calls the “irreality” of objectivities of the undganding (including states of affairs). His primary

" Experience and Judgmer239.
*® Ibid., 238.
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interpretation of irreality is provided in the prewus section; there it is described as a kind of
“temporal form,” specifically “omnitemporality”:

We call real in a specific sense all that whichrgal things in the broader sense,
is, according to its sense, essentially individieadi by its spatiotemporal position;
but we call irreal every determination which, indeis founded with regard to its
spatiotemporal appearance in a specifically raagtbut which can appear in
different realities as identical—not merely as &mi*°

The class of irreal objectivities is not limiteddbjectivities of the understanding (i.e. facts). |
includes, for example, works of literatufFeaust Husserl tells us, is an irreal object insofaitas
can in principle appear at any place and time &ilids the ‘same’ work of art. Analogously, a
fact can be expressed at any place and time dhbesthe ‘'same’ fact. This is what Husserl
means by the ‘omnitemporality’ of irreal objecties. In 865, however, Husserl offers a
complementary description of irreal objectivitiesywhich he characterizes them as
“objectivities of sense™®

This concept, Husserl notes, is to be distinguidhaa that he calls ‘objective sense,’
which every objectivity has. To say every objedtilias an objective sense is just another way
of saying, for Husserl, that every object is aeimional object, that everything that appears does
so by virtue of what it is intended as being—itase Objective sense is the ‘intended as stich.’
This objective sense, however, is not somethin@tivébute to the object itself as a characteristic
of it. Objectivities of sense—irreal objectivitiesre unique in that for them ‘sensggan
essential characteristic. Husserl returns agaih@é@xample oFaust: “Thus the one identical

152

signification of the many exemplarsedustis the ideally on€-aust”>* That is, the unique and

singular workFaustis something “signified” by all its exemplars, atas is itself, in its
essence, a “sense”:

To signify this one work, to have this sense, bgtoto the many real objects in
which its reproductions can be embodied. Like Bjeots, irreal objectivities are
identical poles of a multiplicity of intentions wdfi refer to them. But they are not
simply intended in a multiplicity of apprehensiaetated to them in a multiple
now; ratherthey are themselves intended as intended con@ghtense of.... To
be an intended content (in multiple exemplars,adpctions, etc.) belongs in
itself to their objective determination >3 (emphasis added)

9 bid., 266.
* bid., 268.
*1 bid., 267.
*2 bid., 268.
%3 bid., 268-9.
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Objectivities of sense, in other words, are objatdtis whose ‘meaning’ includes sense itself as a
determination. They have, in Husserl's odd forniafat“a sense of senseip Sinnes-Sifr*

He adds that objectivities of the understanding-tsfac“are a special case of such objectivities
[of sense].?® He does not further clarify this inclusion. Yet wan take him to mean what we
have already established: facts are intended aste$y intentional objects. They are intended
as objectivities whose essential nature is to Ipeedgended—without which apprehension their
being has no sense.

However much we may be in agreement with Hussethspoint, he still has not helped
us escape the problem in his analysis of nomin@izaTo repeat: the unique status of CPs—
namely, that they are intended as objects of kndgdeand thus can only be subjects of
judgments that involve their apprehension—is nptwaed by a description of a shift from
multi-rayed intentionality (of judgments) to singi@yed intentionality (of nominalized
judgments). This is because, as mentioned abotephpidgments themselves are not
characterized by this special kind of intentionalifo use Husserl’s terminology, they do not
intend irrealities. Or rather, they don’t do soe&sarily. | can, of course, make a judgnedrut
an irreal objectivity, e.gFaustis a masterpiece,” or ‘The fact that my tooth &lt will delight
my dentist.” These judgments are about irreal dlygies, but only because their subjects are
irreal, not because judgments intend irreal obyés as a matter of essence. When | make the
judgments, for example, ‘My tooth fell out,” or “Etwater froze,” | am clearly not intending an
irreality in either of Husserl’s two interpretat®of the term. | don't, that is, intend something
‘omnitemporal,” since my tooth fell out at a spexiplace and time. Nor do | intend an
objectivity of sense; if | mean that the water #pkdo not thereby intend this as an intended
content.

In other words, a more complete phenomenologicad@at of the movement from
judgments to facts needs to include an accourtteo$hift from a direct engagement with the
real (in judgments which judge about reality) to anaggment with th@real (in intentions
directed at facts). As it turns out, the later skrsofExperience and Judgmef@ndFormal and
Transcendental Log)ds in fact keyed into this very problem. He addessi$ at the end of 867,

**“Der einem solchen Gegenstand entsprechgedenestandlich8inn ist daher eiSinnes-Sinpein Sinn zweiter
Stufe. Vom Sinn algegensténdlicher8inn missen wir somit unterscheiden SinrBastimmung des
Gegenstandeslbid., 268.

**Ipid., 269.
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and more fully in 869, which is titled “The inteoti of the judgment as such and the true state of
affairs. In what respect the state of affairs iohjectivity of sense.” Here, Husserl begins to
draw a subtle but crucial distinction between stateaffairs conceived of as ‘objectivities of
sense’—as they have been up until this point— #aigs of affairshemselvesntended as

actual things.
2.3.3 The state of affairs ‘itself’

A judgment, Husserl reminds us, produces new aljges of sense which have “a kind of
autonomy.” “They can be produced anew,” he writpessibly reproduced in communicative
interchange, and thereby have their own way ofdalrle to be brought to self-evidence... as
intentions, without on that account their havindgeocapable of being fulfillec® It is such
“autonomous” objectivities that can “become sulissaf various judgments?”It is these that
he calls ‘objectivities of sense.’ This requiresvever, “that we pass from the original
straightforward attitude, directed toward the trektstent substrate-objectivities and their
determination, their stat&ichverhaltef to the critical attitude, in which the emptyention,
the mere proposition, parts compasich scheidétfrom the state of affairs itself®

A state of affairs afact, then—as objectivity of sense—is in a sense dethétom the
state of affairstself, precisely insofar as a fact is the nominalizabban ‘empty intention’
which is not experienced as fulfilled in an evidahéxperience—an evidential experience that
would give the state of affairs itself.

It is quite notable that Husserl uses a new term,lSchverhaltento characterize the
‘state of affairs itself.” Translated here as “stait is an invented substantive gith verhalten
which primarily means ‘to behave,’ but which canused in phrases that describe or ask ‘how
things stand,’ as in ‘Wie verhalt sich die Sache@sserl’s word choice, in particular its
reflexive form, emphasizes that in our ‘straightfard’ judging activity we are concerned with
actual objects that are intended as having a beitigemselves. It ithey—what Husserl calls the
“substrates”—which display their ‘state’ or ‘standi’ Husserl first introduces the term
Sichverhalterat the end of 867, where he identifies the “sta@&fairs itself’ with the

“complete fulfillment” of an intention:

%% |bid., 285.
57 bid.
%8 | bid.
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[T]he merely intendedviermeinté state of affairs, which can be intended either as
completely empty or as more or less fulfilled biuition, is separate from the

state of affairs which is completely fulfilled, cpihetely saturated by intuition, in
which the stateSichverhaltehof its substrates comes to perfect intuitive
givenness. The “state of affairs itself” is nothwifper tharthe idea of the
completely fulfilled sense of the state of affanfats completely fulfilled
intention.. >

We can reconstruct Husserl’s analysis as a twogradess.
1. Ajudgmentis made which determines the substtatese in a particular ‘state’;
in this judicative process, tt&ichverhalterof the substrates appears originally.
What appears is the ‘state of affairs itself.’
2. The judgment having been accomplished, it now stamdits own as an
objectivity of sense with its own ‘autonomy.” Whese intend this objectivity, we
intend the state of affairs &sct

Of course, the first part of this process doesneeid to actually occur for me to intend a fact. |
can speak about facts without having myself expegd the appearance of thehverhaltenn
guestion. But to take these factdrae facts, | must assume that such an original expeeiés
actually possible—or was possible, in the casacisfabout the past.

We are dealing, then, with two intentionalities:aiginal intentionality directed to the
Sichverhalteror ‘states,” and a secondary intentionality dieelcioTatsacheor facts. This is a
departure from the framework of thegical Investigationsor at least modification of it. It is no
longer simply a matter of the difference betweenudti-rayed ‘judging’ intentionality and a
single-rayed ‘nominal’ intentionality, but rathéyat between an intentionality that is directed to
the real (the state of affairs &&chverhaltepand one that is directed to the irreal (the spéte
affairs as fact).

The distinction | am making here, | should notejifserent from that made by
Sokolowski, in his reflections on Husserl’s notmincategorial objects, between ‘facts as
registered’ and ‘facts as reportéd Sokolowski explicitly equates the terms ‘statefféirs’ and
‘fact’. His distinction is just the one betweenfiildd and unfulfilled intentions of states of

affairs. Neither of these is what | am calling act,’ which is the state of affairs intended as an

*%bid., 284.
%0 See SokolowskHusserlian Meditations: How Words Present Thirg ff.
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object of knowledge. To intend a state of affagdat is not just to intend the state of affairs i
the absence of evidence.

To emphasize the difference, and see why it matteran look at a brief point Husserl
makes in 870 oExperience and Judgmein. judgments regarding perceptual objects, Husserl
notes, the objects in question can never comeddéptly adequate givenness,” since objects of
perception can never be completely perceived. Bnesponding state of affairs are also,
accordingly, only “given in an anticipatory wa$"Just as perception “never contains the thing
itself [das Ding selb$t.. so alsathe judgment of perception never contains the sthadfairs
itself, if we understand by this that which truly exigkgt which the judgment ‘intends,’ that
which is judged in it.®? This last caveat is essential. Only the statdfafra ‘itself’ can elude
adequate givenness, not the state of affairs asTake, for example, my judgment, ‘This paper
is white.” The fulfillment of this judgment is tlggvenness of a state of affairs, in which the
paper appears to me as white. | do not see ther gagwever, in the totality of its coloration. |
do not see all its micro-gradations of color. | lcbexamine it under a microscope, for example,
and find more detail that way; but here, too, | ldonever get to the end of its coloration. The
total state of affairs itself is an “ideal of reas8* My judgments of perception will therefore
always be provisional. On the other hand, if | S&ye fact that the paper is white will please the
artist,” I intend the fact in question completélfere is nothing ‘more’ to this fact than what is
said®*

The distinction between states of affairs themseared facts will give us a crucial inroad
to the problem with which we started this sectimarnely the puzzling relationship between the
things that happen and facts. Before returningpitogroblem, however, a bit more needs to be
said to fill out the picture | have painted thus &s it is potentially misleading in two ways.

First, the two-part process | outlined appealsdtate our directedness to actuality solely
on the side of judging; it would seem that, whetemaling facts, we are no longer concerned

with what is actual. This does not sound right, Biodserl in fact warns against this

®1 Husserl Experience and Judgmerm87.
62 i

Ibid.
%3 |bid.
% In this sense, Husserl’s distinction between stafaffairs themselves and states of as factstzeessemblance
to Bennett's distinction between events and faksswe saw in the previous chapter, Bennett intéspaa event
name such as “Quisling’s betrayal of Norway” asaRpression of a fact which is part of an event,rtmi the total
event. “Quisling’s betraying Norway,” on the oth&nd, names a single fact.
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interpretation. We will look more closely at thengeation of facts in order to see how they
maintain an intentional relation to actuality déspiaving ‘parted ways’ with it.

Secondly, talk of the ‘appearance’ of the ac&iahverhaltermay be taken to imply that
this appearance is intuited passively—that theestat affairs themselves simply show
themselves. Husserl's analyses maintain, on thearynthat such intuitions are possible only
by virtue of a synthetic activity, one which istlé heart of every judicative accomplishment.
The syntheses underlying judgments will be a céntmacern of Chapter 3; | will make a few
general remarks here by way of introduction, whté purpose of highlighting the active (as
opposed to passive) nature of judicative intentipnaVith these two clarifications, we will be
in a position to return to the paradox raised egrivhereby facts both seem to be and not be the

things that happen.

Factuality and Actuality

We begin with the first issue—whether and how titention of facts still involves a concern
with actuality. Husserl insists we guard againstittea that, in characterizing substantivized
judgments as ‘objectivities of sense,’ he is thgriefplying that we intend them merely as
intentions. Rather, in the normal course of battgment and nominalization, we are always
directed to the state of affairs itself as thk®@sof our expression. In Husserl's words:

This in no way implies that... we would be directedraty toward what is
intended as such instead of toward something adtuslalways the actually
existing state of affairs that we are directed talv# is theactual “state”
[Sichverhaltehof the objectivities first constituted in recepty, and which have
entered into it, which invariably makes up our fittematic goaf”

He concludes the section with another version isfsame thesis, with specific reference to
nominalized judgments: “What is substantivizedna hormal, ongoing course of judgment is
then not the proposition enclosed within quotatiwarks, the judgment-intention as such, but the
judgment maintained as valid, precisely the intehstate of affairs itself*®

In other words, when we intend facts as facts, reenat intending mere meanings

without any connection to actualiff.We intend facts as factual, i.e. as valid. Moréh®point,

% Husserl Experience and Judgmer84.

®® bid., 287.

" This second step is not yet the intention of tgmenias judgmentThis requires a further shift of focus. See for
exampleFormal and Transcendental Logit34-35. For discussion see Sokolowskisserlian Meditations: How
Words Present Thinggd9-52.
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what interests us about facts is not that theyhjectivities of sense; we are, rather, interested
the particular ‘state of affairs itself’ which theyake known to us. It is in this sense that theesta
of affairs itself is our ‘final thematic goal.” Netheless, when we refer to facts (as, e.g. what wil
be a cause for delight, concern, puzzlement, ettt we are referring to is not directly the state
of affairs itself as &ichverhaltenbut rather the state of affairs as a knowabledaihijity of
sense—as bit of acquired knowledge. Facts are wtkatown, and we know only what is real.
Yet to intend what is real as what is known isthetsame as to intend it as what is actual, as
reality ‘itself.” To put it another way: What isv@nitselfis the ‘state,” not the fact. Yet the
validity of a fact rests on the ideal possibilifyam original intuition of the state itself (evdn i

this possibility is a ‘past’ possibility, in the @ of states of affairs that no longer obtain).

The mediator that both links and sunders the stiadiethe fact is the act of judgment. It is
in this act that a state first appears as itssltha intentional object of the judgment. It isaas
nominalizedudgment then, that a fact refers us back to the stagdf iis something available to
an original evidential experience. In this senagesand fact are linked through the judgment.
This act of judgment, however, creates a structumély which abides after the original
appearance has ended, and thus ‘parts ways’ withistonly because judgments can abide as
unities apart from any original givenness that tbay be nominalized and taken as facts. A
judgment abides, most primordially, in retentiofA]fter the act of judgment originally
accomplished in spontaneity,” Husserl writes, ‘findgment which has actually just been
accomplished is still present to consciousneskBamiode of the just-accomplished; it can then
be retained in grasp in this intentional transfafora °®

Even after it fades from retention, however, thagjment remains a “permanent
possession” so long as it can be reactivatedat‘sedimentation,” in Husserl's words, or a
“habituality of the ego® The temporal “modifications” of judicative acteaxplored in more
detail in Appendix Il td~ormal and Transcendental Logiwhere he refers specifically to the
“abiding unities” that arise from such aéfsThese details need not concern us here, but the
following passage bears repeating:

Without this sort of preservation in a passive samus identification, advancing
judgment-process—as a living further-forming andreecting of meant

% Husserl Experience and Judgmer79.
% bid., 278-9.
0 SeeFormal and Transcendental Logig21.
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categoralia to make the unity of continually nedgments at higher and higher
levels—would not be possible. The retentionallysding component formations
remain, with this modification, within the scopetbé judger’s unitarily
thematizing regard; he can reach back and seine #lgain, each as having its
identical sense..”*

Only because judgments abide as self-identicalotibjges can we reuse them and refer back to
them as acquisitions. Only in this way can judgrasgmeld facts.

Husserl thus gives us a way to see how, when piegevith a judgment, we can be lead
in two intentional directions—to the state of afaitself intended in the judgment, and to the
fact that abides independently of it—directions ethialthough distinct, maintain an essential
relation. The judgment is ‘present’ even when tia¢esaffairs is not—even, indeed, when the
state of affairs itself ‘ceases to be.” Yet becahgeabiding unity of a judgment is precisely the
unity of a judgmentit ultimately directs us to the state of affairdged-about, our ‘final
thematic goal.” This thematic goal is what is ulitlely ‘meant’ when we intend facts, but it is
intended in the mode of its factuality, thatas,something which is known, or available to

knowledge.

The State of Affairs Itself as ‘Spontaneous Produodn’

The state of affairs itself is that objectivity vdeointuition fulfills the intention of a judgmernit
this fulfillment, the state of affairs is given igself. We have seen how Husserl insists on the
actuality of the state of affairs itself (8ghverhaltepas opposed to the factuality of the state of
affairs as objectivity of sense. This actualitypever, cannot be understood along the lines of
the existence of perceptual objects. Indeed, weesalier that Husserl maintains, in thegical
Investigationghat “a state of affairs is of course no thidgThe distinction between perceptual
objects and states of affairs is maintained antthéurexplored irExperience and Judgmegand
other texts from this period§.Like perceptual objects, states of affairs aregias intentional
unities. Yet unlike the unity of perceptual objeathich arises from a passive, receptive
synthesis of constantly changing sense data, titye afrstates of affairs requires an active
intervention on the part of the cognizing ego.

Husserl characterizes this activity as a “spontasgmwoduction:”

" bid., 320.

2 ogical Investigations2:148.

3 See e.gAnalyses Concerning Passive and Active Synthésistures on Transcendental Logitans. Anthony J.
Steinbock, (Dordrecht ; Boston: Kluwer Academic Bsfiers, 2001), 275-90.
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[T]he identical self of the state of affairs is maérely given in the intention (as
the objective identical self is eventually givertlve fulfilled intending of objects
of receptive experience); rather, it is first df@oduced the state of affairs itself
as sense in the fullness of self-sameness is peddudhe perfectly fulfilled
judicative proposition, is given in it in the manmé spontaneous productidh.

We will examine the precise nature of this ‘spoetaurs production'—an ‘active synthesis'— in
the next chapter. For the time being some genenahrks will suffice. The activity in question is
none other than the synthesis which unites a ‘stibjeth its ‘determination’ in a copular
judgment. In this activity, the subject is positedbeing determined in a particular way. Such a
positing, if executed ‘originally’ (i.e. on the &a of intuited evidence) arises out of a prior,
receptive experience. lBxperience and Judgmenusserl focuses primarily on a receptive
experience he calls ‘explication,” in which an aitjef interest—the ‘substrate’—is perceptually
explored and discovered. (We will also discussieafibn more thoroughly in Chapter 3.) In
explication, specific features or ‘moments’ of thébstrate are uncovered, and these are
experienced as ‘enrichments of sense’ of the saflestthey are determinations through which
the object is made known to us with more specifiaitd clarity. | see a sponge, for example,
and upon touching it | feel moisture. The moistoeeomes a ‘moment’ of the sponge, a way in
which the sponge appears to me as itself. Exptinas not yet, however, judgment: “[W]e have
not yet... positedsas subjectn a predicative judgment, and we have not yetrdened it as
having the momer in the mannerSis p.’ This rather is the@chievement of a new kind of
activity” "

It is only through an active predicative synthesis-which substrate igositedas
subject, and determinative moment as predicate—atliancrete state of affairs attains to
objectivity. This is the activity which would resulor example, in the judgmefte sponge is
wet. “It is only then that there is realized in a protive activity... the consciousness tlsat
receives a determinatidoy pin the modeSis p.” "® The copular form indicates this
achievement: “In the ‘is,” the form of the syntleebetween explicand and explicate is expressed
in its active accomplishment, i.e., as the apprsioenof the being-determined-as, and in the
predication this form is a component of the tosste of affairs’ which attains expressidhfh

other words, the copula expresses the form of sgigthrough which the state of affairs itself—

" Experience and Judgmer286.
®Ipid., 206.
"®Ipid., 207.
" Ipid., 208.
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the being-determined-as—is first constituted; inighis sense that the copular form is a
‘component’ of the state of affairs.

If the state of affairs is something ‘produced’dlgb a synthesis, it is not for that reason
any less actual. In fact, for Husserl the statafts#firs—as the intentional object produced in a
predicative synthesis—is the paradigm of ‘objectesastence. “It is only in the ‘is’ of this
[copulative] connection,” he maintains, “that thesfiing of what ‘exists’ ‘once and for all’ is
truly accomplished.... The copulative connectiorhat to which the objectivating consciousness
in its different levels ultimately aspires, andghabjectivation in the pregnant sense attains its
goal in this copulative positing of the ‘is’..”®

States of affairs are, for Husserl, the basic stines in which—or rather aghich—the
world is cognized. This does not mean that we bialye experience of the world insofar as we
intend states of affairs; our engagement with tbddus in fact originally achieved ipre-
predicative experience. It is as states of affhiosyever, that the world is ‘objectivated,’ i.e.
actively posited as existing in such-and-such a.way

Thus the state of affairs ‘itself,” as actualitytself the result of a judicative synthesis. It
is for this reason Husserl calls it a ‘syntactigeghivity’ in Experience and Judgmermir a
‘categorial objectivity’ in thd_ogical InvestigationsThese objectivities are ‘experienced’ (in
some sense which remains to be seen); only asierped objectivities can they be the
fulfillment of judging intentions. Yet their avabddity to consciousness as unities is dependent
on a productive activity of that very consciousnégsoriginal act of judging is what produces
this state of affairs as object. Of course, anialgexperience of a state of affairs occurs only
with judgments that are made originally, i.e. oa tiasis of experiential evidence. Judgments can
of course be affirmatively expressed without thespnce of such evidence (e.g. after some time
has passed, or based on second-hand reportspasvi@e have seen, the validity of such
judgments rests on the in-principle possibilityegperiencing the corresponding state of affairs.
That is what it means for judgments to have statedfairs as their intentional object. We can
now understand this claim as the claim that anylsgudgment refers us to the possibility of
an experience in which we could fulfill a particugynthesis, namely the specific copular

connection expressed in the judgment.

®bid., 215.
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Thus the ‘being-determined-as,’ the state of affiéself,is made available as an
intentional objectivity as soon as any judgmerttosiprehended, whether or not the fulfillment
of the judgment is experienced originally. The veyntactical form of the copular judgment
indicates, as Husserl puts it, a particular ‘accshment’ in which a determination is assigned
(as predicate) to a substrate (as subject). The staffairs itself as an objectivity is nothing
other than the predicate's belonging to the subijectthe subject’s being-determined-as the
predicate. The confirmation of such a judgment megLa direct experience through which this
assignation is successfully enacted; but the sfadéfairs as unfulfilledntentional object is
generated by virtue of the very syntactical fornthaf copular judgment, along with the meaning
of the subject and predicate terms.

The verybeingof a state of affairs itself, then, or more prelgises availability for
intentional reference, is inseparable from theoAgadgment through which it attains to
objectivity in the first place. Judgments for Hu$sl® not simply ‘refer’ to states of affairs as if
the latter were independently existing objectigtikat simply appear and are then described
through judgments. They are themselves the outaimeElgments. Their status as actualities
depends on the possibility of an experience whiohld/ ‘give’ them. Yet without a synthesis
which actively posits a being-determined-as, there intentional object, no state of affairs. In
judging, Husserl writes, the judger “is directedstomething objective and, in being directed to
it, he never has it otherwise than in some catab(ot, as we also say, syntactical) forms or
other...”

The nature of the synthetic activity at the he&édapular judgments still needs to be
clarified. At this stage, however, what interestsaunot so much the synthesis itself but rather
the duality of its outcome. In Husserl's analysispular synthesis at once constitutes both the
state of affairs itselindthe state of affairs as objectivity of sense. famt is made explicitly
by Husserl in the second AppendixRormal and Transcendental Logic

If it is a matter of those modes of consciousnessse original form is a
generating bygynthetic activityit turns out that... two intentionalities and gigs

" Formal and Transcendental Logit15. As Rudolf Bernet has pointed out, Hussezbents us with a framework
similar to Kant’s. “For Husserl, as for Kant,” heites, “mere intuition is epistemologically irrekewt, or ‘blind,’ if

it has not been subsumed under a correspondingyeéntphtion and thereby ‘classified’. Correlativetile empty
intention is a merely ‘empty’ presumption if it kecintuitional confirmation, differentiation, andgproximation’ to
the intended object ‘itself’.” Yet it is only, hegues, the introduction in Husserl's phenomenoloffulfillments
which give categorial acts “which is first able pbenenologically to found the strict concept of citign, that is,
the cognition of somethings something.” Bernet, "Perception, Categorial Intmtand Truth," 37.
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of something itself are in question here; and thatactivity of judging, as
originally generating the judgment itself (meraljudgment), combines, of
essential necessity, with the activity of origigadhaping (of making evident) the
categorical objectivity itself, the correspondistgie of affairs] itself: the [state of
affairs] in the mode, experien€®.

Judicative synthesis has its feet, so to speakyardomains—the domain of actuality and the
domain of factuality. Insofar as the synthesis {sp®in the basis of pre-judicative experience, the
belonging of a determination to a substrate, iitpaghat ‘exists.” The intentional object it
generates—the state of affairs itself—can be, imcgule, be experienced; it is actual. On the
other hand, insofar as synthesis is the accompéshiof an active consciousness, the synthesis
itself abides as an acquisition of this conscioasnk is an item of knowledge essentially—it is
intended as something known. As such an ‘objegtifi sense,’ it is nominalizable as fact.
Thus although Husserl can speak of “two intentiiesl and givings of something
itself,” there is a single unity by virtue of whieach is given, namely the unity achieved by the
predicative synthesis. The two ‘modes’ of this ymite inseparable from each other, as they are
simply different moments of one intentional strueturhe state of affairs as actual,
experienceable unity only attains this status @peedicative synthesis assigns a determination
to a substrate explicitly; without a judgment, thes no state of affairs to intend. Conversely, the
judgment that abides ‘independently’ of the expereeof a state of affairs is nonetheless
meaningful only insofar as it indicates the podsibof this experience.
We can summarize our reconstruction of Husserladyses as follows:
1. There is an intentional distinction to be made leefwthe state of affairs itself
(the stateBichveraltehp and the state of affairs as objectivity of seftbe
fact/Tatsachg This is the difference between, respectivelymsthing intended as
an experienceable actuality and something inteadesdknowledge acquisition
2. The intention of a state of affairs as fact, howeigenot the intention of a mere
meaning. This intention, as much as it has ‘pactadpany’ with the intention of
the state of affairs itself, nonetheless has thte sif affairs itself as its ‘ultimate
thematic goal.” The fact attains its validity orfilgm the assumed possibility of an

experience in which the state of affairs would slitself originally.

8 HusserlFormal and Transcendental Logi815. | have modified the translation slightly.i@a translates
“Sachverhalt” as “predicatively formed affairs-coley” This is not an inaccurate rendering of whaiskerl means,
but I find it unnecessarily cumbersome.

99



3. Both the original showing of the state of affaiself andthe ‘detachable’
objectivity of sense are the result of one andstimae synthetic activity. It is not
until an active consciousness assigns a deterrom#dia substrate that the
‘being-determined-as’ attains to objectivity (thate of affairs itself); this very
synthetic accomplishment, in turn, abides as amiaitgpn of knowledge (the

state of affairs as fact).

2.3.4 Reassessing the pronominal paradox

We are now in a position to apply Husserl’s inssgtegarding judgments to the paradox of
pronominal reference from section 2.3.1. In apgyifusserl’s analyses to this problem, we
must of course remember that Husserl presumesrjedg to mean a copular judgment whose
basic structure iSis p. The judgments that describe what happens—veudghjents—do not
self-evidently display this structure, and | wllentually argue that the intentional acts
underlying them cannot be described using Hussamnigysis of copular synthesis. Put in
objective terms, states of affairs are not thimgd happen. This does not prevent us, however,
from making fruitful use of the ideas explored e tcontext of states of affairs, for we can do so
without yet deciding whether or not verbal judgnseintvolve a copular synthesis. If they do,
then Husserl's analyses can obviously be appligddm. If they don’t, we can still posit that (as
| will later argue) a synthesis of a different kilscat work in them. In either case, the essential
aspects of Husserl's analysis can still be deployed
Let us first review the paradoxical linguistic dataing, for variety’s sake, a new sample

sentence. Although the pronouns in (45) and (48} besurface resemblance, and draw their
meaning from the same source sentence, (47) anaiié8 divergent results when we try to
substitute a CP.

Il The mirror cracked.

Il This will upset Richard.

Il This happened on Monday.

-[CP That the mirror cracked] will upset Richard.

-*[CP That the mirror cracked] happened on Monday.
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We found this divergence coherent insofar as wk tbhe pronoun in (45) to refer to a fact, and
noted that this did not seem to be the case in (¢8), below, while not ungrammatical, is
nonetheless nonsensical.

-*[DP The fact that the mirror cracked] happenedionday.

Based on this data we could reasonably concluddabis are not the sort of things that happen.
At the same time, we saw that we could construcirapound sentence where both types of
pronominal usage are represented, and in whicpribreouns seem to have the same referent.
-The mirror cracked. This will upset Richard, evieaugh it happened on
Monday®*

A more compact way of presenting the problem isdte that (51) is an unproblematic claim.
Il \/hat happened on Monday will upset Richard.

In other words, the things that happen now do apjoelae precisely that which upsets (delights,
confuses, etc.)—which is what facts were supposetbt

We can now make sense of this apparently confiatista using the schema developed
out of Husserl’s analyses. The divergence obsearvét4)-(49) between facts and things that
happen is easy enough to accommodate. Facts concisp the Husserlian analysis, to the
‘objectivities of sense’ that are produced in atbgtic act. They abide as acquisitions of
knowledge, and are always intended as such—adionahobjects. What will upset Richard in
the examples above is such an objectivity of seAsat which happens, on the other hand,
corresponds in Husserl’s analysis to the statdfaira itself, which is objectified in the syntheti
act. This is not an objectivity of sense, but ratine experienceable actuality. The happening
itself, in Husserl's schema, would be the stataft#irs “in the mode, experience.” Thus a CP
expressing a fact can be the subject term indigatimat will upset Richard, but cannot indicate
that which happens, as this latter is intendedagething experienceable, rather than as
knowledge.

What to do, then, with the apparent convergendaai$ and things that happen in (50)
and (51)? As we saw at the end of the previousasgedact and actuality are two aspects of one
and the same synthesis, and are tied togetherricegxty through this synthesis. They are

8|t bears mentioning that Bennett's model, whicstiduishes facts and events, does not offer a g@ydto
understand the way in which we can refer to botthem as the “same” thing.
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moments in the total phenomenological situation #nges out of one synthetic act. Although
they have a different intentional essence, theyal® in an important sense ‘the same’—the
intention of both incorporates the same synthetityuWhen we intend in one of these two
modes, the other is immediately available as a&dfit facet of the same phenomenological
nexus. Thus it is not surprising that we can ghiitn one to the other while seemingly referring
to the ‘same thing.” The pronouns in (50) in oeese have a different function, since we can
substitute a CP for one but not the other, as wers(2):

-The mirror cracked. [CP That the mirror cracked] wpset Richard, even

though *[CP that the mirror cracked] happened ombjay.

However, our intuition that the pronouns in (50)efer is not for that reason misguided, since
what happened and what will upset Richard are atrear sense indeed ‘the same.” When we
speak of what upsets Richard, we intend a facbbgectivity of sense; but this intention has the
happening itself as its ultimate thematic goal. e ‘things'—fact and happening—are part of
one global synthetic situation expressed by thelrproposition.
With a bit more effort, we can also see why (5&peated below, is unproblematic:
Il \Vhat happened on Monday will upset Richard.

Now, with this example, there is no previous seocgeexplaining what happened, and we don’t
need to know what happened to understand the sentére just know that something
happened. Following Husserl’'s analysis, this ‘sdmmef is a judicatively structured objectivity.
Even if we don’t know what it is, we intend it amsething judicative structured. The sentential
subject ‘what happened on Monday’ prompts us tenidf in an empty fashion, the
experienceable actuality of some synthetic objdgtiwhatever it may be. It would seem,
however, that this should not be what we are bwmlthwill upset Richard, since he was not
there to experience it. Richard is upset, rathgg fact.

Yet because we intend this ‘something’ as a symthedicatively formed objectivity, we
can immediately translate it into a fact. While whappens is not itself a fact, its factuality is
intentionally available the moment we speak ofippening. In (51), we take advantage of this
intentional availability. We understand, from tindication that something happened on
Monday, that there is a corresponding fact whiothRid can come to know and find upsetting.

Of course, he is not upset by the fact as fact—thats an objectivity of sense. For Richard to be
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upset by a fact is for him to have the thing theggpened as his ‘thematic goal.” He is upset that
this thing actually happened.

* * *

What have we gained by making sense of this apppegadox? Our examination of
Husserl’s phenomenology of judgment, after all, wasundertaken simply in order to resolve
it. The point, rather, was to see how we mighthiseanalyses to help us understand the
availability of things that happen as intentionlajexts to which we can refer. The paradox, and
our resolution of it, serves to highlight how wexnaeploy Husserl's approach in the service of
verbal judgments. The convertibility of things tihaippen into facts became unproblematic once
we took the former to be, like the latter, objeitites that result from a judicative synthesis. The
thinglyness of what happens, under this approach function of the synthetic unity of the act of
judgment itself, and not something that is sepdrata or hidden within this judgment. At the
same time, the objectivity of what happens hastarerstood differently from the objectivity
of a fact; like the state of affairs itself in Haslss schema, the thing that happens must be
understood not as an item of knowledge but as aakty which can be experienced.

To fill in this picture, we must articulate the ned of the judicative synthesis underlying
verbal judgments. To do so, we will follow the samethod used in this chapter, looking to
Husserl's own analyses of predicative synthes@der to see what, if anything, we can
appropriate from them. This attempt will not praszy fruitful; | will argue that verbal
propositions cannot be understood using a copubatein This will help us, however, see how

we might begin to articulate a notion of synthegipropriate to verbal judgments.
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3 Copular Judging

The analyses of the previous chapter have givamlysa rough scheme with which to conceive
of the thinglyness that arises out of judgmentsgtiver copular or verbal. We have the
suggestion of a phenomenological dynamic, wheneialgectivity arises from a certain kind of
synthesis, but we need an account of this syntlitssié. We need to put some meat on this

skeleton.

3.1 Two Guiding Questions

First, we need to clarify the very notion of syrdise The synthesis at stake here is a ‘judicative’
one. We have suggested that the synthetic unigpksthed in an act of judgment is what accords
‘thinglyness’ to what happens—it is what gives ushsan object of reference in the first place.
We did not, however, examine in detail the notibjudicative synthesis itself. Thus our first

guiding question is:

a) What is the nature of the judicative synthesishdhat it is constitutive of a new

kind of objectivity?

Husserl never answers, nor does he even posejubstion with respect to verbal judgments,
since his focus is always trained steadfastly encthpular judgments constitutive of states of
affairs. The very notion of judicative synthesisfaa Husserl, virtually synonymous with copular
judging. For this very reason, however, we neethamate grasp of Husserl's analyses in the
copular domain. Before we can turn to the domaiveobs, we need to understand what it even
means to speak of judgment as a synthetic actiantgl, how this activity is constitutive of
objectivities. Since it is in the copular domaiattiusserl works out his ideas, this is where we
need to start.

Recall, however, that we determined the objectigftthings that happen to be distinct
from that of facts. The judicative synthesis yietd® kinds of intentional objects, one
corresponding to the ‘factual’ and the other to‘#wual.” Happenings are actualities which, like
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the state of affairs ‘itself,” are directly exparezable. To borrow Husserl’s formulation, they are

the intentional object ‘in the mode, experienceur @econd guiding question is therefore:

b) How are the objectivities produced by judicativatigses themselves

experienceable?

This latter question is in a sertbe question. Our interest, after all, is to underdtaaw the

things that happen come to count as things initeeflace. As we saw in Chapter 1, asking this
guestion—when it is understood, as it should be, plsenomenological question—means asking
into the nature of the fulfilling experiences iniaihsuch things appear as themselves. An
account of how they are directly experienceable-rdlieugh they are judicative products—is
thus of crucial importance to us. Once again, weardy pose this question clearly with respect
to verbal judgments once we have understood hovsétlanswers it for copular judgments. It is
important that we understand Husserl’s complexyaesl in some detail, so that we can see
precisely how it can help us understand verbalquelgts, and how it cannot.

The purpose of this chapter is therefore to proadeconstruction of Husserl’s notion of
predicative activity, with the ultimate aim of umg&nding how Husserl answers questions a)
and b) in the case of copular judgments. Our piysaurce material will bExperience and
Judgmentwhere Husserl’s theory of judgment is most fuéveloped. After discussing the
method, and methodological limitations, of thisttexe will look at his analysis of what he calls
‘prepredicative’ experience. We do so in particiitaget a handle on his notion of ‘explication,’
which is a kind of proto-predicative perceptual lexation. While not yet a judicative
fulfillment, it is very much like it, and Husserltiescription of judicative fulfillments builds
from his treatment of explication. There are sommblems in Husserl’s exposition which we’ll
need to resolve; having done so, we’ll have acduarelear picture of the kind of experience
which, on Husserl’'s analysis, paves the way forgative activity. Crucially, we’ll see how
prepredicative experience, while it is ‘active’drcertain sense, is nonetheless predominantly
‘passive’ when compared to predication. This witgare us to better understand just what is
active about predicative activity.

We turn, then, to predicative activity, first exainig Husserl's idea that it is motivated
by a ‘will to cognition.” This material is importafor two reasons. First it sets the general terms
of Husserl’s analysis of judgment, insofar as ficatates what judicative activity is meant to

produce: abiding judgments that are independentedfrefer back to, intuitive experience.
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Second, it gives us an opportunity to see Hussexitusive commitment to copular
judgments—at the expense of verbal judgments—amatem of deeper biases pertaining to
his conception of cognition in general.

We then engage directly the idea that predicasannew, more active, kind of
intentional achievement. First, we take note ofdéuks claim that predicative activity involves
a kind of modified repetition of explicative actiyj this time with the character of being ‘free’ or
‘willful.” Then we discuss in some detail Hussemisalyses concerning the ‘positing’ of subject
and predicate forms that make up the judgmenft.itisethis difficult material, Husserl proposes
that it is only through the formation of a syntaatly articulated judgment that an object of
experience can become an object of knowledge. i§l@crucial moment in Husserl’s own
analysis, but it is particularly significant to Ugcause as it helps clarify the type intentiopalit
that is peculiar to copular predication; in Chapgteve will need to distinguish this type from
that belonging to verbal judgments.

Finally, we’ll pull together the essential aspemft$lusserl’s analysis and show how it
accounts for what judgments are meant to achidvdirg knowledge-acquisitions that are
detachable from experience, while at the same tefegring back to experience. These sections
will lead us to a central insight: states of alaare experienceable, but only insofar as a
judicative act has posited them as experience®¥tewill then be in a position to answer our
two guiding questions, as they pertain to copuldgments. This will provide us with a
framework to use in the next chapter, where wedryo the same for verbal judgments.

3.2 The Scope and Limitations ofExperience and Judgment

In Experience and Judgmefatssembled by Ludwig Landgrebe, under Husserl'ersigion) we
find Husserl firmly committed to his later ‘genétahenomenological approach. Judicative
structures are not only submitted to a ‘static’lgsia, wherein they are treated as intentional
objects whose experienced (‘noematic’) features@bee discovered along with the
corresponding (‘noetic’) acts which intend them skkerl is also—one might argue primarily—
concerned with the genesis of predicative strusturg@repredicative experience. Husserl’s
concern with the origins of predication in fact ¢ghges his explicit identification of genetic
analysis as a phenomenological practice. We sdeeddy in the.ogical Investigationswhere

the ‘categorial’ acts which intend categorial olipties are characterized as ‘founded’ acts;
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they presuppose earlier acts from which they aiié o, so to speak. In particular, section 48 of
Investigation VI offers a rough overview of the geis of predicative acts on the basis of
prepredicative (“explicative,” or “articulating”)css

It is, however, irExperience and Judgmethiat the genetic analysis of predication is
most thoroughly carried out. This is, after alk gtated task of the entire work: “clarifying the
origin of the predicative judgment.What in theLogical Investigationss discussed in a few
pages—namely, the character of prepredicativeaamdgheir role in the genesis of judgments—
is a story told over multiple chapterskmperience and Judgmerfithis chapter will therefore
focus on the analyses presented in this later &omg with some material froformal and
Transcendental Logic

The studies ifExperience and Judgmeaute subject to certain methodological
limitations, some of which Husserl makes explititree end of his introduction. Most
conspicuously, Husserl limits himself to examinjadgments that are “based on external
perception.” By this he means “simple sensuous emess” devoid of any evaluation or activity
other than a mere “contemplation” of perceptuagkoty in which their perceptual features are
discovered. He justifies this, first of all, by angg that contemplative perception is the “most
immediate and simplest experience,” and thereforeesponds to the “most elementary act of
judgment.®

Husserl admits, however, that a purely contempdatiterest (as opposed e.g. to active
engagement or evaluation) is not necessarily th& g@mmmon attitude in everyday experience.
This admission is surely offered in response toHbleggerian critique that Husserl’s
phenomenology is too disengaged from the sphepeasds. He thus goes on to further defend
the privileged position of contemplative perceptiorthe context of a phenomenology of
judgment. Insofar as such perception reveals theisensuous structure of the world—and
nothing else—its successful accomplishment entiiésactivation of the fundamentaisthesis,
of the passive protodoxa, that fundamental stratinmch underlies every act of experience in the
concrete sense of the word.” The structures ofisamsperception are operative in any
experience of the concrete world, and do not valative to practical and evaluative interests.

! See Husserl,ogical Investigations2:286-89. For a careful analysis of this sectg®e LohmarErfahrung und
Kategoriales Denkerl69-73.

2 Husserl Experience and Judgmeritl.

® Ibid., 64.
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Whether or not I like the look of tennis balls koow what to do with them, their purely
sensuous features still display themselves wittsimee lawfulness. Only because sensuous
objects are “objectively stable identities” canytfe “confirmed and judged.”

Husserl draws out two implications from the invatiawfulness of sensuous nature. The
first pertains to its fundamental role in the sciem Perception—and judging on the basis of
perception—constitute, Husserl argues, the inteatiattitude which “makes possible a
confirmation with the goal of objectivity, of valtgt ‘once and for all’ and ‘for everyone.”
Perception and perceptual judgment therefore peothid evidential basis of theoretical science,
and are accordingly “the modes of prepredicatiVieeseadence on which the act of predicative
judgment, as this is regarded by traditional logidyased . Insofar as Husserl's stated aim is to
make “a contribution to the genealogy of logic éngral,® perceptual judgments in this sense
should indeed be his central concern, as they gupeltradition with its paradigm of objective
predication.

Secondly, however, Husserl also argues that, déggs of the tradition, a
phenomenology of perceptual judgments should peeegghenomenology of practical and
evaluative behavior—even if, in our concrete exg@®ee, it is the latter which are almost always
our primary concern. This is because, Husserlegiine pre-predicative cognitive activity
involved in perceptual judgments is also integogbtactical activity; purely cognitive activity is
“at the disposal of” practical activity, even if, practical activity, it is not a “goal in itself.Of
course, the prepredicative stratum will in thiseche more complex, involving more than just
perceptual acts. Nonetheless, insofar as praeataldity is deployed on a sensuous world, we
are, so to speak, ‘pre-predicating’ what we encewuint this world just as much as we do so in
purely perceptual contemplation.

All of the investigations in the text that followthen, are concerned only with judgments
based on perceptual evidence alone. This limitatidarther constrained to the perception of
“static, immobile objects.” Neither the perceptmimmotion nor judgments about moving things
will be considered. Husserl suggests that the Issictures he will examine in the current text
may turn out to be applicable to judgments abouteneent as well, but admits this is far from

* Ibid., 65.
® Ibid.

® Ibid., 11.
" Ibid., 66.
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certain: “The question of knowing what modificatsowould result if we did take account of the
perception of movement, in which case a basic &ira®f synthesis and explication, as well as
of the predicative synthesis constructed on itJa&twrn out to be all-pervasive, must remain
unanswered heré.”"Husserl does not appear ever to have returngrdstguestion (certainly not
in his published texts, nor in any unpublished sa@@nsulted for the present work), and it will
be part of my argument in the next chapter thatsii's phenomenological analysis for copular
judgments falters when we try to apply it to th@awyic situations expressed through verbal
judgments. Seeing just how it falters will helpse® what kind of new account is needed for a
plausible phenomenology of verbal judgments andh#ppenings they express.

Husserl’s self-imposed restriction to the realnpefception does not entail that he looks
only at judgments that ascribe perceptual feattor@sdividual objects. This is his first focus, but
he also looks at relational judgments and, evelytuahiversal judgments that make general
claims about classes of objects. Neither of théiser@mnalyses, however, are relevant for our
purposes. We want to examine the judicative syethasich most closely resemble that which
we ultimately want to clarify: the accomplishmefwerbal judgments. Simple property-
attributing judgments provide the best analog. Timaersal judgments like ‘Lemons are yellow
are not analogous to particular verbal judgmekts‘My tooth fell out’ is obvious enough, |
think, not to require clarificatiohBut what about relational judgments?

The relational judgments Husserl examines are retthi@parative, bringing into relation
the perceptual features of different objects (dlgis banana is greener than that one’), or else
prepositional, locating objects relative to othbjeats (e.g. ‘The banana is on the table’). They
thus involve, necessarily, a relating of multipieentional object&” While verbal judgments can
also involve multiple objects, they needn't, andmy case verbal judgments are not obviously
‘relational’ in the comparative/locational sensesserl has in mind. Husserl does indicate that
we can also talk about “relations of connectiontiish include causal relationsJudgments
regarding these relations would indeed be of greatest to us—for here we do see something

happening—but Husserl does not provide an anabfgisem.

8 .
Ibid., 67.
% See Part Ill, oExperience and Judgmefifhe Constitution of the General Objectivities ahd Forms of Judging
in General.”
19 See HusserExperience and Judgmeni49-94 and 223-25.
“ Ibid., 186.
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As we saw in Chapter 1, there are also other kifid®pular constructions which are not
property-attributing. The copula can be used, k@neple, in equative constructions, such as
‘Hesperus is Phosphorus.’ Here the copula sensemnaally as an ‘equals’ sign; neither term
modifies the other. Accordingly, while Husserl dbefly consider equative constructions, he
does not consider them to be predicatf/@/e can also use the copula to classify individual
objects, as in ‘Socrates is a human.’ These judd¢sreme not examined as a discrete judgment-
form in Experience and Judgment, but in any caisecliear that they are not relevant to us
either.

When | refer, then, to copular judgments in théofeing discussion, what | have in mind
are judgments in which the predicate names a piypges object ‘possesses,’ in the way that
objects possess perceptual properties. In lieunobie careful analysis, we can characterize this
sense of ‘having of a property’ as being ‘in aestdtor an object to possess a perceptual
property is one way for this object itself to beaigertain state. (Being magnetized would also be
a property of this kind, even though it is not ggriual.) By contrast, being ‘smaller than’ or ‘on
top of’ something else, or belonging to a clase llkuman,’ is not to have a property in this way.
Relational properties, while they may be statesnat states of the object ‘itself.’
Classifications, on the other hand, are not ‘stakesobject is in, but rather identify an object's
type. Property-havings that are states of the olifglf are the closest analog, amongst copular
judgments, to what we say about objects when weaaething is happening to them. Indeed,
as we have seen, the property-exemplification aggrdo events treats them precisely as states,
or at least as a cousin to them. This, then, stwie will mean by ‘copular judgment,” and |

will remind the reader occasionally that ‘copulanplies ‘property attributing.’

3.3 Prepredicative Experience

The entirety of Part | dExperience and Judgmeistdevoted to “Prepredicative (Receptive)
Experience,” and spans over forty sections; to examll of its intricacies is beyond the scope
of our concern. It is crucial, however, that werak@e the prepredicative sphere in some detalil,
since Husserl’'s later account of predicative atii otherwise incomprehensible. Of particular
importance is an aspect of prepredicative expegievtuch Husserl calls “explication.” There are
at least three levels of prepredicative experiend¢usserl’s analysis—each more ‘active’

12 1pid., 235-36.
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relative to the former, even though the prepredieatphere as a whole is ‘passive’ when
compared to predicative activity. Explication, hawe is the act closest to judgment itself. More
than simply prepredicative, explication is protegicative, insofar as it lays the groundwork on
which the subject-predicate relation is baS&Bxplication provides the material which
eventually becomes the evidential fulfillment gtidicative intention. We must therefore be
intimately familiar with explication if we are ta@sp what is experienced in a judicative
fulfillment.

At the same time, however, we must take the fouodalrole Husserl grants to
explication—and to the prepredicative sphere inegalr—with a grain of salt. Husserl traces a
path with a specific chronology, beginning in ageslicative, exploratory mode of
consciousness and ending in a well-formed judgminth is, moreover, evidentially fulfilled.
Yet this chronology is not a necessary one. Whatsdd is describing are judgments made on
the basis of perceptual experiences that preceddicative acts themselves. Just as often,
however, we are faced with judgments for which &eehno immediate evidence—judgments
reported by others, for example—and which we cdy confirm through subsequent
experiences. These evidential experiences mustalsat as fulfillments of a judicative
intention, even if this intention was not prompisda prepredicative, exploratory mode of
perception. The experience that fulfills a judgtneeed not be based on a previous explication
of which it is a modified repetition.

Thus as we carefully reconstruct Husserl's accofieiplication, we do so not in order
to understand how judgments arise out of preprédecaxperience. This is not, after all, our
central concern. Our aim is rather to grasp Hussedtion of predicative synthesis. The notion
of explication is useful in this regard for two seas. First, it helps us clarify the sense in which
predicative activity isctive Explication, while proto-predicative, nonethelbstongs to a
sphere of activity Husserl describes as ‘passlyaderstanding why this is the case allows us
see, by way of contrast, why predication is anvégtiSecond, as was mentioned above, we can

only understand Husserl’s account of judicativdilfaients through his account of explication.

3 Thomas Seebohm uses the term “proto-kategoridtientify the pre-predicative ‘origins’ of variojisdicative
forms: ‘proto-Affirmation’, ‘proto-Konjunktion’, ‘poto-Konditional’ and so on. However, his ‘protéevel
corresponds to the passive constitution of thequeual sphere in general, not to the explicatiierdeination of
perceptual objects that will be discussed belowcélks this second level “E-kategorial”’, becausébrows the
term “Einbildungskraft” from Kant, in order to nameepredicative activity that apprehends discretentional
objects. Thomas Seebohm, "Kategoriale Anschauund 8gik, Anschaulichkeit, und Transpareed. Wolfgang
Orth (Freiburg: Karl Alber, 1990).

111



Explication is for Husserl the passive versionha active experience in which a judgment is
evidentially fulfiled—in which, as we will see,sdate of affairs is encountered “in the mode,
experience.” Explication is not itself this fulfillg experience, nor is it a necessary precursor to
this experience. These two experiences, howevee the same basic structure, by virtue of
which an object is perceived as ‘having’ a paracydroperty. Husserl’s most thorough account
of this structure occurs in his analyses of expilicg which are presupposed in his later account
of judicative experience. We must therefore prodbeaugh explication to arrive at judicative
experience, even if this sequence is not alwaysssary in experience itself

Before we turn to explication, however, let us ldwlefly at two more primitive modes
of prepredicative experience. This will help brexplication into sharper relief as a proto-
predicative rather than merely prepredicative maidexperience, and will also introduce some
concepts which will crop up later.

3.3.1 Affection and apprehension

The ‘pre-’ of prepredicative experience does ndtdate a temporal precedence,; it is rather a
matter phenomenological necessity. For exampleligedon of sensuous nature requires the
pre-constitution of a “field” of spatiotemporal ejs in the first place. Spatiotemporality is
explicitly presumed, and left unanalyzedgrperience and Judgmelitbut Husserl treats in
detail at least two other levels of prepredicagxperience before arriving at his analysis of
explication. First we find what Husserl calls “aff®n” (Affektior) in which a subject’s attention
is first drawn to an object.Beyond this lies “apprehensiorEifassung, in which the subject
actively holds an object in focus. This apprehem$sd‘the intuition which is directed toward the
object ‘taken as a whole.” Husserl describes ftlaes lowest level of common, objectifying
activity, the lowest level of unobstructed exeraié@erceptual interest® Apprehension is a
particularly interesting case, because under Hlissaralysis it displays a curious blend of

"7 and because, on the side of

activity and passivity—what Husserl calls “passivit activity,
activity, it introduces the notion of “retaining gnasp.” Both of these aspects of apprehension

reappear, in a modified form, in explication, seithole in apprehension bears examining.

4 Husserl Experience and Judgme@s.
"> See ibid., 76-80.

'®Ipid., 104.

" Ibid., 108.
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Apprehension is active insofar as, in it, the amndiusly passing temporal phases of the
perceived object are ‘retained in grasp.’ To higiiithe active nature of this retaining-in-grasp,
Husserl contrasts it with retention, which is agdypassive aspect of all perception, and indeed
of all experience. Retention is a feature of “@lepomenological data,” and refers, essentially, to
the way present moments become just-past moméetsare continuously modified into “the
still-having-in-consciousness of the same in thelenof the just-past (the just-having-been-
now).”*® Retention is operative at every moment, regardiésghether my ego is actively
grasping a particular object. Imagine, for examtlat in looking around a room you happen to
spot a chair, but then quickly turn your focus elsere. The experience of the chair has not
simply vanished; it is still ‘there’ retentionallgs what you have just experienced. Indeed, you
may, a few seconds later, realize that there wasetong odd about the chair, and turn your
attention back to it. Of course, most of what resith the ‘just-having-been-now’ does not elicit
our attention; yet it still an integral part of ey@resent moment that it is accompanied by what
has just passed. Thus “the consciousness of aatermresent includes in itself a consciousness
of a retentional extension of the pakt.”

The merely passive ‘still-having’ that charactesizetention is different from the more
active ‘retaining-in-grasp’ of apprehension. In mestention, what is retained recedes into the
‘background of consciousness,” whereas in apprebiefithe ego is still actively directed toward
it in a modified mode?® The previous phases of the object “still remaiilyefunctional,
although modified, elements in the concretion efiigal act.* This is Husserl’s temporal
characterization of what it is like to focus onatgention on an object. There is now a sense that
each moment in the experience of the object isntiraation of immediately previous
experiences of the same object. Let’s return tachaar in the room. Imagine now that it has
grabbed your attention, and that you begin to vaatkund it while keeping our focus on it. Each

previous view of the chair remains ‘active’ as & & my continuous experience of the chair. It

18 |bid., 110-11.
9 |bid., 111.
2 1bid., 109.
2 bid., 111.
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is in this sense that apprehension is active:dtamed phases of the object are not left to fall
away; they are kept alive, so to speak, by my comliinterest in a particular obje®ét.

At the same time, precisely because apprehensumivies the passing temporal phases
of an object, there is a passive aspect to it dis Waus there pertains to apprehension what
Husserl calls a “fixed, passive regularity.¥What he means by this, we can venture, is simply
that, while the passing temporal phases are kepté& in the sense described above, they are at
the same time passively experienced. This pas$ipgases is something other, Husserl claims,
than the primordial temporal flux which underlidlsexperience. The flux is “only
preconstitutive,” whereas the passivity experiencedgprehension is “truly objectivating” in
that it “thematizes or cothematizes objeétsli other words, the passivity of apprehension is
one in which the passing phases are graapdte phases @& continuously experienced object.
The passivity “belongs to the act, not as a basadact, a kind gbassivity in activity. >
Through this “active-passive retaining-in-grasmdanly this basis, a temporal object is
apprehended as enduring, “as one which not omgvs but which was also the same just before
and will be in the next now?®

Again, apprehension is prepredicative for Hussetely in the sense that this basic
‘level’ of objectivation—in which the object is apghended as an enduring thing—is a
presupposition of any predication in which the sabjs a physical thing. At this level, however,
there is as yet nothing which is analogous to teeipative synthesis. The object is apprehended
as a whole, but none of its properties are indiaigudentified. It is only in what Husserl calls
explication that we encounter an activity whiclpispredicative in the more robust sense of

being proto-predicative.

3.3.2 Explication

Explication is the activity wherein the object ipéored and its discrete determinations are

discovered. These latter are not yet actively meged of the object; this requires a further,

22 A more complete account of apprehension would ialsiade its future-directed ‘anticipatory’ aspecbmit it
because we are considering apprehension only simgasand because the bulk of Husserl's accountsies on
retaining-in-grasp.
2 Husserl Experience and Judgmeni08.
24 1
Ibid.
% |bid.
*®Ipid., 109.
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predicative act which Husserl describes in Paof Experience and Judgmeriixplication is a
strictly perceptual experience, albeit one that feyond’ apprehension in terms of the
complexity of its involvement with the object. Wkas apprehension is merely a “fixed view”
which intends the object as an enduring unity, iegagibn pushes beyond this and enters “into the
internal horizon of the object.” Our perceptudknest turns toward “singularitiés the

object.””’ “For example,” Husserl writes, “what first striktee eye is its total surface color or its
shape; then a certain part of the object beconmsipent—in the case of a house, for example,
the roof; finally, the particular properties ofghpart—its color, shape, and so 6h.”

It is not enough, however, to say that explicatrorolves a passing from one property to
another, since this would only constitute a sesfadiscrete intentions, each focused on
something entirely new. The peculiarity of explioatis that, in it, the originally perceived
object maintains a certain centrality; each neveg@ation simply adds to our overall perceptual
grasp of this object:

Through the entire process, tfthe object] retains the charactertbéme and
while, step by step, we gain possession of the m&nehe parts, one after the
other... each is nothing in itself but somethingha bbjectS, coming from it and
in it. In the apprehension of the properties we edmknowit, and we come to
know the properties only as belonging t&’it.

The phenomenological task, then, is to clarify finscess, wherein discrete perceptions, while in
a certain sense ‘thematic'—because they are indaligd apprehended—are nonetheless “simply
themesn whichis realized in a coherent way the dominant intareS” We want to understand
why “the transition to them is not an entering iatoew object® There is, as Husserl puts it, a
“twofold constitution of senseSjnngebuny in which “object-substrate” and “determination”

are originally intuited both in their distinctneasd in their unique relationship. “With this” he

continues “we are at thace of origin of the first of the so-called ‘legi categories’,”"namely

the categories ‘substrate’ and ‘determinatitn.’

27 bid., 112.
2 bid., 113.
2 bid., 113-14.
% bid., 114.
% bid., 114-15.
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Overlapping and Coincidence

The first step in Husserl's analysis is to chanazgeexplication as “a particular mode of the
synthesis of overlappindJperschiebunly’ By “overlapping” in general, Husserl means any
instance in which the ego is at once directed ttiipte things. These can be as dissimilar and
unrelated as a color and a sound. All that maiseifsat, in moving my primary focus from one
to the other, | am ‘still directed’ to the firsfThe two are together actively taken up by the ego;
the indivisible ego is in both. The successioneftays of attention and of apprehension has
become a&ingle double ray>? In this minimal sense—which does not yet give xdieation—
overlapping is nothing other than my ability toedit my attention to one thing while still
keeping another thing in mind. Husserl does nat in@roduce the expression ‘retaining-in-
grasp,’ but clearly a version of this intentioneliaty is at play here. It is now not a matter,ias
apprehension, of retaining-in-grasp an object'vipresly perceived phases, but rather of
previously intended objects.

Overlapping can occur, however, with the addedadtaristic of acoincidence
[Deckung between the intended things. If we pass, fong)a, from one color to another
color, “there is already a synthesis of coincidertice moments which overlap one another
coincide according to likeness or similarit.Here, too, a form of retaining-in-grasp must be at
work. The first color must be ‘kept in mind’ so thiae next one can be perceivaesisimilar. An
analogous structure is at work in what Husserkdhié “total coincidence of identity,” in which
an intention of an object coincides with anothéemtion of the same object. This occurs in
apprehension, of course, in which an object isinanusly perceived through successive phases;
but such a coincidence of identity also pertainth&‘overlapping’ of my perception of an object
with a simultaneous recollection of that objecaidifferent situation.

Explication, then, represents for Husserl yet asotase of overlapping and coincidence,
albeit a “completely unique” one. We will soon s$kat there are problems with this
characterization of explication, but for now letage what Husserl is saying. Some subs8ate
and its determination are co-intended, and thus overlap; but in whassénthere a

coincidence? Husserl writes:

%2 bid., 115.
3 bid., 116.
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Whena is present to our consciousness as a determinat®are not simply
conscious of it as being absolutely the sam®& asr are we conscious of it as
something completely other. In every explicativéedmination ofS S is present

in one of its particularities; and in the differel@terminations which appear in the
form of explicates, it remains the same, but infeonity with the different
particularities which are its properti&s.

This claim is not particularly enlightening. It juslls that that properties appear as properties o
a substrate, which itself appears continuousiyhasame object through its determinations. This
is really a restatement of the problem, rather #hatep towards a solution, since the very
possibility of this unique intentional relationsk{ipetween substrate and determination) is
precisely what is in question. At least, howeveg,sge how Husserl frames the issue as an
instance of ‘coincidence’ of two intentions. Foistlo be possible, a certain kind of retaining-in-
grasp must be at work. Accordingly, Husserl’s regp is to describe the retaining-in-grasp of
explication, in contrast to the retaining-in-gragsimple apprehension. His account is deficient
in its first presentation, as we will see, butfoigther elaborations present a more coherent

picture.

Retaining-in-grasp in explication

Husserl describes again the process of explicaéiit, arises out of an original, simple
apprehension. We first have the object in view adale; we are then drawn to its discrete
determinations:

We observe, for example, a copper bow! which igteetis: our glance ‘runs

over’ it, remains fixed for a moment on the rounsBjend returns to it again,
attracted by a spot which stands out, a variatiomfthe uniform roundness. Then
our glance jumps to a large shiny spot and goeslmnfarther, following the
shimmering glitter: then it is struck by the bosghe cluster is thrown into relief
as a unity; we run over these bosses one by on®&, et

Each of these particularities is grasped in whatded calls a “partial apprehension.” The
guestion, then, is: when we carry out a partiarapension, “what happens during this time to
the total apprehension, the apprehension of thd’BdWe have not yet let it go, we haven't
turned to a new substrate (e.g. a vase lying medbdowl); that would be a different sort of
change. We are still ‘turned toward’ it. But we aelonger engaged in the original activity

which first apprehended the whole as whole: “[Téloive apprehension of the whole does not

34 bid.
% bid., 117.
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remain in the original form which first gave itdibut is anaintaining of the activity in an
intentional modificationprecisely as a still-retaining-in grasp.”

To this extent—and only to this extent—explicatiblusserl says, is like simple
apprehension. (It isn't, really, but we’ll comettos in a moment.) There, too, the original
activity which grasps an object is retained in gragen as new temporal phases of the object
arise; the original activity does not just receel@mtionally into the background, but remains
operative throughout. The difference is that, whsra simple apprehension the intentional
object retained in grasp remains unaltered in e&pbn the intentional object is constantly
taking on each newly discovered determination. Mliaiial graspings” of particularities of the
object are “transformed... intoodifications of a total graspn other words, into enrichments
of its content.?’

This enriching of content is expressed symbolichihyHusserl as follows, wits
standing for the thematic object (the ‘substratenjl «, S for explicated determinations:

After the explication of the, theSbecomesx; after the emergence of tfie
(S2)p, and so on.Thusa, f etc., are no longer apprehended—either primarily o
secondarily; the ego is no longer directed towhsdht; it is directed toward tHe
which contains them as precipitatés.

Note that this symbolism is not that of first-ordiegic, despite surface resemblances. It does not
represent semantic structures, with the symboiglstg in for words, but prepredicative
intentional processes, the symbols here indicatingients in this process. In explication, a
thematic objec6—an object that has attracted our interest—is mvedly explored, and
accordingly yields more and more to perceptual @gpion. While our attention throughout
explication moves from property to property, ouegarching interest is in the object itself. Our
apprehension of each property serves to fill iniotention of the object, which is present as
‘retained-in-grasp.’

We should pause, however, and ask to what degiemtikes any sense. Let us recall
what the analysis of explication is supposed tasts: how it is that discretely apprehended
properties are not experienced as new intentidojakcts, but rather as determinations of a single
substrates. Is this puzzling relationship clarified when ievgay thaSis something both

‘retained in grasp’ and progressively enriched aghenew explicate?

% bid., 118.
37 bid.
% bid., 119.
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A first problem: how is the substrate somethingdieed in grasp’? This idea is not
without its difficulties. Recall that when retaighin-grasp was first introduced as a feature of
simple apprehension, it was clarified by way oftcast with mere retention. Whereas retention
is characterized by the receding of an intentida the background of consciousness, retaining-
in-grasp involves an activity which keeps this iriten operative. The past phases of the object
are actively attended to, and the object is thenetended as something enduring. Implicit here
is the idea that retention and retaining-in-gragierdonly in that the latter keeps the retained
intention from fading; otherwise they are the sawbat is at stake in both cases is a prior
intention of the object. Now, a prior intentionbig necessity fixed; the past phases of our
intention of an object cannot be altered withowtrafing the very sense of the intention.

Yet if this is the case, it is hard to see howingtg-in-grasp serves to constitute the
substrate of explication. In explication, each rtermination of the object modifies the
substrate. How, then, can the substrate corresjootig retaining-in-grasp of a prior intention?
We cannot simply change the meaning of a priomiime; it is part of the lawfulness of the
temporal order that what is past cannot be altekqatior intention of an object cannot simply be
‘enriched’ upon the discovery of a new propertyro$ object. Thus to understand the structure
of explication, we cannot simply employ a modifigation of retaining-in-grasp in order to
account for the thematic continuity of the substr&ortunately, Husserl offers a more helpful
analysis in 826, where he describes explicatidrelagidation of what is anticipated according
to the horizon.* We will turn to this idea in a moment.

A second concern arises with the notion of ‘enriehtri How are we to understand the
addition of determinations to the substrate? Adwase just seen, this is inconceivable if the
substrate is analyzed simply as an intention retkin-grasp, since it would not be possible to
alter such an intention. Even setting this probéside, however, it is not yet clear what
‘enrichment’ even means. In what sense can papjpiehensions be ‘added’ to a total
apprehension? How does this accretion work? Husgarhines this more closely in 825, where

he brings in the notion of ‘habitus.’ We will loait this idea as weff

¥ 1bid., 124.

“ Dieter Lohmar provides a very careful and nuarargéidulation of Husserl’s notion of explication ¢hn
prepredicative experience in general). In his retroiction, however, he leaves intact, and appeaasdept,
Husserl's initial presentation of explication as“anrichment” of a substrate that is “retained ingp.” In this
regard | depart from his analysis. See Lohraafahrung und Kategoriales Denke?31-36.
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Explication as elucidation of a horizon

Let us first investigate the notion of the ‘horizoha perceptual object. The basic insight here is
that the determinations discovered in explicatisnreot merely encountered; they are
encountered as anticipated. We can see what tlaasneith a concrete example. | see a clear
green bottle lying a few yards away. | take it éodbbeer bottle. | therefore anticipate that my
further encounters with it will fall within a certarange of possibilities typical of beer bottlés.
will have a smooth, round circumference; it wilvieaa have a hard, translucent surface; will
have a paper label on one side.

These anticipations are not formulated explicidyjwdgments; nor are they
‘expectations’ in the usual sense of this word,chhimplies some level of conscious awareness
of the expectation. Rather, they implicitly struet@nd guide my encounter with the object as
soon as | take it to be of a certain ‘type.” Sorheng anticipations are quite specific, and
establish a strict standard. If, for example, tblé turns out to be soft to the touch, my prior
anticipation will have been so severely contradid¢teat | can no longer take this object to be a
beer bottle. Others are more yielding—I may anéitgthat the bottle has bottom, but if |
discover it has broken off, | can continue seelrggdbject as a beer bottle. Besides these rather
specific anticipations, there is much that is mague and open-ended. From a distance, for
example, | see that the bottle does in fact hdabel attached to it. | anticipate that the labgll w
have some design or other, with a some brand nanite Until | actually see it, however, this
anticipation remains vague.

This is what Husserl describes “asedncidationand clarification, as a more precise
determination of what is indeterminate in the homiform.”* The horizon-form is structure of
anticipation peculiar to a particular type of olbjdtis the range of what is anticipated as
experienceable in an encounter with an objectaiftiype. Upon an initial encounter with an
object of a familiar type (or, if it is completelynfamiliar, of the type “spatial thing in general”)
we have at our disposal, besides what is immedgligtsiceived, a “frame of empty sense,” a
“horizon of confusion,” “vague generality,” an “apeleterminatenes$?All of these
expressions indicate the same thing — everythingtaine object which is yet to be determined.

It is like a field of open questions about the chj@here is ‘vagueness,’ ‘confusion,’ or

*1 Husserl Experience and Judgmerit24.
*2bid., 125.
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‘emptiness’ in so far as these questions remaimswered; but there is a ‘frame,” a ‘horizon,” a
‘determinateness’ insofar as these questions alrgabcribe certain types of answers.

The experience of individual explicates answerselguestions (or at least some of
them). In the Introduction tBxperience and Judgmeiitusserl gives an elegant characterization
of the horizon of an object, and its elucidatiorexperience:

[T]his horizon in its indeterminateness is copré$em the beginning as a realm
[Spielraunp of possibilities, as the prescription of the paita more precise
determination, in which only experience itself dksd in favor of the determinate
possibility it realizes as opposed to othErs.

“The horizon,” Husserl later writes, “which in itmity is originally completely vague,
undifferentiated, is furnished by fulfillment withe explicate which comes to light each time
and clarifies it.** Of course, the horizon is never completely fugfilj an object can never be
completely explicated. Moreover, with each new eqbé, the horizon itself changes. The label
on the bottle, for example, may have an abundahtexty now the horizon includes the yet-to-
be-determined specificities of this text. Or,dabver that the bottom of the bottle is missing; |
now have a clear view of the interior, which | aplore. Yet each ‘new’ horizon is essentially
related to the original horizon, since each horimiows upon, and arises from, the progressive
clarification of the horizon before it. Each explie appears as the elucidation or clarification of
“what is vaguely meant by way of [the] horizol.Wherever an explicate happens to fall in the
ongoing succession of explicates, it is intendethasletermination of what was theretofore a
‘vague generality,” a possibility implicit in thatended sense of the object itself.

It is because explication is such a process ofddtion that each explicate can appear as
the property of the same substrate:

TheSis ever thes of one and the same “apprehension”; it is alwagsent in
consciousness as the same in the unity of an olgesnse but in a continuous
transformation of the act of apprehension, in aar @ew relation of the emptiness
and fullness of the apprehension which goes forwatde process as the
unfolding ofSas it is in itself, explicating it as thiS.

In other words, as long as my perceptual intesegtiided by the horizon of a particular object,
individual explicates will count as aspects of thigect. This gives us a more coherent
interpretation of the substrate than what Hussewnipusly offered, where it was characterized

3 bid., 32.
“bid., 125.
S bid., 126.
“8 | bid.
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simply as what is ‘retained in grasp.’ In that agap the substrate was constituted by the
modification of prior intention, in which the objagas intended as a totality; as we move on to
individual explicates, this prior, total intentiomhile no longer original, is held in grasp. As we
saw, this idea was untenable, insofar as it inekiéering this prior intention to include new
determinations. In the horizon/fulfilment modeh the other hand, the substrate is not simply
active as what was previously apprehended; it ésaifve as the structure (th8gdielraunt) that
guides explication itself, and determines how tk@ieates appear. They appear as the
elucidation of an object that was initially intedenly vaguely. It is in this way that the

substrate remains ‘thematic,” appearing in eactietp as that which is elucidated through it.

Enrichment as ‘habitus.’

This only gives us a partial picture of explicatidvie still need to understand how the explicates,
once apprehended as elucidation of a vague honpassist as ‘enrichments’ of the intentional
object. What Husserl describes symbolicallgbecomesu, (Sx)p, etc. — has to be brought to
phenomenological clarity. How are we to understidnedaddition of new determinations to a
substrate, keeping in mind that we are still inghepredicative sphere, before the belonging of a
predicate to a subject has been explicitly positédSserl characterizes this accretion as the
acquisition of a new ‘habitus’; “It is possession in the form of a habitusady at any time to be
awakened anew by an active associatfSiwhat is he talking about?

A newly encountered object has a horizon of ingheiteate anticipations. The fulfillment
of this horizon does not obliterate these antiogpes; it rather makes them determinate. For
example: | return to where | left the bottle, aeé & lying there with its label out of view. | not
only anticipate that, turning it over, | will fina label; | now anticipate the specific label | saw
before. My anticipation may not be explicitly notddit if in fact find no label, I will be
surprised—I may wonder if this is not in fact afeient bottle. This just means that the
anticipation was operative all along. In Hussesninology, | now have acquired an ‘active
association’ between a perception of the bottlethedabel. More specifically, | anticipate a
sequence of perceptions and movements which ake‘ime’ from a view where | don’t see that

particular label, to one where | do.

47 \bid., 122.
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This determinate anticipation is a sort of prot@kitedge which Husserl calls ‘*habitus.’
We can think of it as a perceptual habituatione¢dme habituated to anticipate a specific course
of experience in my encounter with this now-fanmibdject. This habituality can be reinforced
through “repeated running through” of the explioatibut it is also established even with a
single fleeting encountéf.Habitus is thus the “precipitate” of any explicati It is the way in
which a new determination is associated with thention of an object in general. After
explication, Husserl writes:

the object is pregiven with a new content of serige:present to consciousness
with thehorizon—an empty horizon, to be sdfe-of acquired cognitionsthe
precipitation of the active bestowal of sensehefpreceding allotment of a
determination, is now a component of the sens@pfedension inherent in the
perception, even if it is not really explicated a8

This, then, is how we are to understand what istefized byS, %, (Se)f, and so on. The
progressive accretion of explicates does not irvalvnere conjoining of various intentions, but
a process of perceptual habituation, in which titention ofS comes to include, as anticipations,
paths of experience which leaddgs and further determinations. These determinatiensain
anticipations ‘prescribed’ by the sense of the ciself, although they are now determinately,
rather than indeterminately, anticipated. We caoconfrse break off our interest in the substrate
(e.g. the bottle) and turn to an explicate (e.g.létel, or the particular coloring of the bottle),
treating it as a new substrate to be explicatdts@iwn accord® So long, however, as we are
guided by the horizon of the original substrate, ékplicates appear as determinations of the

substrate.

The Passivity of Explication

Although Husserl characterizes the explicativeaach more active mode than mere

2 How are we to understand

apprehension, it nonetheless remains in the “domiaieceptivity.
this? As in the case of apprehension, we find isged’s account of explication a blend of
activity and passivity. Explication is active ingogs it involves an exploration of the object, a

following-through of threads of interest which leaglfrom one determination to another. It also

*® See ibid., 123.

9t is “empty” because it is anticipated but notqesved.
0 Husserl Experience and Judgmen22-23.

*!pid., 129ff.

*?1pid., 197.
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involves, as does mere apprehension, maintainingnterest fixed on the object in question.
Yet, as with apprehension, it is only through tffere of interest that explication is active.
Everything else about it is passive or ‘receptivéné indeterminate horizon of an object arises
passively, without our effort or even our noticewty discovered determinations are passively
encountered as they arise; and they are passagtied’ to the intentional object as habitualities.
None of this requires activity on our part. We dygpe interest, but everything else proceeds
automatically, so to speak.

Because of the passive nature of explication,utsamme—an enriched substrate—is
accordingly an ‘acquisition’ only in a limited send he precipitate of explication abitus It
serves only to condition our further perceptualrémollective) experiences with the object. Like
all prepredicative perceptual processes, it is flabto the immediate intuition of the substrate,
whether this intuition is self-giving [i.e. percepi] or reproductive [i.e. recollectivef®
Explication only gives us new rules that guide anticipatory engagement with an object; it
does not yet give us determinations of the objecteav intentional objects. Husserl writes:

If it is also true that nothing in consciousnessalthas once been given in
experience, especially in intuition, is lost, ifsttrue that everything remains
efficacious in that it creates and develops a loorizf familiarities and known
gualities, still, what is experienced has, on #tsount, not yet become our
possessionwhich henceforth we have at our disposal, whiehcan come up with
again at any time, and about which we can inforneis*

It is only this second, higher-level possession tloants as knowledge. Thus: “Theterest in
perception which guides receptive experience, is onlyftirestage of the interest of cognition
in the proper sense”

So while prepredicative experience is active imiéy, it is cognition—i.e. predicative activity—
that more properly counts as activity, since omgration produces something new. Explication
is strictly “an activityattachedto the pregiven and receptively apprehended dbijees”;
predicative knowledge, while it also involves th&ention of what is pregiven, constitutes “new
kinds of objectivities,” namely categorial objedti®s>® It is in these structures that “cognition is

deposited in such a way that it can become anrapjplbssession,” one which remains its

%3 |bid.

%4 See ibid.

%5 |bid., 197-8.
*% bid., 198.
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identical self even after we are no longer intgjtihe object in question, and even when it is

communicated to someone else.

3.4 Predication

Yet as much as predication is distinct from expiarg it is also intimately related to it.

Judicative activity, when it is ‘original’'—i.e. aéed out in response to intuited evidence—is

only possible on the basis of an explication wHidt discovers the determinations of the object.
“[E]ach step of the predication,” writes Hussegrésupposes a step of receptive experience and
explication, for only that can be originally prealied which has been originally given in an
intuition, apprehended, and explicatédThus we cannot understand the nature of preditatio
without understanding its relationship to explioatiHow does predication use what explication,
in Husserl's words, has “preconstituted?®Mow does it transform explicative acquisition®int
cognitive ones? Do predicative products—categaotigctivities—also preserve a relationship

to explicative experience, once they have beentitotesl? As we turn to Husserl's analysis of

predication, we do so with these questions in mind.
3.4.1 Judgments and the ‘will to cognition’

It is a signature feature of Husserl's genetic aotohat the predicative judgment is understood
teleologically, as the endpoint of a kind of stniyi The shift from explication to predication
involves, for Husserl, a change of will; predicatialthough not the direct aim of this will, is the
intentional structure through which this will ackes its aim. Its aim is lasting knowledge.
Whereas in explication we are content merely tatlse@bject from a variety of perspectives,
observing a variety of its aspects, this new wilire-twill to cognition”—wishes to “hold on to
the known” to make an “abiding possession” out batwvas discovered in explication. Its goal
is “the fixing of the result of contemplative peptien ‘once and for all’.*®

In other words, the act of cognition transformsititaited object into the known object.

In what does the known-ness of the object consi$iat is, what are the phenomenological

5" bid., 204.
%8 bid., 207.
9 bid., 198-9.
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characteristics of the intentionality in and thrbwghich an object appears as ‘known’? Husserl
identifies two crucial features of this intentioityal

In the pregnant concept of an object as the objekmowledge it is implied that
[1] the object is identical and identifiable beyahe time of its intuitive
givenness, that what is once given in intuition tratidl be capable of being kept
as an enduring possession even if the intuitimves, and what is more, [2] in
structures which, through indications at first eypjgan again lead to
envisionment of the identical—to an envisionmenethler by presentification or
by renewed self-giving’

Restated: (1) A known object is one to which we icéentionally refer without its being
intuitively given. Each time it is intended, itirkended as the same identical object. (2) To this
empty (i.e. non-intuitive) intending there corres@s possible intuitive experience of
confirmation, in which the object can show itsedfsame identical object that was meant, in the
way it was meant. This intuitive experience caretieer perceptual (“self-giving”) or memorial
(a “presentification”). Thus knowledge, while essally detachable from intuitive experience, at
the same time always points back to it.

It is through the act of judgment that all of tlegossible. Cognitive activity involves the
production of new objectivities in which “cognitias deposited in such a way that it can first
really become an abiding possession.” It is thdgeativities which “always refer to their
background [i.e. intuitive experience], yet areoatapable of being detached from it and leading
their own lives as judgment§"When expressed, they can also be transmittechezgtsuch
that these others can also intend the object istoqpreas the ‘'same,” and ultimately intuit it as
the identical object A judgment is the inscription of what was intuély given into a
syntactico-semantic structure, which from then mspribes a specific experience, without
requiring, for its intelligibility, that this expemce actually take place.

Although this inscription is the means by which Wwhedge is preserved and
communicated, the production of a judicative suitets not itself the goal of cognition. “The
goal of this activity,” writes Husserl, “is not tipeoduction of objectbut aproduction of the
knowledge of a self-given objetiterefore the possession of this object in itaslthat which is

permanently identifiable aneW*Cognition aims at a “possessive apprehension

% |bid., 198. Numbering added.
®! bid., 199.

%2 |bid.

%% bid., 200.

126



[Besitzergreifehof the true being and being-such of an objestdéterminative

characteristics® Our interest, the interest of cognition, is to tpet world right. Yet to ‘get it’ at
all—to ‘have’ it in a sense that transcends ouvediexperience of it—we need judgments as the
repository of our acquisitions. Thus the phenomegichl analysis of judgments, while it is
concerned with their structure as independent tilbjges, is guided always by the function of
this structure as the inscription of experiencel #re prescription of a possible experience of
‘the same.’ It is in this regard that Husserl ci#es ‘logicians’ for focusing exclusively on
judgments as “logical structures... without the marofeheir original production being

investigated.®®
3.4.2 Husserl’'s object-centric bias

Before looking at Husserl's analysis of judicataivity itself, we must take note of a critical
bias in his notion of the will to cognition in geaé This will is always characterized in such a
way that its naturakerminusis the predicative judgment. It is a will whichiges to know
objects and their properties (including relatiopidperties). “The goal of the will,” Husserl tells
us, “is the apprehension of the object in the iieof its determinations® Its endpoint, even if
this is just an ideal, is “the point where the @bjgands before us as completely knof/nwWe
should not conclude from this, however, that Hugsé&es our cognitive activity to be
principally theoretical, disengaged from practicaéérest. Husserl's analyses may fail to give an
accurate account of how judgments arise (as thegllysdo) within the context of practical
engagement. Yet Husserl is at least aware thatitbegyactivity is often subservient to larger,
practical goal§®

The issue | want to raise here, then, is not tHesalv that Husserl’s understanding of the
being of objects is too beholden to a notion okputheoretical cognitiof? is rather that

**Ipid., 202.

®1pid., 199.

®pid., 198.

*"pid., 201.

% “The interest in cognition can be dominant ofle-service-of. It need not always be a purely aunuwus
interest in the object, one that is purely theasdtirather, the knowledge toward which this ing¢fie directed can
also be merely a means for other final ends oktieg for practical goals and practical interestsaed to them.”
Ibid., 203.

% This critique is summarized succinctly in Berti®erception, Categorial Intuition and Truth," 42 the
aftermath of Heidegger, attention has been dravtheadact that Husserl's derivation of the detetiion of being
of actual objects from the performance of autheatis of thought implies a problematical, prelinnjndecision in
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Husserl understands cognitive activity, whetherstdered as a practical or a theoretical activity,
to be an object-centric enterprise. He presumemsaaiousness whose interest is to grasp
individual objects (or groups of objects) with gexaand greater clarity and precision. Its goal,
as we saw above, is the “true being and being-etiah object,” or, as he writes elsewhere, the
“objective being and being-such of the identic#fl.’s€ This thing itself is “the ultimateelos
toward which all judicative activity is directed"”

This object-bias in Husserl extends into his undeding of the notion of the world as a
totality. This notion is of course an idealizatitwit is nonetheless the operative notion of
‘world” which Husserl sees it as his task to elatephenomenologically. This world is simply a
totality of objects. We see this alreadyldieas | “The world is the sum-total of objects of
possible experience and experiential cognitiorglpécts that, on the basis of actual experiences,
are cognizable in correct theoretical thinkirig.n Experience and Judgmettiis idea remains
unchanged: the world is “the totality of existehtSsEven although he admits that this world of
our experience is not the same as the “totalityatéire,” all that he means with this caveat is that
we must also include, in the world’s inventorynids like other humans, cultural objects,
animals, and so off.

The picture thus painted is of a cognitive intemstfronted with a world of objects,
whose goal it is better to accumulate a store ofatedge (‘once and for all’) about these
objects. Whether this interest is scientific orgbial, what we seek to know is what these
objects are like—their essential properties indage of scientific interest, but also their
accidental, situational properties when our intsrage practical. It is therefore natural that
Husserl identifies the copular ‘predicative judgtevith ‘judgment’ in general. The copular
judgment is precisely the form which links an objecthose determinations through which it
shows itself as it is, in its “being and being-stichwe want to describe the features of an

respect of thentologicalquestion. Much as in the case of lingual expresgtee forms of objects and their being
are but mirrorings of the determinations of cormafing acts of cognition. This relationship of egentation, too,
is one-sided. The being of that which objectivelyi$ determined with a view to the purely theaadty determined
subject of cognition.”

" Husserl Experience and Judgmer03. The translators @&xperience and Judgmemave rendere8elbsias
“identical self” in order to highlight that what iseant is not a personal self, but rather the tthiself,” as
something “identical with itself throughout its agpances.” See ibid. 202, fn. 1.

" bid., 294.

" 1deas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and thar®menological Philosophy: First Badkans. F Kersten,
(The Hague: M. Nijhoff 1980), 6.

3 Experience and Judgmerit37.

" Ibid., 138.
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object, this is the sentence form we will U3€redication is the syntactic expression that
corresponds to a world consisting of objects amd fhroperties.

Thus Husserl's exclusive focus on predication cailweoseen merely as an inheritance
from the logical tradition, for which (as Husseiinself notes) the predicative form has always
been paradigmati®. If we are to speak of an inheritance, it is dieper bias, one for which
objects and their properties are both ontologicaiigl epistemologically privileged. This is not
the place to comment on this bias, its origins, iturther implications, but rather simply to
note it. We will see that this object-oriented natof world and cognition does not serve us well

as we try to understand the nature of verbal piitipas.
3.4.3 The predicative act as a new intentional achievemén

The more pressing question is: how does predicaiitieve the aim of the will to cognition?
How does it transform prepredicative experience alBesitzergreifena “possessing
apprehension™? This occurs, Husserl tells us, tjiindhe production of new, predicative
objectivities. But how does this happen? “Whahis new achievement which occurs,” Husserl
asks, “when, on the basis of explication, we coonthé¢ predicative determination ‘Sg¥”

Husserl makes it clear that he does not considecehntral achievement of predication to
be the generation of a linguistic expression. Hiesr

The whole layer of expression, which is certaimggparably linked to predicative
operations—all the questions concerning the commec utterance and
predicative thought, accordingly whether and to ihdent all predication is tied
to words, as well as the question of how the symacarticulation of expression
hangs together with the articulation of what isutilat—all this must remain aside
here. The predicative operations will be examinaetly as they phenomenally
present themselves in lived experience, apart aithithese connections—namely,
as subjective activitie.

This passage is rather frustrating. It is firsatbfivague regarding critical issues. What does
Husserl mean when he says that expression is ‘@anably linked” to predicative operations?
What does he mean by the “hanging together” ofssyand thought? More importantly, he
appears to subvert, despite himself, the very pdggiof leaving aside the expressive domain.

For if it is certain that all predication is tieal words, would words not then be integral to the

S We also use the “has” form, which Husserl undedsaas applicable primarily to separable “partsduffstrates,
rather than dependent properties; e.g. “The dosah@&d doorknob.” See ibid., 220-22.

"®Ipid., 199.

" bid.
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“lived experience” in which predicative operatidipsesent themselves”? Would they not be a
part of the very “subjective activities” Husserhichs he is examining?

We will see in a moment that, promises aside, Hugses in fact bring the expressive
layer back into play. Yet while these internal insistencies are significant, and while a deeper
examination of the role of expression in the jutii@aact is of unquestionable phenomenological
significance, for the moment we can suspend theseerns, to try to understand what Husserl is
trying to accomplish through the exclusion of esgrien. In the analyses that follow, Husserl’s
ultimate focus is not on the lived experience @dpcation in the most general sense—one which
might include the expressive layer—but specificaliythe emergence of the distinct intentional
objects ‘subject’ and ‘predicate.’ His aim is bedhdescribe the activity through which these
objectivities are constituted, and to characteeeintentional essence particular to each. Since
his focus is on a new intentional attitude—andipalarly on the way it differs from
explication—he feels he can disregard the act pfession, however inseparable from
predication it may be. It is strictly the intentadity underlying expressed judgments that he
wants to uncover. What, then, is this new intergtiityy, and how is it achieved on the basis of
explication?

Central to Husserl’s analysis is the notion of frmdlence’ Deckung as discussed in the
context of explication. This presents us with gtdlibump in the road, since this notion was
linked, as we saw, to that of retaining-in-grashijch we found to be problematic in the context
of explication. On Husserl's account, coincidenokany kind, since they involve two
coinciding elements, involve a retaining-in-gragphe first element. Yet we saw that Husserl’s
employment of the concept of retaining-in-grasp wésleading in the case of explication.
Husserl’'s further description of explication, howewvas more coherent, and we can use it to
reconstruct a notion of coincidence that will bausé as we engage the analyses of predication.

To review: In explication the substrate is ‘retaihie the sense that it remains our
constant theme. Most crucially, it provides theitam of vague anticipation which the
individual explicates make more and more determinab long as we have a particular substrate
as our theme, the explicates appear as elucidatfahss substrate; they are discrete aspects of
the very appearance of the substrate as itsédfiritthis sense, then, that we can say that
substrate and explicate ‘coincide.” The explicatentended as a partial determination of the

substrate, and thus displays the same substratd vehintended as the total theme of interest.

130



The coincidence consists in this appearance oivtite through its part. As Husserl puts it, “In
every explicative determination 8f Sis presentin one of its particularities; and in the diffeten
determinations which appear in the form of expésait remains the same, but in conformity
with the different particularities which are itsoperties.”® Coincidence is “the ‘contraction’ &
inp”’

As we have seen, coincidence arises passivelypiication. Predication occurs when
this coincidence is experienced in an active mt@le:activeintention aims at apprehending
what previously was a merabassivecoincidence ® The unity of substrate and explicate, while
“passively preconstituted” in explication is, asgderl puts it, “in a sense concealed” until we
turn toward this very unity “in a changed attitdd&This new apprehension of coincidence is
not achieved simply by noting its existence, tugriowards it as we would turn to some object
of interest? Rather, Husserl writes, it is perceived “only epeating the act of running-
through,” that is, repeating the transition fronbstmate to explicate. This is not the same,
however, as repeating the explication. The achievgrof predication occurs only through a
change of attitude towards this transition. In wih@és this change consist? How is a passively
preconstituted coincidence apprehended actively?

Husserl’s account of this transformation is rembahkdrief, given that it is arguably the
most pivotal point in his genetic analysis of judgmi—the point where the predicative form first
arises out of prepredicative experience. The hefdhis account lies in 850 (a), which comes to
just seven paragraphs of text; 850 (b) suppliestmore paragraphs clarifying the distinct
intentional natures of subject and predicate. tiéise material, and requires a bit of elaborative
interpretation. We can identify two crucial featimhich distinguish predicative activity from
passive explication. The first concerns the ‘freatwith which this activity—like any
activity—is carried out. This is explored in 850Q.(&he second, treated primarily in 850 (b),

concerns the constitution of the two distinct ‘fa’ressential to the predicative structure—

®Ibid., 116.

pid., 206.

1pid., 207.

' Ipid., 208.

8 | ohmar characterizes this view as the idea of eertidmwandlung” or “transformation” of lived experice into
a cognition. “Das Erkennen wéare dann der Proze@ein durch kateogriale Auffassung aus seinem solche
unbegriffenen Erlebnis ohne weitere (oder ernep#®nschauung ein begriffener Sachverhalt ‘erdewded’”
Erfahrung und Kategoriales Denke209. He goes on to demonstrate the problemsthighview, and to confirm
that Husserl does not adopt it.
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subject and predicate. (This is also discussedopeAdix Il ofFormal and Transcendental

Logicto which we will also refer.) We will look at thesgo features in turn.

3.4.4 Predication as free activity

Predicative activity, as we saw, is guided in Hd&saccount by the interest of cognition, which
aims to retain the fruits of explication as an emtppossession. It is “the interest, proceeding
from this contemplationn retainingthe accretion of sense arising from it, 8ia its

enrichment of sensé>An object has been explicated, and we can assumnéhiere is some
aspect of this explication—some explicate—whichbfiparticular interest to the cognizing ego.
Let’'s imagine that, upon touching a door, we ampissed to find that it has a soft surface. The
explicate—the softness—has accreted to the substsatbitus In the passive realm, this
means that, in my further experiences with the doaill now have this softness as a
determinate anticipation, before touching it. Seésnow belongs to the door as a way in which
the door appears as itself; but this is “in a seseealed,” because the belonging of the
determination to the substrate is merely implicitny experience. It is not yet apprehended as
such. For this to happen, and for this apprehefisi#dnging’ to be something | retain, | must
travel the road from substrate to determinatioarasxercise of will, as “free activity.”

First, Husserl writes, “We go back to t8ethus identifying it with itself, which only
means, however, that, in the return, it ‘againhdathere aS”%* We intend the door as the
same door that was the theme of explication. (Aswllesee, it is intended in a new way which
posits its status as subject, but we can set e dor the moment.) We intend the door simply
as itself, but its softness is now implicit in tingention; “we have its enrichment of sense™—e.g.
softness—"as a mere protention, in connection wighretention of the transition [i.e. the
explication] which has just taken placB.Because the softness of the door is “protendettien
intention of the door, it is available to me agraention to which | can pass over: “The interest
now betakes itself in the direction in its enrichment of sense, which presupposesibat

againpass tq.”%

8 Experience and Judgmer206.
 Ibid.

®pid., 206-7.

# pid., 207.
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This transition, however, is not a mere repetivbexplication. It is now active—we
make this transition through an act of will: “As active ego, directed towafiin its accretion
of sense, and in my interest focused on this aocréself, | bring about the transition and the
partial coincidence as free activity. The path that is forged through explication aresprved
ashabitusis now traversed deliberately. This is what Husserans by the “repeated active
accomplishment of the synthesis, an accomplishmbith presupposes the preceding
explication.® What was passively synthesizechabitus—the belonging of explicate to
explicand—is now apprehended through the activifudeployment of this verjabitus In
this “spontaneous” transition, the being-determiakthe substrate is first explicitly
apprehended as such: “the apprehending regardifitbe apprehension of its [the substrate’s]
being determined by.”®°

(This is perhaps a good point to remind ourselliasthis ‘active transition’ need not
actually follow upon a passive version of the saraesition. If | have been told, for example,
that a particular door is surprisingly soft, | megyproach it to find out for myself. In this case,
my ‘anticipation’ of a softness has not been geeery my own experience, but by my having
heard someone else’s judgment.)

This new activation, Husserl writes, is a “polyibedctivity,” characterized by “several
rays” of intentionality, or more precisely by t¥bIn the predicative ac§andp are co-intended
as constituents of the predicative relation. Thisds us to the second aspect of Husserl’s
analysis, regarding the way subject and predig&ea@nstituted as such. The predicative act
differs from explication not only in the sense jdsscribed, namely that the transition from
substrate to determination is carried out freehye Transition is also distinct in that its two term
are explicitly posited in their intentional disttness; they are positédthe form ofsubject and

predicate, respectively.
3.4.5 Predicative formations: the positing of subject andoredicate

Husserl’'s discussion of predicative formationsamse of the most difficult material in
Experience and Judgmern it, Husserl offers what we might call a pheremology of

¥ |bid.

% bid., 208.

89« der erfassende Blick lebt im Erfassen des Sistibenens alg.” Ibid.
% |bid. See also p.209.
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sentential syntax. Concepts like ‘subject’ and dicate,’ or ‘substantive’ and ‘adjective’ have a
grammatical sense, and we can of course examine ghectly as such—as sentence constituents
which obey the specific combinatorial rules whidvern sentence structure. This is not,
however, how Husserl treats these concepts whelishasses predicative formation. The
formation Husserl has in mind is an intentional.0Maat he is describing is the formation of a
judicative meaning-intentions. In such an intentithere is a ‘subject,” for example, but this
understood as an object intended in a particulgr—wdifferently, say, than it would be intended
if it were a relative object. Through the way oltgeand properties are intended, and moreover
intended in relation to each other, a new intenisotonstituted, through which an objective state
of affairs is meant. These reflections therefordrass a pivotal moment in Husser!'s theory of
judgment. They are also important for our purpoasghey provide a characterization of the
intentional structure of property attribution, wihiae will want to contrast with the structure of
verbal judgments.

Husserl introduces this aspect of his analysis tdsvthe end of 850(a). Here he very
quickly describes the phenomenological essencadf element of the basic predicative
judgment:S, p, and the copula:

As present to consciousness, 8raust be already explicated, but it is now
posited predicatively simply & which is identical, no matter how it may be
explicated. On the other hand, it pertains toatenfthat it is the explicand; it is
posited in the form of subject, apkexpresses the determination. In the ‘is,’” the
form of the synthesis between explicand and exj@isaexpressed in its active
accomplishment, i.e. as the apprehension of bedterahined-as..>*

Here we find Husserl returning to the ‘expressasyel’ which he promised to exclude from his
analysis. In one sense we can see his referereeg@tessions as an innocent one; he is simply
using the basic components of the predicative juggrto direct us to the corresponding features
of predicative intentionality. At the same timeisitunclear how we should understand his notion
of ‘positing’ independently of the expressions whaccompany it. For example, the subject is
posited “asS” What are we to make of this intertwining of pasit and expression?

One might object that we are reading too much Heserl’s words-thatSdoes not
here denote an expression, but rather is beingjuseds it was in the discussion of explication,
i.e. as a shorthand for the intended object. Yerdst of the passage belies this interpretat®n, a

the other elementsp-and ‘is'—are treated explicitly as expressionse Tplication is thus that

! Ibid.
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the subject is posited precisely insofar as ihisnded as the referent of a nominal expression of
some sort (‘this chair,” ‘Sam,’ ‘this,” etc¥? Under such an approach, we might propose that an
object can be intended as self-identical, and abtd from its particular determinations (“no
matter how it may be explicated”) only when it legome the fixed referent of an expression. It
would be this labeling—whether with a descriptiamame, a demonstrative, etc.—that achieves
the singling-out of the object as a fixed identMore generally, we would have to consider
whether the predicative act can only be set in amafi both explicand and explicate are labeled
in some way. Indeed, upon introspection this semtier uncontroversial, as it is not clear how
we could enact a predicative judgment without tbe of words, even if they are just thought to
oneself. Thus we would need to describe with moeeipion the way in which the synthetic
production of judgments as abiding possessions-vg¢hggoal of cognitive striving—is
dependent on phonetic expressions a conditiors giassibility.

Husserl ignores these issues, however, settingjgings instead on the intentional forms
which, he argues, underlie the more conspicuogsliigtic ones. This occurs in 850(b), where he
discusses the “double-constitution of forms” or tibte formation” in predicative judgments.

The section is best understood with referencedartare extensive comments in Appendix | to
Formal and Transcendental Logiso in the following few paragraphs we will be kow at both
texts together.

Husserl's basic idea is that we can draw formairtiions between subjects and
predicates, and that we can do this both at a syotavel and at the level of word-type:

[A] double formations carried out in even the simplest predicativdgjment. The
members of a judicative proposition not only hav&y/ntactical formatioms
subject, predicate, etc., Aagctional formswvhich belong to these propositions as
elements of the proposition, but, underlying théisey have still another kind of
formation, thecore-forms the subject has the core-form of substantivitythie
predicate, the determinatiqnis in the core-form of adjectivity

By “syntactical” or “functional” forms, Husserl mesthe forms corresponding to different
syntactical positions within a judgment. At thigég we can distinguish not just between subject

and predicate, but between different syntacticahfof substantives, and between different

92 Husserl says as muchformal and Transcendental Logi this case with reference to the positing dategl to
entire propositions, viz. “the positing of a sers®tent having categorial form.” He writes: “Heresfiing
[Setzungis understood as doxa, as belief in being butipedy as positing beingils Seinssetzug-that is: at the
same time setting down in an ‘utterance’, accessibvays and to everyone and giving reason to éxpat
everyone can share the beligfdrmal and Transcendental Logi802.
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forms of adjectives. For example, a substantiveaggrear as subject in a judgment, but also, in a
comparative judgment, as a relative object (e ghttay’ in “The ball is bigger than the ashtray’).
Similarly, an adjective can appear in predicatatmws(‘The ball is red’) or as a modifier, which
Husserl calls an ‘attribute’ (‘The red ball.. .

Thus inFormal and Transcendental Logiglusserl distinguishes between “syntactical
forms” corresponding to the different syntacticaspions, and the contents of these positions,
which he calls “syntactical stuffs.” The adjectived’ and the substantive ‘ball’ are such
syntactical stuff, which can take the forms of pecate and attribute, or subject and object,
respectively’”®> These contents or stuffs, however, are not “ptu’swithin syntactical stuff
there is a further form/stuff distinction to be rea&ubstantives, for example, have a substantival
form, regardless of where they appear syntacticatljectives have an adjectival form. There is
thus a level of form which for Husserl is non-syatizal. “These forms,” he writes, “dwot
belong to thesyntaxof the proposition itself* They are what Husserl calls “core-forms.”

Husserl uses pairs like ‘redness/red’ or ‘simijdsgimilar’ to highlight differences in
core-form. In each pair, we see, Husserl sayssdhge content—the same ‘core-stuff'—
appearing in two different core formations: “Theawial something thaimilarity andsimilar,
for example, have in common is formed, in the caecin the category of substantivity and, in
the other case, in the category of adjectival i@tadity.”®’ What is posited at one moment
adjectivally can become a substantive. Such tramsftions of course entail syntactical
transformations, as these two words will appealifierent syntactical positions within a
proposition. Yet, as Husserl stresses, “this istmetely syntactical transmutation; it is, at the
same time, a transmutation of core-formations nigkilace in a different stratume”

This stratum is an intentional one. Core-formsdifierent because they involve
different ways of intending the content, the ‘cstaff.” “Even though the designations of these
core-forms,” Husserl writes, “are drawn from thedamf designation of linguistic forms,
nothing more is meant by them thdifference in the manner of apprehensiéhHe describes

the difference as follows: “[The form of substaityydesignates ‘being-for-itself,’ the

**Ipid.
% Formal and Transcendental Logi803-04.
% |bid., 308. See alsBxperience and Judgmer10.
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independence of an object... as contrasted to adigctivhich is the form of ‘in something™®°

In other words, when we posit something substalfyivae posit it as something existing on its
own, disregarding anything else of which it mayalygart or a property; to posit something
adjectivally is to posit it as ‘of something elg®rtaining to it as part or as propety.

In each case, we must not understand this formirgfuffs’ into substantives or
adjectives as an operation applied to contentsatteathings-in-themselves, intentionally
available outside of the scope of this positing HAsserl puts it, “This forming, of course, is not
an activity that was, or could have been, execatestuffs given in advance: That would
presuppose the countersense, that one could ha#ff® s themselves beforehand — as though
they were concrete objects, instead of being attstnaments in significations® (FTL, 298).
We can, in the course of investigating the fornienent in judgments, notice that ‘red’ and
‘redness,’ for example, have something in commad,ia so doing isolate the “abstract
moment” that is their commonality. We cannot, hoarentend this abstract moment ‘itself’ as
a concrete thing. We reach this only through a toabstraction—first, by ignoring the
syntactical position of a word in a propositiorenhby ignoring the ‘part of speech’ of the word
itself. Husserl argues, however, that this abstra@xercise is useful insofar as it allows us to
isolate the component forms that make up the pibpostself. It is only the entire proposition,
as the copular unity of these forms, that has @&&domnrelation to the meant as a whole,” that is,
to a state of affairS’® Yet in picking apart the layers of form within pasitions, Husserl writes,
“we can gain insight into the manner in which, bgans of the essential structures of
propositions and proposition-members, their refatmsomething objective... [is] brought
about.™%*

The forms—or rather formed stuffs—bring about thédation to something objective”
by actively positing what in prepredicative expeaade is only hidden. In explication, we had, on
the one hand, the substrate which was our domintarest, the overarching theme that
determined the possible paths of explication. Juiestrate is now posited—it is named, and
thus identified— first of all as something “foret§” that is, as something apprehended
independently of anything else to which it may élated. This is its substantival core-form. In

199 hid.

101 Husserl in fact divides the adjectival form inteotclasses, viz. properties and relations. See, iBB.
192 |pid., 298.
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explication the substrate may also be encounterad analogously ‘independent’ manner—if it
is the only thematic interest of our perception—dmily in predication it is grasped and posited
as such. Beyond its basic nature as substantisealiso assigned the syntactical form of subject
within the overall predicative structure. As sutlsiposited as explicand, i.e. as that which is
determined by a property.

On the other hand, we have the explicate positediels. Explication had given us a
specific determination of the substrate, but omslpabitus.This is now posited as a
determination—as something ‘in something.’ Thithis adjectival core-form. As syntactical
predicate in the overall predicative structurés pposited as property, or that as which a subject
is being determined. This would contrast, for exipwith an adjective functioning
syntactically as an ‘attribute,” as in ‘The redlbal Here ‘red’ is posited not as a property which
is being attributed to the subject, but as one Wwhas already been attributed to it.

Subject and predicate are, moreover, posited atereto each other through the copular
form itself, which is indicated by the copular vén some languages; in others it may receive
no outward expression, as Husserl himself ndf@$jusserl writes, as was already quoted
above, “In the ‘is,’ the form of the synthesis beem explicand and explicate is expressed in its
active accomplishment, i.e., as the apprehensidreiofy-determined-as® Husserl calls this
the “copulative positing of the ‘is.” In the fullformed judgment, the ‘being-determined’ of an
explicand by an explicate, discovered passivebxplication, is finally posited as such, as the
being-determined of a posited object by a positedipate.

Only once this is accomplished, Husserl insistsyddiave an “object of cognition” in
the true sense. In explication, the “object in ptiséty” was in a sense self-identical, but only as
the “unity of its sensuous multiplicities,” that es what is experienced as ‘the same’ across
variations in perceptual content. At this stagesstul writes, the object is “completely
indeterminate from the point of view of logic,” meatter the “plenitude of intuition” which
explication has uncoveréd’ Once an object has become the subject of a ptasichowever,
there accrues to it a “logical sense”: “[I]t is pmh the predicative judgment that an object,
hitherto logically undetermined, can be investethydgical sense™®®

195 seeExperience and Judgmer14, fn.15.
1% hid., 208.
97 |bid., 233.
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By logical sense Husserl means, on the one haagrddicative determination which
has been assigned to the object. Thus in the minudgment, “This (thing) is red” the subject
has gained the ‘logical sense’ of being determexeded. Moreover, however, the subject thus
becomes, for the first time, an identical ‘this’ ialin remains the same from one judgment to the
next:

It is what is identical in the multiplicity of sptaneous identifications which
determine it as the point of intersection of vasigudgments and, correlatively, as
the identical reference point of correspondinglaites.... We here take the ‘this’
as, so to speak, the zero-point of attributith.

To be an object of cognition means, for Husserhd@ ‘this,’” posited as being-determined in a
particular way. “As the identical pole of predieatiactions, the bearer of logical sense,” Husserl
says, “the object has become in the true sensbjact of cognitiori*'° This is what Husser!
means when he says that a relation to somethiregtg is formed through the structures
integral to predication. It is only when positedias subject of a judgment—in which a predicate
is also posited as belonging to the subject—thantmtional object becomes an objective
‘something’ in the first place.

With this achievement, the will to cognition attsiiits goal—the transformation of what
is intuited into what is known. In section 3.4.1 sav that Husserl identifies two features that
are essential to the intentionality proper to olg@t knowledge: (1) the detachability of such
knowledge from intuitive givenness, and, despits, tf2) the ultimate directedness of this
knowledge to a corresponding experience of whh@svn. Let's review these features, this
time noting precisely how Husserl’'s phenomenolofjjpdgment accounts for them. This review
will in turn allow us, finally, to answer—for thease of predicative judgments—the two

guestions we posed of verbal judgments at the hegrof the chapter.

3.4.6 Predicative synthesis and the detachability of knoledge

What we're here calling ‘detachability’ is shortlobfor what Husserl, as we’ve already seen,
expresses as follows:

In the pregnant concept of an object as the objekhowledge it is implied that
the object is identical and identifiable beyond tihge of its intuitive givenness,

199 pid,
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that what is once given in intuition must still tepable of being kept as an
enduring possession even if the intuition is dvér.

While we had already indicated, when we first @dithis passage, that it is judicative activity
itself that constitutes such enduring possessiwas;an now offer a more robust account. Key to
this account is the material we have just coveregirding the formation of predicative
structures themselves. Two aspects of this anadysiparticularly important.

On the one hand, predication, in positing a spepifoperty of an object, at the same
time posits the object as a bearer of propertie8ggical sense’) in general. The object is
thereby expressly intended as a fixed ‘somethiag’object with a ‘logical’ identity that
transcends its momentary givenness to intuitionti@mother hand, to posit a property of an
object is to generate a new, specific copular aire¢c wherein a particular property is assigned
to a particular subject. Once accomplished, thisctire abides as having-been-accomplished. In
Husserl's words, “The judgment does not exist onlgnd during the active constitution, as
being livingly generated in this process; rathdreitomes the continuously abiding selfsame
judgment, as a preservadquisition...”** We examined this aspect of Husserl's analysis in
Chapter 2, where we were we saw that, because gnigrabide in this way, they can
themselves be intended as knowledge acquisitiansas facts. Yet as acquisitions, they serve as
something more than just newly-available intentiaigects; they are, more fundamentally,
judgments which can be asserted anew, again amal aga

The structured positing of predication thus achseveo things at once. It transforms the
intuited object into the subject of predicationygtgenerating a logical object which can be
intended independently of its intuitive givennemsgl it generates the abiding structure through
which a particular determination of this object &apt as a possession, and re-asserted. It is in
this sense that knowledge is ‘detachable.’

While Husserl’s basic account sticks to a particakrative, in which predicative
formation follows upon prepredicative experience,have noted that this, of course, not always
the case. Someone may, for example, communicatgpagition to me without my being able,
at that moment, to confirm it for myself. | nond#ss now have this judgment as a ‘possession,’
one to which | can refer back to, reassert, elihhpagh perhaps with less certainty. Thus what is
essential to predication it is not that it traneferprepredicative experience into something

pid., 198.
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objective, but rather that it posits a logical abjand determines it in a particular way, thus
generating a new structure of a higher order.
Husserl's account of the positing of predicatiweis is therefore his answer to our first
guiding question:
a) What is the nature of the judicative synthesishdbat it is constitutive of a new

kind of objectivity?

By positing the substrate as a determinable *targ] expressly assigning a specific
determination to it (by virtue of the copular formpew structure is generated. Our interest is of
course in the object itself, but as an object @nition it is intended as having-been-determined
in a particular way; it has been ‘predicated ohu$ beyond the objectivity of the object itself,
there is a new objectivity which corresponds todhgect-as-determined, and which is expressed
by the judgment as a whole. This objectivity is sypithetic in the sense that it combines
separate things into one whole. The posited detextion is, after all, not something apart from
the substrate, but rather a moment in the appeau@iribe substrate. Thus it is synthetic in the
sense that is bi-thetic; substrate and determinaiie picked out and posited as such, while at
the same time intended as belonging to the santadigal unity.

This unity—the object-as-determined—is the stataff#irs, even though it is not
intended as such in the predicative act. We oribnidh states of affairs as such when we refer
back to them, intending them as unities throughinahzing acts. As we saw in Chapter 2, this
can happen in two ways. Because the judicativesgarecisely a cognitive act, it is retained as a
knowledge acquisition and can thus be intendedaething known. This is the state of affairs
as fact. On the other hand, we can intend the sfat#airs itself, the actual being-determined of
the object—itsSichverhaltenlin this sense, the state of affairs is not singggnething known,
but something that can show itsel—something thatappear to us in an evidential experience.
This brings us to the second feature of knowledds-éirectedness to an experience of the

known—and to Husserl’s answer to our second guidungstion
3.4.7 The reference of predication to experience

While knowledge is a possession that outlives artiqular experience, it also directs us
back to experiences in which the object of thiswdedlge is intuited first-hand. The structures

through which the object of knowledge is kept gossession, Husserl writes, “can lead to
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envisionment of the identical,” whether in memorytiwough direct intuitiort* It is essential to
the nature of judgments that they correspond tosaiple experience in which the judged-about
appears as itself—the state of affairs ‘in the medgerience.” We briefly touched upon to this
aspect of judging in Chapter 2, when we distingeishetween judicative intentions that intend a
state of affairs emptily, and those which are ifldfl’ by the intuitive givenness of the state of
affairs itself (theSichverhalteh We can now clarify this distinction with greaf@ecision.

What, then, does it mean for a judgment to refecoorespond, to an experience which
fulfills it? This may seem at first like a questiaith a simple answer. If judgments are formed,
originally, on the basis of prepredicative expecen-if they are the active apprehension of what
was acquired passively—then what they direct us pwecisely that prepredicative experience
from which they originated. The fulfillment of adgment would then simply require a repetition
of the prepredicative experience from which it oregged. The problem with this model,
however, is that simply returning to prepredicagx@erience does not achieve what the
fulfillment of a judgment is supposed to achievarenthan just an experience, this fulfillment is
the experience of ‘the state of affairs itself.the prepredicative sphere, there is not yet a
relationship to something objective. Thus a judgnaeres not in fact refer us to prepredicative
experience, but rather a new objectivity which itaelf be experienced. How, then, do we
experience a state of affassa state of affairs?

To answer this question, we need to observe masdutly how the two distinguishing
features of predicative activity, reviewed aboverkogether. These features are (1) the
accomplishment, in a free act of will, of the codence of substrate and explicate, and (2) the
positing of this coincidence in a predicative stiwe. Prepredicative, explicative coincidence,
we should recall, is the experience in which th@#ganticipated horizon of a thematic object
is filled in in a determinate way. It is a passtirecovery, preserved passively as habitus. By
contrast, predicative activity involves (1) theeaped enactment of this coincidence, this time as
‘free activity.” Thus the act of judgment—if thisggment is original, i.e. based on intuited
evidence—involves a new experience which differkiim from prepredicative explication. The
judger now willfully experiences the presence & &xplicate within the horizon of the

substrate; one lives in the apprehension of thegsdetermined-ap-of S.
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At the same time, (2) explicate and substrate aségx in their coincidence through the
syntactic structure of the copular judgment itsielis this positing, structuring act that genesate
judgments which can be preserved, and through wthelbeing-determined-gsef Scan be
repeatedly intended, even after the coincidence i®nger intuited. So long as it is intuited,
however—so long as the coincidence of substratedatetmination can be experienced
willfully—the judgment is a fulfilled one.

Thus it is the willful experience of coincidencg (fat functions as the fulfillment of the
judicative intention. However, it is this judicagivntention itself (2) that makes this experience
the experiencef a state of affairsThis is a difficult but crucial point. The juditee intention
creates a syntactical structure, one in which te sthaffairs—the being of S—is posited.

Every predicative judgment, Husserl writes, “repres a production of sense enclosed in itself,”
a two-membered unit of predicative meantfitOnly then is a state of affairs constituted (or
rather “preconstituted,” because, as we saw in @ha&) states of affairs become full-blown
intentional objects only when they have been nohzied). Husserl writes:

Every closed judicative proposition thus preconsts in itself a new objectivity,
a state of affairs. This is “what is judged” in flw@position, not only because
what is judged signifies an accretion of logicalsefor that “about which one
judges,” the substrate of the judgment... but becadrs# is judged igselfan
object and, in virtue of its genesidogical object or object of the
understanding®®

Only a judicative act can generate such an objiggtof the understanding, and we cannot
experience such an object if it has not been pitated by such an act. This does not mean
that a judicative intention contains in itself #gerience of the state of affairs. On the confrary
it is part of our everyday experience that we idtstates of affairs without experiencing them.
Yet to experience such an object is to experieneattuality of what is posited in a judicative
structure. While only experience can confirm thatiis meant is actual, only predicative
positing can confer upon experience the charadteeiog the experience of a predicative
objectivity. We only experience a state of affafirsxperience functions as the confirmation of a
judgment.

Let’s think this through with a concrete examplefridnd, warning me, says ‘Your

steering wheel is very hot,” before | have laid dson it myself. | now ‘possess’ this judgment
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myself. Through it, | intend a particular stateaffaiirs—the being-hot-of-the-steering-wheel—
but only in an empty manner. When | then turn ntgrdton to the steering wheel, 1 do so while
anticipating (assuming | believe my friend) a pautar experience. Of course, | do not have this
expectation akabitus because | have not yet had the experience my$effetheless, | do not
encounter the steering wheel as something wittgaezaorizon of possible determinations; |
rather engage it anticipating a very particulanca@ence of substrate (steering wheel) and
explicate (heat).Thus when | do have this experience of coincideliég as a ‘free activity.’ |
have lived through the very he determination | ‘nmteto live through, the very same one | was
intending.

This is what Husserl means when he writes thatipaéide structures can “lead to the
envisionment of the identical.” What | experienseirecisely what was emptily intended—they
are the ‘same.’ For an experience to have thisacar of ‘identity,” there must be a judicative
intention to which the experience can accord. Tgeelence a state of affairs, then, is this: to
actively accomplish the predicative determinatioait is merely posited in a judicative intention.
This answers our second guiding question:

b) How are the objectivities produced by judicativatigses themselves

experienceable?

The answer, as we have just seen, is that thegxaerienceable only as the fulfillment of what
has been posited in a judicative synthesis. ThHiglfiient occurs through a free activity which
willfully lives through the determination of the jest. In an act of active, grasping anticipation,
it apprehends the object and encounters, withimtnzon of the object, the very determination
it expects to find there. This experience is ‘oftate of affairs only because a judicative
synthesis has posited this objectivity as sometbipgrienceable.

We can now better understand what Husserl means tihsays (as we saw in Chapter
2) that the “identical self of the state of affaiisnot merely given to intuition, but is
“produced,” is “given in the manner of spontanepraduction.**® This of course does not mean
that we make it the case that a state of affaiisies Our willful activity can be frustrated; we
may not find what we thought we would find; our gmaent is false. The success of our free

activity does not depend on us. What does depent anthe objectivation of our experience,
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the positing of what we encounter in experienca sslf-identical state of affairs that can be re-
encountered as the ‘same,’ by ourselves and bysthe

* * *
We can now, at last, -turn to verbal judgments tlwedobjectivities that they produce. We now
have a detailed example, in the predicative spluérg,) how judicative syntheses generate
syntactically formed objectivities, through the piog of a subject with a specific logical sense;
and (2) how this posited structure can itself beoentered as something ‘in itself,” through the
willful enactment of predicative coincidence. If w&ee to apply this model to the domain of
verbal judgments, we’ll need to determine (1) hibv structures posited in them are
syntactically formed, and how this may differ frgmedicative positing, and (2’) what must be
experienced for these structures to be fulfilledede difficult questions will occupy us in the
following chapter.
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4 Verbal Judging

Now that we have a detailed grasp of Husserl's phramology of copular, property-attributing
judgments, we need to determine which parts okican use to articulate a phenomenology of
verbal judgments. (Or rather, to articulate theitn@gg of this project; we cannot hope to offer
here an exhaustive analysis of what is an enormpaashplex problem.) As we will soon see,
judgments that tell us what happened are diffefrend copular judgments in essential ways.
This does not mean, however, that the efforts @fttevious chapter were in vain. They provide
us, first of all, with a general framework for wreaphenomenology of judgment looks like. They
also offer us specific points of comparison whidh allow us to see clearly what is peculiar to
verbal judgments, as opposed to predicative ones.

The general framework we have gained is the folhgw{1) The judicative act generates
a new, synthetic structure which is consequentilable as an intentional object. It provides a
reference, a ‘this,” a ‘what,” a ‘that,” etc. (2hiE new object is one that can be encountered in
experience, when our experience is intended afutfilénent of the judicative intention. In
other words, for experience to be the experiencsioh a ‘thing,” it must be actively lived
through as the fulfillment of the judgment. We daow this works in the case of a property-
attributing judgment. Such judgments (1) posit bject-property relationship: a property is
posited as belonging to a posited subject. (2)ulfdlfthis judgment, we must experience the
subject, and experience the sought-after-propeittyimthe horizon delineated by the subject.

Our task now is to tell an analogous story regeaydierbal judgments. We want to
understand (1) what structure they posit, and (2tvexperience fulfills this posited structure. |
will address these issues in reverse order, lockiagat the experience which fulfills verbal
judgments, before turning to the structure of tjadgments themselves. This is not an arbitrary
decision, but rather a methodological one whichrong Husserl's own approach. He, too, began
by examining the experiences in which the subjeoperty relation is directly given, before
articulating what is posited in an actual judgmdihtis order is necessary, because what is

posited in the judgment is precisely the in-priteigxperienceability of a particular structure.
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The structure itself is meaningful insofar as ggaribes the contours of a possible fulfillment.
Only once we understand what is experienced inlledfjudgments can we see what is posited
in them. Accordingly, for most of this chapter wél Wwe engaged with the experience of
happening, before turning to judicative structurés final portion.

| will follow Husserl's method in another reganeiting my discussion—for the most
part—to verbal judgments pertaining to perceptimgects. This will include living things, but
only insofar as they are involved with things thappen in the physical domain. Thus while
having an idea, falling in love, or graduating fraollege are certainly things that happen, these
sorts of happenings will not be our main focusthey introduce mental, emotional, and social
dimensions which complicate the picture considgrdtthink that the analyses | will offer,
however, do have relevance for these sorts of mapge Towards the end of the chapter, | will
suggests how the picture | have painted regardiaeghysical domain can (and should) be

extended to encompass happening in general.

4.1 The Temporality of Happening

As much as our approach resembles Husserl's aoitours, we find ourselves on quite different
terrain as soon as we turn to our subject mattestMonspicuous is the fact that, in
investigating happening, we introduce the problémhange, and thus move beyond the
boundaries Husserl explicitly sets for himselExperience and Judgmerithese were limited to
judgments about the perceptible properties of unging objects. We, however, must consider
change. Even if it is not the case that all happgmvolves change (and we will see it does not),
we certainly cannot ignore it.

One might think, however, that we can address ahanthout disrupting Husserl's basic
notion of predicative synthesis—that we can, thainicorporate change into Husserl’s
phenomenology of copular, property-attributing josignts. On such an account, changes of
various sorts would be attributed to objects jgs$tatic properties are. Just as ‘The apple is red’
assigns the property of redness to the apple, appée is falling’ would assign the property of
‘fallingness’ to it, indicating a particular kind ohange. The phenomenological work would
consist solely in examining the way dynamic, ‘vérpeoperties of objects are given to
consciousness. Husserl’s notion of judicative sgsit+—wherein a determinable subject is

posited as determined by a property—would remaaitared in its essentials.
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Husserl himself, as we saw, implicitly endorses #pproach in theogical
Investigations, insofar as he treats ‘Rain hagnsets an example of a copular judgment; we
posit the rain, together with its ‘having set is’@property of it. (On the other hand, we have
also seen that he professes agnosticism on théaues ‘verbal propositions’ irfexperience
and Judgmen} Such an approach is also compatible with thegny exemplification view of
events embraced by Kim and Bennett. They, too,easaw in Chapter 1, see ‘falling,’ ‘kissing,’
‘killing,” and the like as properties in a straifgrivard sense, even while leaving it an open
guestion which properties constitute events. Tlea id attractive in its straightforwardness. But
is it tenable?

In order to evaluate this claim, we need to geat embre phenomenological clarity on
what property ascription involves. Let's returneith to the Husserlian analyses of copular
judgments, in order to make some more general easens about their fulfilling experience.
Although Husserl’s investigations were limited nettypes of properties they addressed (viz.,
directly perceptible properties of static objet¢k®y can guide us to observations that I think
apply more generally. In particular, we will seattbasic copular judgments are fulfilled by
experiences with a particular type of temporal abar—I will call it ‘intemporality’—which, it
will turn out, distinguishes copular fulfillmentsoim the fulfillments of verbal judgments. These
latter exhibit what | will call ‘protemporality.’

To simplify the discussion, | will sometimes useegicative experience’ to refer to the
experiences that fulfill property-ascribing copyladgments, and ‘verbal experience’ for the
fulfillments of verbal judgments; ‘judicative expence’ refers to the fulfilling experience for
any judgment, whatever its type. | do this to neimcontinuity with Husserl’s terminology and
with the previous chapter (but also because ‘comKperience’ and ‘copular fulfillment’ sound,

for reasons that can remain unspoken, a bit awKward
4.1.1 The ‘intemporal’ character of predicative experiene

The judicative acts examined by HusserExperience and Judgmegenerate a copular
structure, in which a subject is posited as begtgmnined by a particular property. This posited
structure is the state of affairs intended; thélfiolent of the judgment is the experience wherein
the state of affairs itself is given. This fulfilant is in a sense thelosof any judgment. The

experienceability of the state of affairs is of is®Inot expressed in the judgment itself. Rather,
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Husserl’s idea is that to actually make a judgmetatheld it as valid, rather than merely to
understand it—is to assume the in-principle avditgtof an experience in which the state of
affairs would be experienced as itself. This isghenomenological accountleélief it is not a
bare affirming of the validity of a proposition, tmather the assumption of the experiential
availability of what is posited in it.

As we saw in Chapter 3, predicative experienca iaaive version of explication. It is a
willful living-through of the ‘coincidence’ of subgt and determination, an activity which
knows, so to speak, what it is looking for. Whatustively’ experienced is only what is relevant
to the judicative intention, even if—as will alma@divays be the case—we are passively
experiencing much more than this. To take a trigx@mple, if we are checking to see whether it
is true that, as someone has informed us, ‘thedblak is dusty,” we also may experience the
basketball as red. Yet so long as its rednesstisamething that we are, at that moment, trying
to intuit, this is not something experienced ‘aelyv’ This distinction between what is passively
and what is activelgxperienced is crucial, as it helps us discrimifgtisveen what is actually
part of the judicative experience proper, and wheately accompanies it. The example just cited
is trivial because what is inessential is so imbwious way: the ball’'s being red has nothing to
do with its being dusty. Understanding the pasaisté/e distinction, however, allows us to see
some less trivial aspects of experience that anetheless ‘inactive’ in predicative experience,
and in particular one aspect—temporal persistenchiehawill help us distinguish, in a clear
way, copular from verbal judgments.

Let’s think more carefully about the fulfillment tfe judgment, ‘The basketball is
dusty.” What is active in this experience? | apprehthe ball, and, guided by the judgment, look
for dust on its surface. As soon as | do encouhisy the judgment is fulfilled. As we have
already noted, any other qualities | encounter—esdnhardness—are not relevant, and thus are
not part of my active experience. These qualitiesyever, need not have been even passively
experienced; the ball may not have been red, amaythave been deflated and soft. Some
aspects of my passive experience, however, ardisfpénsable in this way. For example, the
ball must necessarily be experienced as havingaspxtension. Although we could certainly
experience this spatial extension actively, anderekorresponding judgment about it, it is not

an active part of the predicative experience thiills the judgment, ‘The basketball is dusty.’
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Although the spatial extension of the ball is etiséto the experience in a way its redness is not,
it is no more the focus the judgment itself.

Thus we can identify those aspects of experienaehndlways accompany predicative
fulfillments of certain types (e.g. spatial extemsin the case of judgments about physical
objects), yet remain outside the scope of whattively experienced in these fulfillments. It is
not, however, spatial extension that is of intetests, but rather temporal extension, i.e.
persistence. It is important for us to see howiptsce isnot an active part of predicative
experience, as this will help us distinguish itrplhafrom verbal experience.

In the case of the basketball, it is part of myezignce of the ball that it persists through
time. More specifically, if the judgment is to hefflled the particular property in question must
persist throughout my experience. This persistemo@gver, is not what is actively attended to.
What | am attentive to is whether, in my encoumtgh the ball, | encounter dust on its surface.
That of course requires that the dust persist tfitrouy encounter with it, but this is no more
actively attended to than is the balls three-dinmaity.

Another way of putting this is to say that | am aotively attentive to the ‘next’ and the
‘before’ of my experience. This experience of ceuwnsfolds temporally, and thus has a
passively temporal structure. Yet the successigest of my experience are not anticipated in an
active sense; | am not concerned with discoverihgtws to come, or with what has just passed.
This would only be the case if my judgment were stimmg along the lines of ‘The ball is
remaining dusty.” Then, of course, the persistefdais property throughout the phases of my
encounter with it would be a matter of active exgere. With a simple property-ascription, this
is not the case. | am only concerned with my discpwf dust on the ball; this is the only
‘moment’ of experience that matters.

So although Husserl’s analyses deal with statieaibj this does not mean that, in
judgments about them, their stasis is itself pavtlwat is judicatively intended. All that is
intended is the belonging of a property to an dbjegc in experiential terms, the availability of a
determination within the horizon of the object. Tisa what is intended, in experiential terms, is
that an experience of the object would yield anegigmce of a particular property. Thus when
we say that property-attributing copular judgmertsstitute states of affairs themselves, these
are not to be understood as the persistence obpery through time, but just the belonging of a

property to an object tout court.
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This is not to say that there is no temporal asfgeptoperty attribution. Our judgments
are tensed, after all. We can say not only thab#ikis dusty, but that it was dusty, will be
dusty, will have been dusty, etc. These temportrdenations, however, do not involve the
intention of temporal persistence. They simply catke whether the state of affairs is
experientially available now, was once availableyitl be available in the future. The
intentional mode is still one wherein it is availafp, and not persistence, that is relevant. For
this reason, we can say that while such judgmemtatédnd a temporal ‘position’ for the state of
affairs, they don’t intend a temporal dimensiornhe state of affairs itself. I'll call this the
‘intemporality’ of states of affairs, which is déifent an ‘atemporality’ which would exclude all
temporal determinations, and which applies, fomepia, to claims about ideal objects (e.g.
‘Squares have four sides’).

We can, of course, assign a state of affairs taraqoular span of time: ‘The ball was
continuously dusty from 9pm until 11pm on Octob8y 2012." Here we do seem to see the
positing of persistence; and to fulfill this judgnmiéor to have fulfilled it, since it is now
impossible to do so) would mean to be attentive temporal progression. Note, however, that
this is only the case once we explicitly assigaragoral duration to the state of affairs. The bare
judgment, without this temporal adjunct, has nchsieenporal dimension in its ‘default’ mode.

Now, although we have arrived at this observatipthinking about a perceptual
property of an unchanging object, it applies beythmsl restricted domain. Take, for example,
the case of properties that are not perceptibdestraightforward sense: the sadness of a person,
for example, the cost of a product, the difficudfya maze, etc. However these properties are
given to intentional consciousness—that is, whatéwe nature of the experience that would
fulfill a judgment concerning them—it is clear thiae corresponding states of affairs are
intended in the same intemporal mode as thosevimgpperceptual properties. The judgment
‘Mary is sad,” for example, is fulfilled by an exjence (of some sort) in which my encounter
with Mary yields the appearance of her sadnessytjir her own self-reporting, for example). It
is not my concern to actively follow the continwattiof this sadness from moment to moment, so
long as my interest is just to validate the judgmiself. | just want to confirm that which is
posited in the judgment—that sadness is a discblemoperty of Mary. The same can be said

for the other examples.
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Nor do properties, to be intended intemporally,dieebe properties of static objects. |
have in mind dispositional properties, like beirmgibcy, or pliable, or quick-tempered, which
denote, if not an actual change or activity to bjeat, at least the possibility of such. The
ascription of dispositions to objects is a comgleablem which | do not intend to clarify hefe.
However, it is clear that states of affairs invalyidispositional properties are also intended in an
intemporal manner. Dispositional properties canafrse be posited as persisting, just as any
property can be—a ball can remain bouncy (or sepdibouncy), and a person can remain
quick tempered (or change her attitude). Yet whersimply ascribe such properties to objects
we are not intending their persistence; we aregasigning a disposition to the object, in the
present, past, or future.

The intemporality of states of affairs extends elweyond the realm of property
ascriptions, including as well prepositional judgnse(‘The cat is on the mat’), classificatory
judgments (‘Socrates is a man’), and identity juégts (‘The morning star is the evening star’).
Again, the nature of the judicative experience thatild fulfill such judgments is a complex
matter which | will not broach. I do think it islsevident, however, that these fulfillments will
not involve an attention to temporal progressibeytwill not involve an attention to the ‘next’
and ‘before’ of the fulfilling experience.

As a general rule, then, copular judgments do sse¢mtially involve the intemporal
intentionality | have described here. The stateafiaiirs they constitute are not intended in their
temporal extension, and the fulfilment of thesggments does not involve an active attention to
their temporal progression. We must bear this indwhen we compare the states of affairs

intended in copular judgments to the happeningsohéd in verbal judgments.
4.1.2 The ‘protemporal’ character of verbal experience

Verbal judgment-fulfillments exhibit precisely tBert of temporality that is missing from
predicative judgments. That is, judgments which @aswer the question, ‘What is happening?’
do, as a rule, involve attention to a temporal pgegion. | will call this aspect of verbal

experience ‘protemporality.’

! This topic will be briefly revisited when we examiHusserl’s notion of “causal properties,” se@hel
‘Generalizing the Picture: Force and Non-Mechanitappenings,’ p.191ff.
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The protemporality of verbal experience is easyughdo see when the happening at
issue involves change of some sort. If | claim 8@hething is changing—that an apple is
falling, that a tree is growing, that my sistegiswing angry, etc.—I am explicitly intending, in
each case, a characteristic alteration, over torha,property of the object in question (the
position of an apple, the size of tree, the moorhgfsister, and so on). The kind of experience
that would fulfill these judgments—what I'm caljjrverbal experience—would, accordingly, be
one in which there is an active attention to trexthand the ‘before.’ In the case of a falling
apple, for example, | must follow the apple throwgith new phase of its temporal position,
always with an awareness of where it just was,veitidan anticipatory expectation of where it
will be next. My sister’s growing anger would bgpexienced along analogous lines. As for the
growing tree, we can’t experience this in the s&em-time’ way (without the mediation of
time-lapse photography); but an experiential fifént of this judgment would require, in a
different sense, an active attention to past phasée tree (held in memory) and anticipations
of it future phases.

One might object, however, that not all changesatended over time. Some are
‘punctual’ or ‘instantaneous.For example, in the claim ‘John reached the fifiisé,’ or ‘The
apple started to fall,” what is happening seentsatee no temporal extension whatsoever. While
this is in one sense true—finishing and startinigemconsidered in isolation, have no
measurable temporal extension—in both cases thesé lme a temporal progression for which
we are identifying the beginning or the end. Faaragle, there is indeed no temporal extension
involved in reaching a finish line, if this is cadered ‘on its own.” But we cannot in truth intend
such a termination in isolation; we can only speglarriving’ insofar as we intend a progressive
approach to which it is the conclusion. The coroesiing argument can obviously be made for
‘beginning.” Somewhat differently, the claim ‘Thk&ar disappeared from view,’ involves a
punctual happening; and here we cannot speak aéthrenation or initiation of a process. Still,

temporal extension is of course relevant here sbarething to disappear, it must have been

? The various temporal structures indicated by veresconsidered in linguistic semantics under trading of
“aspect.” Zeno Vendler introduced a widely-acceptledsification for aspect, according to which wedenote
either (a) states as in “John knows Sally” or “g#ilves John;” (b) atelic activities with no impdigoal as in
“Ralph drove his car” or “The carcass decomposér);achievements with punctual goals as in “Mirafideshed
the book;”, and (d) accomplishments with gradualthieved goals as in “Sarah is building a house€ Zeno
Vendler,Linguistics in Philosophy(Ilthaca, N.Y.,: Cornell University Press, 1967§:121. Aspectual distinctions
comprise an area ripe for phenomenological analifsvever, aside from the brief considerationshim paragraph
above, it is a problem | will leave for future work
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previously visible. Accordingly, the fulfilmentd such judgments cannot not be carried out
without the active experience of a progressionglving an attention to the ‘before’ and ‘next.’
Change, then, provides a straightforward demonstraif the protemporality of verbal
experience, whereby temporal extension is actigedgped. We must not make the mistake,
however, of identifying protemporality with the peption of change. Not everything that
happens, it turns out, involves change. This maynsike an odd claim, but upon reflection we
can see that it is confirmed by our intuitions. ¢ime, for example, that you walk into your
friend’s home and find him hovering, motionlessethfeet above the floor. Nothing is changing,
but certainly something is happening. My friendyedy, is hovering in mid-air. To take a more
realistic example, we can imagine a weightlifteldivty a barbell above his head. He may be
quite still, but this does not mean that nothingappening. If we were asked, ‘What is
happening,” we could answer, quite naturally, ‘Soneeis holding a barbell above his head.’
The case of changeless happening raises an impqrtastion. What does it have in
common with change, such that both are considéngtg's that happen’? We’'ll return to this
guestion shortly; indeed, the case of changelgsgdmang will be of crucial significance as we
try to deepen our understanding of happening ireggnFor now, let us just note what is
relevant to the issue at hand, namely the tempypiairolved in verbal experience. Even in these
cases where no change is involved, it is still emtdhat a temporal progression is part of what is
intended. My friend is maintaining his position abdhe ground; the weightlifter is keeping the
weight aloft. In both cases, the fulfillment ofiajcative intention involves a continuous
attention to the ‘before’ and the ‘next.” We mushfirm, in validating such judgments, that what
has been the case continues to be so; and thistmiwith predicative experience where an

attention to temporal extension is not relevant.
4.1.3 Avoiding the ‘states vs. changes’ mistake

As a rule, then, verbal judgments are fulfilleddxperiences in which temporal progression is
actively experienced, while predicative judgmemtsreot. This should indicate to us that, as we
try to develop a phenomenology of verbal judgmentscannot simply import the model of
property ascription that corresponds to the coguldgment. The objectivities intended in
judgments of the forr®is p are essentially intemporal; the having of a propernot something

necessarily intended in its temporal extensions Tineans: the fulfilling experience is not one in
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which the ‘next’ and ‘before’ are active componeoitshe experience. Happenings are
necessarily protemporal, as a matter of essenceh&vefore have a strong reason to identify
two distinct basic types.

This phenomenological distinction permits us, agivav out the contrasts between
copular and verbal judgments, to avoid a subtlechutial mistake. The mistake would be to
distinguish these two types of judgments by cotirgdgthem, respectively, with unchanging
states and with change. On this view, a copulagmeht would correspond to the persistence
(unchange), over a span of time, of a particulaperty of an object, while a verbal judgment
would correspond to the change, over a span of, tvite respect to a certain property of an
object. (We ignore for the time being the probleansed in the previous section, of ‘changeless
happening.’) Thus ‘The apple was moldy’ would iratethat, between two points in time, the
apple had mold on it at every moment, while ‘Thplagell from the counter would indicate
that, between two points in time, the apple was sequence of different positions at every
moment. In fact, both sentences would assign aeseguof properties to the object; the copular
sentence would just assign a sequence in whiclaod¢he same property is repeated at each
moment.

Such a model would thus allow us to argue that lew@nd verbal judgments are not, in
fact, so different after all. We could, it wouldese, assimilate verbs into a property ascription
model. The only difference would be that verbalgonents ascribe a succession of different
properties to an object over time, whereas propastyiptions ascribe just a single property.
Verbs like ‘falling’ or ‘breaking’ or ‘running’ ofdying’ are different from predicates like
‘moldy,” ‘intact,” ‘sitting’ or ‘alive,” but only insofar as the former assign property successions,
while the latter assign property persistence.

This view becomes untenable once we have seewdpatar property-attributions do
not, as a rule, actively ascribe property persg#dn objects. They are intemporal; the
persistence of the property is not intended in theemd is not attended to in their fulfillment.
Copular judgments posit only the availability gbarticular determination within the horizon
delimited by the object (including the ‘outer hanz in which its relational properties appear).
To intend the persistence of the property requaresgther intentional act, fulfilled by a
protemporal experience, in which the ‘next’ and ‘thefore’ are attended to actively. Copular

property ascription—claiming th&is p—is intemporal a matter of essence. Thus if verbal
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judgments exhibit a different kind of intentionglitn which temporal progression is explicitly
intended, we cannot simply interpret them as aiapelass of property ascription. They are
rather judgments of an essentially different kind.

Keeping this distinction in view allows us to seeavay in which the property
exemplification model, which attempts to concei¥ewents from within a copular paradigm,
ultimately serves to occlude essential aspects afry subject matter. Kim and Bennett, as we
saw in Chapter 1, characterize events as exengiltits by substances of properties at a time.
Kim offers the notationx,P,{. This proposal—Kim’s, at least—is meant to bedat@nough to
include both events (which in Kim’'s view involvearige) and states (which do not). Within the
larger context of Kim’s concerns this may seemirat tinobjectionable. Part of his goal is to
formalize identity conditions for those ‘entitiashich are subsumed under causal 1&wsg
indeed, we can just as easily ask ‘Why is the esptierical?’ as we can ‘What caused the apple
to fall?’ He thus suggests that we not make mudch foss about the distinction between (so-
called) states and (so-called) events. Accordirifdifing’ is a property just as ‘spherical’ is:
both can be exemplified by an object at a timei(oe segment). They are both properties that
objects can ‘have.’

The problem with this model, however, is precigbbt it treats verbs as designators for
properties objects possess. To see them this waysisoehorn them into a copular relation
which is not in fact applicable to them. We stéiMe more to discover about the nature of verbal
judgments. Already, however, we have seen thatgrtghaving is something intended
intemporally, whereas happening is not. The faat Kim’'s model includes a temporal variable
does not remedy this problem. As we saw, copuldgments are not atemporal—the states of
affairs they denote are temporally locatable; $@oorse, are things that happen. To apply a
temporal index in both cases is therefore unproatemThe distinct issue with things that
happen is that they are intended protemporally. Mdappens does not just hold at a time, it
must take place over time (or be the initiatiort@imination of something that does).

In phenomenological terms, this means that comylatheses and verbal syntheses
generate fundamentally different intentional stuoes. Verbal judgments do not generate
structures in which a property is intended as ‘bgiong,” intemporally, to an object. Rather, they

generate structures in which objects participai® temporal unfolding. Only through their

% Kim, "Causation, Nomic Subsumption, and the CohoéjEvent."
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participation in this unfolding can we say of thémat something has happened to them. This is
of course to say something ‘about’ the objectayas stressed above, and in this more general
sense verbal judgments do ‘predicate somethingbggcts. Verbal and copular judgments do
have this much, at least, in common. This commuondiowever, exists at a level of generality

in which the true, distinct natures of copular aedbal judgments remains obscured.

4.2 \Verbal Experience

At this point we have only discussed verbal expegein a superficial way, in order to
distinguish its temporal aspect from that of pratliee experience. We need a more detailed
picture. What is the nature of the type of expergewhich fulfills verbal judgments? What are
its general features? In other words, what doe®edn to experience something as happening—
to experience happening? This question is not @lglposed in Husserl’s writings. Since he
does not identify verbal judgments as a distindgjuent form, the question of the fulfilling
experience of such a judgment does not arise. Helests, we can find in his work some
attempts to grapple with issues that are relevaott question.

We have already identified one aspect of verbategpce—namely, that it involves an
attention to temporal progression. We'll begin tegtion by looking in a bit more detail at this
aspect of verbal experience, borrowing analyses tHusserl’s well-known essay on time-
consciousness. It will quickly become apparent, évav, that while this is a necessary feature of
verbal experience, it is hardly sufficient, sintdoes not serve to distinguish happening from
mere persistence. This might be taken to suggasttik distinguishing feature of verbal
experience is the apprehension of change. We Heaeds seen, of course, that not all
happening involves change, and so we will cleaalyehto look elsewhere if we hope to discover
what is essential to happening as such. Nonethélesprecisely by thinking carefully about
change that we can discover what it shares in camaiil changeless happening. For this
section, Husserl’s discussion of changé&lning and Spacand the second book lafeaswill be
instructive, as they in fact point us to the comaiiiy we are looking for—namely the
involvement of ‘force.” We will examine this idea great detail, presenting the argument that
verbal experience involves, fundamentally, an eepee of force through its effects. As we will
see, however, force, presents serious challenggsetoomenological reflection, problems which
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frustrated Husserl himself. We cannot hope to kestilese problems here; we will merely
attempt to bring the problems themselves to claaityl suggest directions for further thought.
More generally, the material covered in this sectannot be taken as a thorough,
definitive account of verbal experience in allvtgieties and richness. That task, insofar as it is
even possible, could fill a book, or three. As aeggal account, however, it will give us enough
material to suggest a characterization of what bap essentially is, and to start thinking about

the kind of judicative structure that is requirecatiequately express it in propositional form.
4.2.1 Temporal progression

Verbal experience, as we have seen, is distinot fseedicative experience insofar as it
necessarily involves an active attention to temigan@gression. This involves a change in
attitude towards the object being experienced.dijject is not simply, as in predicative
experience, encountered as something with an itéorizon of discoverable determinations
(or an external horizon of discoverable relatiobsit, rather as something with past phases and
phases yet-to-come. While temporal intentions g@icit in the apprehension of any real object
whatsoever—since they all appear to us within gotmal flux—it is not always the case that we
encounter an object with an active interest indteporal phases. Husserl draws this distinction,
in his early time-consciousness es$agjng the example of a tone: “When a tone soumgs,
objectivating apprehension can make the tone jtaglich endures and fades away, into an
object and yet not make the duration of the tongheitone in its duration into an object. The
latter—the tone in its duration—is a temporal objéc

We should pause here to remark that Husserl’s nati@ ‘temporal object’ is overly
broad, to the point of incoherence. He does gigereise definition: “objects that are not only
unities in time but that also contain temporal asten in themselvesYet over the course of
the essay he gives examples which are hard to gnbejene coherent category. Even in a single

sentence, for example, he claims that in additioiones, melodies are also temporal objects,

* Husserl went on to write further, and think moaeefully, about time-consciousness in later woh tvere not
published in his lifetime. | will not consider tteekere, as the question of time is not, as wesa#, decisive for the
guestion of verbal experience. We can get moresw What we need from the earlier work. See howevey,
below.
®> Edmund Hussern the Phenomenology of the Consciousness of ait&me (1893-1917)rans. John B.
Brough, (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1924.
6 .

Ibid.
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along with “any change whatsoever, but also...angig@nce without changé.Yet while a
tone—nhis first example—has a sensuous contindigyunity of a melody across time is one of a
quite different sort, involving harmonic and rhytiemelations, among other things; indeed the
very objective status of a melody poses a hostiestjons and problems. Worse still is the
inclusion of change and persistence, which doretsto be temporal objects at all, but rather
things we might say about temporal objects. Latehe text he refers to “a flight of birds or a
troop of cavalry at the gallop and the |iKeThis is vexing as well. Is the flight the temporal
object? Or is it the flock of birds, in their temrpbextension? Is it the galloping, or the troop?

Rather than try to sort out these problems, wegustrfocus first on the notion of a
temporal object Husserl develops using the exawipdetone. A tone, he tells us, need not be
apprehended in its temporal duration; but it caraipe to do so involves a particular kind of
apprehension. Husserl is not here treating thereeqgee of a tone as the fulfillment of a
judgment about it, yet it is easy enough to see Wwevmight use Husserl’s distinction in a
judicative context. On the one hand, we can makelleo judgments that ascribe properties to
the tone—that it is high-pitched or abrasive, fwample. The fulfillments of such judgments
involve what we have been calling intemporal exgreee; in this experience, the tone itself is not
apprehended as a temporal object. On the other, nandan make verbal judgments about the
tone—that it is rising in pitch, that it is fadingtc. To fulfill such judgments, we must apprehend
the tone as something temporally extended.

How is a temporal object apprehended as such?qligistion of course can lead us—as it
does in Husserl's essay—to consider the very natiutiene-consciousness itself. Let us avoid
these treacherous waters, sticking to some basieresitions. These will be familiar to anyone
who has read Husserl's writings on time, but theyvaorth reviewing briefly. First, it is
important to remember that our interest is in #magoral character of objects as they are
experienced, rather than in the constitution ofodfective’ time within which empirical objects
are taken to exist. That is, we are interestetertémporality of objects as they appear, rather
than of objects insofar as they are considerediad-mdependent entities with real temporal
locations. These two considerations—subjective tama objective time—are of course

phenomenologically intertwined. For our concerngéer—namely, the phenomenological

7 bid.
8 bid., 71.
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characterization of verbal experience—what maitetise experience of objects as temporal
appearances.

Thus it should not bother us that Husserl, for nobgtis essay, limits his analyses to
what he calls “immanent” temporal objects, rattantempirical, “transcendent” temporal
objects. His field of interest is our direct, serysexperience of objects, rather than the ‘real’
intentional objects we intend as transcendingdkjgerience: not a tone, for example, as
something being produced by an instrument andiegigt objective time, but the tone
considered “purely as hyletic daturhHusserl’s identification of pure sense data ashigect
matter is a bit misleading. The visual sensatibas ¢nsue as | cast my eyes about my office
may constitute a temporal sequence of some sdrthisudoes not appear to be what Husserl has
in mind when he speaks of immanent temporal ohj&ather, what he seems to mean—and
what, in any case, we can productively take hirméan—are the sensation-sequences that
pertain to the experience of a particular percdpmibgect.

Again, then: how is a temporal object apprehendesbah? Or, restated in light of what
has just been said: what is the manner of immaaygmearance of a temporal object? As with
any object that is directly experienced, it mustrbmediately present in a ‘now’; there must be
some phase of the object | am currently perceivitagh present moment, however, immediately
becomes a past one; it “passes over into retehfioMusser!’s terminology, while a new now
“continuously relieves” the one that has passed fietention'™° To each presently perceived
phase of the object there belongs a continuousssefiretentions of what was previously
perceived; and with each new now, the “comet’s tdiretentions is itself modified, expanding
as its beginning-point fades further from the pnéseoment. (Our talk of ‘each’ new now must
of course be understood as an idealization, siieexperience is not of discrete, separate
moments but rather of a continuity.)

This much, however, is already true of my expemeoicany object that appears in time,
regardless of whether | am apprehending it ineitlsdoral extension. It is part of my experience
of any such object that each new present phas# experienced as the appearance of a new
object, but rather as the continued presence dcdahee object that was just present. To

% Ibid., 25.
%pid., 31.
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experience an objeesa temporal object must involve something more flaahthe mere
retention of previous phases. What is this extraetbing?

Husserl provides us, in this text at least, withy@partial answer to this questidrhe
best he offers is an insistence that, for a temmijact to be apprehended as such, its past
phases must not only be retained (as is the caalkemrperience), but must in a certain sense be
‘perceived’ together with the present phase. $yrggpeaking, of course, the only phase that can
be perceived is the present dh&.et in another sense we would say that we perdeivgorally
extended objects as wholes. We can, after all, @rdstinction between a temporal object that
is currently being perceived, and one that is nger@iembered. Husserl argues, therefore, that
we need a different, wider notion of perceptiort ttem accommodate the perception of temporal
objects, a notion which does not limit perceptiomhat is seen at the now-point. The wider
concept of perception is “the act that places shingtbefore our eyes as the thing itself, the act
thatoriginally constituteghe object.*? Within this wider concept, we can talk about the
“perception” of the past, as opposed to recollectibit. This perception of the past occurs
through retention, which he also calls “primary noeya’ In primary memory, the past (more
specifically, the just-past) is “constituted presgively, not re-presentatively1t is directly
perceived, rather than recollected.

Following this line of thought, the experience deeporal object would appear to be
one in which the past is actively perceived togetin¢h the present. As Husserl puts it: “an act
claiming to give a temporal object itself must @ntin itself ‘apprehensions of the now,’
‘apprehensions of the past,” and so on; specifical originally constituting apprehensiors.”

In this mode of perception, the perceiver “stilbftis on to’ the elapsed tones themselves in
consciousness and progressively brings about titye afrthe consciousness that is related to the
unitary temporal object'®

This answer is only partial because it does nai helunderstand how the present and
past form a progressive unity. We can say thajustepast is ‘perceived’ along with the present,
but this is not yet to say that they are experidraga single, ongoing temporal progression.
Husserl does appear to identify this as a crusipéet in the experience of temporal objects.

1 See ibid., 40.

21bid., 43.

3 bid.

“bid., 41.

15 |bid., 40. In this case, Husserl has in mind aauhel
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With reference to a melody, for example, he writed it “appears as present as long as it still
sounds, as long as tones belonging to it and nieamtenexus of apprehension still soun§.”
Yet how are we to understand this “one nexus,” Inclv present and past are experiences as part
of an ongoing whole? Again, we are at risk herevafidering off into the thicket of problems
presented by time-consciousness itself. We carsfoau question, however, by thinking of it as
analogous to one we raised in the previous chatgarding explication. There, the question
was how individual, newly discovered determinatians experienceds determinations of an
object of interest, rather than simply as new, lateel experiences. We can pose a similar
guestion in the current context: how are new phasas object experiencexs new phases in an
ongoing temporal progression?

Recall how Husserl addressed the question conageaxiplication. The key lay in
thinking about explicative encounters with an obgecthe elucidation of horizon. When first
encountered, an object has a ‘vague generalityppen determinateness,’” which is
subsequently filled-in or ‘elucidated’ with morecamore determinate explicates. Explicates are
experienced as determinations of the object prigdmxause they appear within the context of
this horizon. The horizon guides my perceptualrggeto ask ‘questions’, so to speak, that
particular explicates then answer. Husserl thusrmple the special unity of substrate and
predicate in a particular sort of expectant attemtnamely an attention which expects what is
indeterminate about an object to be made determinat

We can approach the unity of the temporal phases@iporal object in the same way.
For an object to be experienced as a temporal bbjec it to be experienced ‘in its duration’'—
each now must be experienced as the continuatiarmaf preceded it. This in turn requires a
different kind of expectant attention. What is extpe are not, as in explication, new explicates
that fill in the vague horizon of the object, battrer new phases of the object itself. This means
that, as we are experiencing the object in its ‘how are expectantly attentive to what is just to
come. Each fresh now is thus experienced not anheav, but as the new moment that was
awaited. So while the past phases are ‘held oagavhat was previously present, the present
itself is experienced as the continuation of thetHa

16 |

Ibid.
Y For a discussion of Husserl's similar resolutidithis issue in his later work, see Rudolf Bertieiisserl's New
Phenomenology of Time Consciousness in the Bernainugkripts,” iron Time: New Contributions to the
Husserlian Phenomenology of Tineel. Dieter Lohmar and Ichiro Yamaguchi (Dordre&hpringer, 2010), 12-13.
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It is important to emphasize how this is differéom the simple apprehension of an
object, which of course unfolds temporally, bubha protemporal in the sense we have
articulated. When | apprehend an object, each nement is of course a continuation of
previous phases. Furthermore, this continuatiom éssense ‘expected’; if a chair | am looking at
were suddenly to disappear, | would be quite ssegki However, this expectation is a passive
one relative to the active expectation involvethie apprehension of temporal progression. In
the latter case, the new phases are not just ghggincountered, but actively expected. Thus we
must be careful not to simply call this active estpéion ‘protention,” without further specifying
it as a distinct, active form of protentiGh(Husserl does, in the text under consideration,
casually refer to the protentional aspect of theeglence of temporal objects, but without
clarifying this important distinction regarding #stive and passive form3.

These observations give us a way to understanplattieular unity of present and past in
the experience of a temporal object. Each now piegeenced as the fulfillment of an active
protention, and thus as the continuation of a puevnow. With the experience of the new now,
however, there is a new protention, which in terrmmediately fulfilled. Each new now, we can
say, both fulfills a previous expectation, and seras the basis for a new one. Each is
experienced not as the end-point of a series heuletading edge of an ongoing process of
protentions and fulfilments. The now is ‘uniteditivthe past of the temporal object because, in
it, we actively experience both the fulfillmentjokt-past protentions, and the continued
expectation of new nows. The object is thus expegd as progressing in time, rather than
simply experienced as an object.

We now have at least a basic phenomenological griaigie experiences through which
we encounter objects in their temporal extensiens aequired for the fulfillment of verbal
judgments. We do need to make a small correctiowekier, to the account we have presented
thus far. Up until now, we have been speakingd afat is fulfilled in each new now is the
expectation of a new phase of the object. We sh@iler say, however, that what we expect are
new phases of the object with respect to specibpgrties. In tracking the progress of an object,
we are not necessarily attentive to all its prapsrtf we follow a tone as it rises in pitch, for

18t is also important to distinguish the protentishich intends yet-to-arrive phases of an objeminfthe
protention involved in explication, which intendsget undetermined explicates of the object.

19 «Every process that constitutes its object oritjjnis animated by protentions that emptily congstwhat is
coming as coming, that catch it and bring it towtlfillment.” Husserl,On the Phenomenology of the
Consciousness of Internal TirBd.
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example, we may not be attentive to its volumeéffollow an apple as it falls to the ground,
we may not be attentive to its shape. Indeed,a@mgirically impossible to track all of an
object’s properties at once. Thus when we spedlkeoéxperience that gives objects in their
temporal extension, what we really mean is the e&pee of the temporal progression of a
specific property (or a few) that is of interesutin a given experience

This specification in turn tempts us to understeeidbal experience itself in precisely
these terms, namely as the experience of a prepedyence. The problem, with this
conception, however, is that it includes any propsequence whatsoever, even those in which
the property remains unchanged over time. Whildhae seen that there are some cases of
changeless happening (which we will return to mnilext section), property persistence is for the
most part not judged as something that happens inehgine, for example, that someone points
to an egg resting in a nest, and predicts thatabout to start trembling and cracking open. As
we observe it, we experience just the kind of aitterexpectation we have been describing.
With each now, we await the next now; and the neti(just-past) nows extend into an ever-
growing sequence of phases, constituting an esiemg which the egg has remained
uncracked. Yet we would not say of this temporaéeithat something is happening in it (with
respect to the egg). To the contrary, it would bemal for us to proclaim, with disappointment,
that nothing is happening.

Verbal experience, then, involves more than justekperience of temporal progression.
If all happening involved change, the problem wdatdrelatively easy to resolve. We could
characterize verbal experience not just as thereqpe of a temporal progression, but one in
which a specific property (or properties) of anembjchanges in a specific way over the temporal
extent. If there is changeless happening, howelen, identifying certain temporal experiences
as the experience of change does not yet tell ysthdy are experiences in which something
happens. There must be something else, sharedtbhekperiences, which gives them their

common character.

4.2.2 Change and changeless happening

If it is not change as such that characterizesalerkperience—if there is something else going
on—then conceiving of happening as change musévaih in cases where change is in fact

involved. There must be a phenomenological residwanto speak, which an account of change
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leaves unexamined. Let’s begin, then, by tryingrialyze ‘changeful’ happenings strictly in

terms of change, to identify the point where sutlaecount falters.

The commonsense view of change

Change is of course itself a philosophical bugbaatassic site of paradox and aporia. We are
here sidestepping, however, the deeper questiangd #ie nature and possibility of change, and
simply accepting what | take to be the commonsgrese of it. On this view, an object changes
if a property it possesses at one moment is reglage different property at a later moment. By
‘different property,’ | mean a difference withinetlspectrum of a particular property type: a
change from one color to another, from one positiospace to another, from one mood to
another, etc. This notion of change is helpfulgdibed by Lawrence Lombard in terms of
what he calls a “quality space.” The propertiedimita quality space are contraries; to have one
of them at a certain time is to not have any ofdtiers. An object, for example, cannot be in
two positions at the same time (supposed quantopepties aside), or be shaped in two
different ways; therefore position and shape cosepdistinct quality spaces. By contrast, an
object can both be on top of my head and hat-shapetthese two properties do not belong to
the same quality space. It is also the case tkatdane property within a quality space means
gaining another; if an object stops being hat-stapenust take on another forfhA change in

an object is thus formalized by Lombard as followkerex is an objectt, is a time, and [§?
P1....Py,..] is the set of properties that comprise a dqyaljpace

A change in x... consists in x’s moving from havipgdperty] P at [time] t to its

having R at t'.#*

A change, as so defined, is in fact what Lombatiis ea ‘event.??

We find the same conception of change in Hussedity considerations of the topic,
such as are found in his “Dingvorlesung.” Thesenked part of a 1907 lecture course, and have
been published in English aking and SpaceThe lectures are concerned with the perception of
physical objects, and are limited, for the most,garanalyses of static objects. Towards the end
of these lectures, however, Husserl turns his tttemno changing objects, considering both

see Lawrence Brian Lombarlyents : A Metaphysical Study.ondon ; Boston: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1986),
113ff.

ZIEvents,"Canadian Journal of Philosoptg; no. 3 (1979): 438. For a more detailed fornmatasee als@&vents :

A Metaphysical Study 68.

22 Kim takes a more minimal approach, specifying thahange occurs when an object gains or losepraperty.

See Kim, "Events as Property Exemplifications," .159
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gualitative changes (such as changes in coloryangeement through space. His approach here
is of course different from Lombard’s, since helgaged in a phenomenology of perception,
rather than a ‘metaphysical’ study of events. Hiig & not to articulate definitions and identity
criteria for events, but rather to disclose thadtrres of experience through which objects
appear as changing. Thus, for example, Hussedmudsion of motion is informed by his earlier
considerations regarding the role of the percesvkinaesthetic experiences in the perception of
the spatial form and location of objects.

Nonetheless, his understanding of what counts asgehis functionally identical to
Lombard’s. Let’s look first at his discussion ofadjtative change. Husserl uses color as his
example. An object’s particular color property rderstood, in his phenomenological analysis,
to correspond to an ordered “manifold” of colorqegtions. A cube perceived as having a
certain red hue will appear differently under diéfet lighting conditions, from different angles,
at different distances, and even at different goamt its surface. All of these possibilities
together comprise the color manifold of the obj&d.long as this range of possibilities remains
constant, the cube is perceived as having a souite, regardless of changes in the way it
appears. A change in the actual color of the culoers as soon as the manifold that was
previously available is replaced by another oneei¥Ipreviously, for example, the movements
of my eyes would call forth a specific sequencealdr appearances (as | look at different points
on the cube) corresponding to a specific hue,emitw phase the old manifold is disrupted:
“With the eye-movement, there constantly appeaosn fone phase to the next, an image that is
colored differently than was to be expected ingtese of the stationary manifoltf.”

If the change were to suddenly stop, then we weetlagin to a color-manifold
appropriate to an unchanging object. Thus to ephase in a change there corresponds a
manifold appropriate to that particular color. @licse, if the object is constantly changing, there
is never time to experience the manifold in itSetgr As soon as we move our eyes, for
example, or step around the object, we are notepteeith the color-appearance expected from
the manifold to which the previous color-appeardmelengs, but rather a different one, which
would be expected in a different manifold. So inta@uous change, where the temporal duration

of each phase approaches the “null-point"—i.enfmitesimally short—the manifold “persists

% Edmund HusserlThing and Space : Lectures of 19&ans. Richard Rojcewicz, (Dordrecht Kluwer Acenie
Publishers, 1997), 229.
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as a possible manifold* That is, to each phase of the object there cooretpa system of
possible experiences of that object under diffeceniditions, even though few of these possible
experiences can be actualized in practice.

Husserl's description of movement proceeds alomgiai lines. A stationary object of a
certain form presents itself to my vision as a rfadiof appearances that are correlated to
specific kinaesthetic experiences. If | move mysgyer example, the object will no longer be in
the center of my field of vision; if | walk arounkde object, the shape of its profile will shift in
determinate and repeatable ways. A change of mt&iperceived when the manifold available
at one moment is no longer available in the nelké @bject may no longer be in the center of
my field of vision, even though | have not moved eygs; to return it to the center, | have to
move my eyes, or turn my head, etc. If it rotaitissperceived profile may also change in shape;
to return to the profile | first had in view, | ndwvave to move my body so that | am viewing it
from the former perspective. “Every series of apaeees of this kind,” Husserl writes,
“exclusively consists in appearances such as teegip to the stationary thing in any given
location and also such as every continuous nexapéarances pertains to the system of
possible nexuses of appearances in the case sfatienary thing.®

While there are complexities in Husserl’s analysbgh we have not addressed, we can
see how his approach constitutes a phenomenologgcsibn of the conception of change we
find in Lombard. While for Lombard change descrilasda replacement of one property by
another within the same quality-space, for Husseshge involves the replacement of one
manifold of possible appearances—which is constgudf a property— by another of the same
type. Thus we can understand Husserl's account@ser version of the commonsense view. It
describes the appearance, for a perceiving sulgieatsequence of relevantly different
properties attributed to the same object.

What happens when things change?

The question, then, is whether this account okettyperience of change suffices to characterize
verbal experience in which change is involved. Tisaivhen we experience change, is the
experience of change enough to tell us what is é@ipg? Some simple thought experiments can
demonstrate how change on its own fails to givéhasvhole picture. First, imagine a car, which

2\bid., 231.
% bid., 239.
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you perceive moving in a straight line across yfald of vision. You see it only for a second or
two — it appears from behind one building, let'y,snd disappears behind another. The car is
too far away for you to see inside it, or to héamy noises coming from it. Now, we can
describe the motion you have perceived as a canisahange in location, from point A to point
B. Does the experience of this change exhaust ydhatvould see as happening in this case?

To see that it does not, let's construct two défdrscenarios. In the first, you (the
perceiver) reasonably assume that the car is laingn; the motor is on, and someone’s foot is
on the gas. You would judge, in this case, that#ras being driven from point A to point B. In
the second scenario, you learn that the car waegam a steep hill, out of view, when its
parking brake failed. It started to roll down th#, Ipicking up speed, and you know it is about
zip across your field of vision, from point A ar@iiards B. When you see this, the spatial
change you experience is the same as in the fiesizsio®® Yet you would no longer judge that
the car is being driven, but rather that it ising/lfrom A to B. Regarding the same change—
movement from A to B—you would say that two quitéedtent things are happening in each
case.

The change itself then, underdetermines what yewaséappening. But what constitutes
the relevant difference between, in these exampkdsyeen the two movements? In the former
case, you take the car to be moving under its ‘dmpulse?®’ In the latter case, you take the car
to be moving solely because of its momentum. Itld@ppear, then, that what distinguishes a
driven car from a rolling car has something to dthwhe way force is involved in the
movement. It matters whether the force is comingnfwithin the car, or is rather somehow
imposed on it.

In introducing the notion of ‘force,’ | should bé&ar that | do not have in mind a concept
that would fit into a scientific theory. You domieed to understand anything sophisticated about
how motors transfer energy to wheels to experi¢neear as being driven. In fact, you don’t
need to even know that cars have motors; you pat ko know that cars can ‘move themselves’

without an outside impetus. Nor, in the seconecased you have any scientific knowledge

%The car will in fact be slowly decelerating, buiygon’t have enough time to notice this deceleratimd you
might not even grasp that that it is necessarytddection.

?"I'm ignoring the role of the “driver” here, as | lothink it is relevant in identifying the key drence between
these two cases. We could imagine, for examplé thieae is in fact no one in the car, and the gakaphas been
taped down.
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regarding momentum (or gravity), any less thaniyeed such an understanding to know that
throwing a ball will project it through the air.

In fact, our grasp of these forces in experieneenseto be independent of anything we
might call a real ‘understanding’ of them. To makis point clearer, let's look at a somewhat
more fanciful example. Imagine that you are watgtarmagician’s performance, and are
exposed to a series of illusions, in two stages.

A gold coin rests in the magician’s left palm. Agstares at it with exaggerated
concentration, it rises up into the air. She nowmisoat the coin with her right
hand, and starts moving her finger in tight cirdesl figure-eights; the coin
follows along, apparently linked to her finger byiavisible beam. Slowly, she
moves her finger so that it is pointing down to téigle in front her; the coin,
accordingly, moves down until it is resting flat the table.

The magician then turns around for another prog. ddin however, pops up
behind her, and goes through the same set of matesbatics, but this time
‘unbeknownst’ to the magician. (Of course, we kribis all part of the act.) The
audience laughs, but just as the magician turnsnaravith suspicion, the coin
falls quickly back to where it was resting on thblg; it seems to want to avoid
being discovered. The magician looks puzzled.

Our sense of what is happening with the coin traesdhrough two distinct stages, even though,
in both of them, the movement we perceive is tmeesaa coin flying about through the air, in
repetitive patterns. In the first stage, the cqipears to move because of some invisible force the
magician is exerting. It is as if she were liftimgvith her mind, or with some force akin to
magnetism. In the second, it appears to have acaidgrce of its own: it can fly of its own
accord, somehow.

In these two experiences, however, the differertef® at work remain completely
mysterious to us. Indeed, we don’t really belidvat they exist. Both cases defy not just the laws
of physics, but our own everyday understandingoat things work. Yet they are somehow
intelligible, at least to the degree that theydistinct. They are distinct because force operates
differently in each case. These forces are somedpmsative within our experience, such that we
can distinguish between the two very distinct stagfethe trick. We ‘see,’ in the first case, a
force that the magician is somehow ‘exerting’ tovethe coin around, and we ‘see’ in the
second case, a force exerted by the coin itseff.nbot enough to offer, as an explanation for the
difference, that in the first case the coin’s moesi@re accompanied by the magician’s correlated
gestures, while in the second case these are ab¢erdould imagine the performance

proceeding in such a way, for example, that welizeathat the magician had in fact never been
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in control; the coin was always just playing alonmving of its own accord, fooling the
magician into thinking she was in control. She mepeats her previous actions, but the joke is
on her; we now see the coin as self-propelled, egehe magician enacts her hocus-pocus.

This example also helps bring to view an importarttelusive phenomenological point
regarding the involvement of force in our experenthe two ways of seeing the coin’s
movement really ardifferent ways of seeingvhere ‘seeing’ is not understood to be a purely
ocular activity, but an evidential experience iniehhsomething is directly intuited. The forces
we take to be operating on the coin are integréhécexperience itself. It is not as if our
experience is in both cases the same, and we sitlimdiffering interpretations that are
extrinsic to our experience. We rather experieheesame movement in two different ways.
Indeed, this is why the trick is effective, evenemtwe know it is a trick. We can’t help but
experience the movements as if these differenefoweere really operative. To stop intuiting the
operativity of these forces, we need to intuitetiént forces altogether. We might, for example,
catch a stray glint of light and realize that thare thin wires suspending and moving the coin.
The illusion is now ruined; we experience the mogata in a new way, which just means that
the origin and direction of the forces at workntuited differently.

This is true in the case of the moving car as Wéik difference between perceiving the
car as self-propelled versus momentum-propelleddgference within our experience itself. We
are not simply perceiving a motion, then linkingstexperience with specific assumptions about
the car and its history, in order to draw conclasiabout the nature of its motion—conclusions
which would only have the status of a belief (d.9elieve that the car is moving under the
impulse of on-board power’). The distinction pamtato our experience; it is something we intuit
directly. This is not, of course, to say that waraat be mistaken; our examples show precisely
that we can be mistaken, taking one sort of hapyefor another. Our mistake, however, is best
conceived as a misperception, rather than a faoltglusion.

Our examples thus far have presented change asrmbtirce appears to be crucial in
determining what is actually ‘happening’ in instasa®f locational change, but is this the case
with other aspects of physical change? In mosts;aisis easy to assert that it is. Changes in
form, for example, present unproblematic casese@sjshatter, deflate, break, melt, etc. Tracing
the work of forces in these happenings is an isterg and complex task, but | think it self-

evident that these sorts of happenings involveagmof forces that interact and compete with
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objects, which for their part exhibit more or lessistance. There are some cases, however, that
present greater challenges. Do we perceive colmgds in terms of force? If the sky darkens,
or if a chemical solution quickly changes color wlamother substance is introduced, do we
experience forces at work? This is something wel ne@ddress, but | will postpone this
discussion for now. Husserl addresses the questioolor change directly, and it will be helpful
to look at it with the aid of his analyses.

There is another problem which we are avoidingfiermoment, a more essential one.
To say that we intuit forces raises the questionoev to we should account for this intuition
phenomenologically. As we will see, this is a frauguestion, one which troubled Husserl, and
which we will only be able to broach and addresa preliminary way. Let’s suspend this
guestion, however, to look at the case of changdiappening. Recall that we were looking for
something common to change and changeless happ&vengoped to find it by discovering
what is overlooked if we approach changeful happgstrictly in terms of the changes they
involve. The ‘remainder,” we have seen, is forae] force turns out to be just the common

element we need to bring change-involving and cbksg happenings under one roof.

What happens when nothing is changing?

As we have seen, simple persistence—an egg rergainicracked—is not something we judge
to be happening. Yet there are cases where we vgayldomething is happening, even if
nothing is changing. A friend hovers in mid-ainyvaightlifter holds a barbell above his head:
these are things of the sort that happen. Such geamsuggest to us that happening cannot be
reduced to change. We are now in a position, lgavitnoduced the notion of force, to
understand why changeless happenings are happenings

Our hovering friend, with his apparently magifet, presents a case similar to the
magician’s coin. He is not moving, of course, sis ot a question of what is moving him. What
would strike us as notable in this situation ig thais not falling. An object in mid-air without
supports of any kind should fall to the groundeldverything else does. There is generally a pull
downwards on things, the resistance of which reguine exertion of force. For our friend to be
hovering is therefore for him to resist this forsemehow, with another force. We may think he
is sitting on a large, hidden magnet, which is Hepeby another magnet in the ground. Or we

may think he has some kind of magical power. Wé aatordingly perceive these two situations
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differently, intuiting different forces at work them. The more commonplace case of the
weightlifter presents a similar situation, exceytthere the force at work is not mysterious. We
see that his muscular efforts are keeping the Haalodt; we know what this involves.

The intuition of force, then, appears to be whaegithese experiences their happening
character. Yet isn't it true that force is alwaysvark, even when we wouldn’t judge that
something is happening? Imagine a barbell restinthe ground. Isn’t it (speaking in
unscientific terms) being ‘held down’ by a downwdodce, which is in turn ‘counteracted’ by
the ground? Why are we not inclined to say, whers@ea barbell immobile on the ground, that
something is happening?

While it is true that, upon reflection, we can thabout the forces at work in such a
situation, it seems wrong to say that we intuihth@s we do in the case of the weightlifter). |
must admit that | find it difficult to put into wds why this is so. As a start, | would first sugges
that a barbell on the ground is something we erpeg as being at rest, in a way that a barbell
held over someone’s head is not. The lifter mafdiding the weight perfectly still, but we still
see that the situation is relatively unstable. \&& so to speak, that the barbell ‘wants’ to go
down, but that some other force is keeping it fdomg so. In contrast, an object on the ground
does not appear to be engaged in this kind of gleudythink this has to do with the special
status of the ground as a feature of our environnt@mthe one hand, the ground is not
something we can easily experience as exertingpasarnd force, if we can do so at all. We seem
rather to experience it as a kind of locus of altgotest. The ground doesn’t ‘do’ anything. If a
glass falls to the floor and smashes to piecesgxample, we do not say that the ground
smashed the object, but that the object smasheadsagiae ground. On the other hand, we also
experience the ground’s surface as the limit ofitys effects; objects will move downwards
until they hit the ground. When they reach thisypat is as if they have reached their
destination. An object on the ground is thus exgmed as no longer headed downwards, nor
pushed upwards.

This is also true regarding anything seen as agneidn of the ground; a shelf on a wall,
for example, or even a rope hanging from the agilirhus a barbell sitting on a shelf, or
hanging from a rope, is also experienced as bdingsa Nothing is happening in these
situations, because we don'’t see their stasiseaehult of forces. We see a stasis of rest, rather

than a stasis of opposing forces. If, however, welifiy these situations a bit, so that they seem
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less stable, | think we are more inclined to sapeihing is happening in them. Let’s replace the
rope, for example, with a fine thread; we expeetwright of the barbell to snap the thread at
any minute. Now we begin to ‘see’ the pull of theelkell, and the resistance of the thread. The
judgment ‘The barbell is hanging (tenuously) byead’ starts to sound—to my ears, at least—
like it describes something that is happening.

My aim here is not to identify the conditions undéiich force becomes intuitable in an
unchanging situation, but rather to show that driy when we do intuit force in such a situation
that we would judge something to be happening.cdupe is beginning to emerge, in which
situations are intuited as happenings so longe&sadle intuited as the locus of active forces.
This picture helps us see what is ‘happening’ ithlmhanging and changeless situations. It also,
we should note, accords with our suggestion, inp@rdl, that the notion of *happening’ is more
basic than that of an ‘event.” We can intuit acfiorces around us—those involved when wind
rustles leaves, for example—and thereby intuit bapp. Judgments about such things thus tell
us about ‘things happening,” without our havingrtterpret such judgments as claims about
events.

We still have work to do before we can start tokhabout how these happenings,
understood as loci of active forces, are expresedigh judicative structures. But we can, |
think, glimpse the faint contours of what such stnwes would need, minimally, to do.
Judgments say things ‘about’ their subjects (anectlior indirect objects, in some cases). What
would they need say about the objects involvedapplenings? These objects are involved with
forces, in different ways—they can produce theamdmit them, be effected by them, etc. Thus
we might expect the structures posited in verbdgdjuents to assign objects to different positions
within nexuses of forces. Whereas predicative juelgis posit objects as bearers of properties,
verbal judgments should posit objects as the ssuand subjects of force.

For now we must leave this idea on the backbuinander to look more carefully at
force itself as a phenomenological concern. Westlldrying to clarify the nature of verbal
experience; we have found that it involves theiiitn of forces (at least so far as physical
happenings are concerned). What does it meanui enforce? We can't ‘see’ forces in the usual
sense. We don't see gravity, we can only seeféstef How is force experienced as a real

feature of the world?
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4.2.3 Force

The question of force is of great phenomenolograirest in its own right, as it concerns the
intelligibility of a fundamental and pervasive fegd of the lived world. The moment we

describe anything as ‘weak’ or ‘powerful'—the wiralmachine, a person, a structure, etc.— we
are indicating a grasp of forces. Any attempt teeligp a phenomenological account of the
constituted world must at some point confront aacity to see the world as imbued with
forces. Husserl tried to address the problem, Buattempts, we will see, serve more as an
illustration of an enigma than as a solution. Ndt we get to the bottom of the matter here. My
more modest aim in this section is simply to biiing problem itself to phenomenological

clarity, and indicate, briefly but | hope promisinghe direction of a possible solution.

Husserl’s early reflections on force

Husserl appears to have begun thinking about feinoetly after he presented H$ngvorlesung
of 1907. In notes written around1910—as published@pendix Il toThing and Spaee-he
offers some brief reflections on the “causal praipst of objects, which were not examined in
the Dingvorlesung® In those lectures, objects were considered asn(ties that persist through
duration, (2) structures that occupy positionspace, and (3) structures that are “filled” with
perceptual propertie’.As we saw, he also considers changes in the gtiaditand spatial
properties of these objects. Absent from theseyaasal however is a fourth “stratum,” namely
that of causal properties. “A completely new stnatands out,” Husserl writes, “when we
attend to a new class of inner constitutive prapgrf the thing, the properties designated by the
words ‘ability’ [Vermégenk ‘power’ [Kraft] (character of effecting and sufferingles Wirkens
und Leidenk and ‘disposition.” These are the causal propsrf’ The observations that follow

in Husserl's notes are sketchy and exploratoryyTdre helpful, however, as they present, in

% The chronology of Husserl’s writings on this isssisomewhat confusing. Many of the ideas discusséue
above mentioned 1910 Appendix are also exploredanuscripts dated 1907-19@ {3 XXI|, “Natur Ontology.”).
Yet these supposedly earlier texts offer a moraraslsand detailed version of what, in the 1910 si@ppear as a
set of speculative questions. Moreover, the “Phaniad Ding” manuscriptd) 13 XXI1I-XX\}, dated 1910, also
offer a more robust account. (This is less probtemas they may have been the immediate outconhésof
comments on thBingvorlesung. | cannot resolve these seeming discrepancies. dlthusugh | will treat the
material from thed manuscripts as the further development of theessaised in Appendix I, my occasional
identification of these texts as “later work” shdldle read, by those with a concern for historiobiegd matters,
with some suspicion.

% Things and Spa¢®97-8.

¥ 1pid., 299.
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succinct form, the kernel of an analysis that Hrss®veloped more carefully in the following
years.

Causal properties, Husserl claims at the outset hd'secondary character,” in the sense
that their givenness depends on the givennessroépteial properties. Although causal
properties are properties of perceptual objects; tto not “fill” the object in the way that, for
example, the color of an object spreads out ogeridible surface. Indeed, it is through
perceptual properties that objects are given t@suspatially extended in the first place. Causal
properties can only be attributed to objects thatadready given as spatially extended. “A
thing,” Husserl writes, “would first have to be setining, before it can have the ability to do
something.?* Sensuous things “in a certain sense are the Iseafréne causality®

At the same time, Husserl insists that we can ‘saasality: “We ‘see’ that the stone is
shattering the window.” This cannot be reduced batw perceive sensuously. What we ‘see’ is
not just the movement of the stone, or the dispefdhae glass. It is not even the weight of the
stone, when weight is conceived as sensuous pyoperthis is “actually given to us when we
lift the stone or catch it in mid-air.” What we sedhat the weighty stone “in its movement
effects something and accomplishes the eff&ct.”

It is, in turn, through this seeing of an objece#ectivethat its causal properties are
given. A causal property is “the general capacitpawver to accomplish such effecfé.Husser
thus interprets the ‘power’ of an object—and tlisticrucial move which we will have to
critically examine—as a disposition to have cergfhects under certain conditions. “We could
say,” he writes, “that we attribute a capacityoavpr (better: a real property) to a thing in the
sense that it is of such a kind that, if it appdarschanges) in nexuses of such and such
circumstances, together with these or those thihgs, in contiguous temporal succession, this
or that enters into this nexu®To the degree that | understand an object, urmksific
conditions, to be capable of a specific range fdot$, | see it as having causal properties. Itdon’

just ‘think’ this; my understanding in a sense “@aches” on the object itself, giving me an

31 bid.
32 bid., 300.
33 bid.
3 Ibid.
% Ibid.
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immediate consciousness of its powers. “In this Wege the power of a man in his bulging
muscles... | see the power of the hammer, evemiftibeing swung, et€.

These reflections lead Husserl to a new line ostjaring, which will prove decisive for
his further work. Until now, he had been examinmagterial things and their properties without
considering their causal ‘stratum.’ But is it nbbétcase, he asks, that the very meaning of
“material thing” is inseparable from that of cauty® Doesn’t a thing count as a substance

“exclusively insofar as it is the bearer of a cditgz’ >’

He contrasts a material thing with what
he calls a “phantom”™—i.e. a sensuous unity which i@ power over other things. The phantom
is a notion which Husserl will develop in other tivrgs into a hypothesized non-thing, which he
uses in thought experiments to better determin@tie@omenological characteristics of material
reality. In this text he seems to be referring dintp apparitions like rainbows and sunbeams.
Such a phantom, he says, is “not yet a thing.”

He goes a step further, however, and points otiiethen the properties of phantoms are
dependent on their circumstances. Their color neagdyceived as dependent on changes in the
atmosphere, for example. “Ultimately,” he asks,églmot everything, every Objective
determination of a thing, every determination ofQjective feature of a thing, lead back to
causality?®® If this is the case—if every determination of Ethmust be understood as causally
dependent on its circumstances— then it is diffitulspeak of lower ‘strata’ of objects where
there are non-causal properties. Husserl wondei®n“can | do justice to all this and to the
‘stratification’ from which | abstractively depadearlier?®® In his later writings, as we will see,
these tentative questions are replaced by a marfedeat thesis: physical materiality is only
given to consciousness when appearances are talli@ked causally to their surroundings.

In these brief notes we can see the early outbhétisserl’s general approach to the
guestion of force. The intuition of force (“Kraftwhich is translated above as “power”) is for
Husserl the intuition of causal effectivenesss ithie intuition of an ‘ability’ on the part of the
object to produce certain effects under certairdd@ns. This is a view that | think needs to be
called into question. First, however, let’s see twgserl develops the idea in subsequent texts,
in order to better identify and articulate its loafgaw.

%8 bid., 301.
37 bid.
%8 |bid.
% Ibid.
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Force and Materiality in Ideas |l and other texts

There are a number of unpublished manuscriptsgl&tom the 1910s and ‘20s, in which we
find Husserl meditating on the nexus of issuesrhin his notes on tHgingvorlesungforce,
causality, materiality, etc. These include, mogahty, D 13 XXI(“Natur Ontology,” from 1907-
09), D 13 XXII-XXV, (“Phantom und Ding,” from 1910), and the mateaalcausality irA VII
14 (“Transzendental Aesthetik,” written during 1926)2° Most of the key ideas developed in
these texts also appearldeas Il In this work, however, the concept of force isdiya
mentioned—at least not in the context of materatre—so we will need to look at the

manuscripts to see how force fits into Husserl'smmenology of material reality.

Materiality and causal dependence

In Ideas Il Husserl is fully wedded to the idea, entertaimethe Dingvorlesungnotes, that the
givenness of material reality depends on the gigesmf causal interactions between things. In
815, “The essence of materiality (substance),” lbems a demonstration of this claim. Husserl
frames his task as an inquiry into the “meaningrasfin res extensa

The physical or material thing ies extensaWe have already exposed the sense
of its ‘essential attributegxtensioWell, now, what makes up the concept of this
res, what is meant by extendeghlity, by reality at all? One also speaks of
extendedsubstanceBut just what, we now ask, is meant by this saslity,
considered in the fullest possible universafity?

To ask about the ‘meaning’ of material reality iourse not to seek speculative metaphysical
truths, but rather to inquire into the way reafippears to us as such in our experiéfce.
Specifically, finding the ‘essence’ of the real mgadentifying those phenomenological features
of perceptual objects which grant them their statuseal objects. To find this essence, Husserl
engages in a stepwise process of eidetic varidiimbegin by imagining minimal perceptual
objects called “phantoms,” which do not count a8 objects; we then gradually add features to
these phantoms until we reach, in our imaginasomething that would count—if it were

actually perceived—as a real object.

“0 Regarding this chronology, see above, fn. 28.

*1 Edmund Husserldeas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and ttermenological Philosophy: Second
Book trans. Richard Rojcewicz and André Schuwer, (Decht: Kluwer, 1989), 36-37.

“241f we would touch on the thing itself, then itriequired of us, assuming we wanted to grasp thenes of the
thing and determine it conceptually, that we notbetent with vague locutions and traditional phdphical
preconceptions but instead draw from the very sofclear givenness.” Ibid., 37.
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He begins by asking us to imagine an object thatares absolutely unchanged. We also
disregard the “nexus” in which it is situated, ite.surrounding environment. In the case of such
an object, he says, we would see a “spatial bdalyt’have no way of distinguishing it from an
“empty phantom.” (As an example of a phantom, hatioas an image seen through a
stereoscope, which provides an illusion of depitiay he might have suggested a hologram.)
We might be able to describe the object as redmamth in surface, etc., but would not be able
to assert with confidence that it was real. Crigjghere are a number of properties we could
not possibly ascribe to it: “[Q]uestions of whetlitds heavy or light, elastic, magnetic, etc. do
not make any sense, or, better, do not find anpaupvithin the perceptual sens€.An
unmoving object cannot possibly be perceived astie|decause elasticity implies the
possibility of being bent or stretched into a diffiet shape. This means that the givenness of a
spatially extended object is not yet the givenmdss material thing, since it cannot yet exhibit
“material determinations® In everyday life we of course encounter unmovihjgots, and we
encounter them as real things with material deteatrons, not as phantoms. To do so, however,
is to apprehend something over and beyond theinamging sensuous form.

Next, Husserl considers objects perceived as mowinghanging their shaf@ Now, we
might think that we can attribute to such objebtsdeterminations that were previously
excluded; they can display elasticity, for examplemoving about in certain ways. Husserl
points out, however, that a (hypothesized) phardbjact could also change its shape or
position, and do so in ways typical of elasticltpagine a hologram that is animated to ‘move’
in just the way an elastic object moves. We woutlsay of such a moving phantom that it is
elastic. And yet, as far as its perceived changes@ncerned, it is just like a real elastic object
There must be something else, then, through wiielgal presents itself as real, something that
is not yet contained in the idea of a moving, edezhperceptual object.

Husserl at this point also rejects the idea thatréality of the real is given through the
coordination of different senses which perceivestéi@e property, as when | both tactually and
visually notice that an object is round, or haswgh surfacé® This claim is harder to accept, as
it is difficult to imagine touching something andtrbeing convinced of its reality. Indeed, in an

3 bid., 39.

* bid.

4 See ibid., 40.

6 See ibid., 41-44.
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earlier manuscript, Husserl himself finds the iddat questionable, or at least extreme,
wondering whether there could be such a thing &sicéile phantom,” and whether we should
call a phantom that is both visual and tactile @bérphantom* We should at least note that
Husserl draws a distinction between perceiving sbimeg tactile like smoothness or roughness,
and perceiving the pressure or resistance of atglgs these require not just touch but
muscular exertiofi® Only the purely tactile properties, he seems tedyéng, could be properties
of a phantom. Pressure and resistance “cannot gydpeseen,” and belong in fact to the sphere
of causal interactions between bodies, which hateet been introduced at this point in our
progress towards materiality.

Yet it is difficult to disentangle these two modaggerception; how would we touch the
surface of a phantom if this surface does not athesforward motion of our han®Perhaps we
can imagine a hologram that approaches us; apéaap to brush against our skin, we are
somehow electrically stimulated, by another medranin a way that gives the sensation of
roughness. Perhaps then we could speak of a phah#drfiooks and feels” rough, even though
it is clear that it is not real. Yet if we undermstibwhat was happening—and thus perceived the
object as a phantom—we would not in fact percdmeetaictual roughness as a feature that
‘belongs’ to the phantom, as we do its visual fesgu

The problem here is that the experience of touchkeithat of vision, involves the
consciousness that two bodies are in contact, ramgbody and the object. This is precisely
what is still excluded from the phantom realm. Tialvement of our body—in particular our
bodily exertions—in the apprehension of materiabtyn fact an important issue, one to which
we will return, as it will indicate a way to appuoteforce that differs from Husserl’s central
paradigm. We still have to articulate this paraditmwever. We can do this without worrying
about the possibility of a tactile phantom, asosl not figure significantly in Husserl’'s account.

Returning to the visual field then, we have notigentified what distinguishes real

objects from phantoms. An extended objeots-extensa- has a form and color; it can change

*"“Gibt es auch ein rein taktuelles Phantom? Und ware das volle sensuelle ‘Ding’ ohne jede Kaustli€in
Uberphantom?Ms. D 13 XXI11(1910), "Phantom und Ding," 2a.

“®|deas I| 42.

*9Indeed, in a later manuscript Husserl suggestsabaannot properly account for the givennesshykjzal
surfaces from within the sphere of sensory peroaptin der primordialen Sphére héatte ich ohne eliet
Kraftaufwendung fungierenden Kinéasthesen zwar saidnbewegende Dinge, schon Dreidimensionalitiips
krumme Flachen, aber nicht Dinge konstituiert naib drollgeschlossenen Oberflaechevis. D 12 li(c. 1931),
“Problem Der Kinasthese," 10.
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in various ways, and we can walk around it, se@ifrgm different angles. Yet all of this can be
true of a phantom as well. What is missing fromrbmns is a relation to their surroundings,
what Husserl calls “circumstanced)fistandg “Reality in the proper sense,” he writes, “here
called ‘materiality,” does not lie in the mere semss schema and could not be attributed to the
perceived, if something like a relation to ‘circuarsces’ did not apply to the perceived and had
no sense for it; rather it lies precisely in tretation and in the corresponding mode of
apprehensior’

What is this “relation to circumstances” that mizlethings exhibit, while phantoms do
not? The changes in the real thing, Husserl arguaasalways be related to changes in other
objects in its environment: “A continuous changé¢hia circumstances entails a continuous
alteration of the [sensuous] schema; and, likewasatinuous non-change, invariability in the
behavior of the appearances which are functionsngraumstances, entails, in the same span of
time, continuous non-change of the schema depewdethiem.®* To demonstrate his point,
Husserl first uses an example pertaining to therqmioperties of an object, but his second
example is more clear. (We will return to colomimoment.) A steel spring is struck; it moves
in a particular way, such that we judge it to keesat. It is struck harder, from a different angle,
and it moves accordingly. If it is not struck, @éimains still. There is a correlation between the
movement of the spring and the movement of somgtilise—the object that is striking it (or
not striking it)>?

For a correlation to be seen as such—rather tharcaliection of arbitrary, unrelated
changes—it needs to be seen as one that holdslyelidJnder similar circumstances, similar
consequences: so with similar changes of circurae&rsimilar modes of oscillatioR*Only if
certain changes in appearances occur with, aregeedy, or follow certain other appearances
as a rulecan we speak of a ‘correlation’ between objectstaeir circumstances. Once we intuit
such correlations, Husserl claims, we are intuitimagerial objects. “It is precisely in this way

that every ‘Objective,’ ‘real’ property of the ph@menal thing is constituted... [Real properties]

0 |deas 1|, 44.
*1 bid., 45.

%2 |bid.

%3 |bid.
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are, throughout, unities with respect to manifafischematic regulations in relation to
corresponding circumstances.”

The reliable correlation of consequences withuriistances is supposedly what is
missing from the phantom. However, this is not clatgby true, as we can see in the case of
apparent color changes. Let’s look first at thatieh of color to circumstances in the case of a
real object. If the lighting in a room changes, pleeceived color of an object in the room will
change; if the sun goes behind a cloud, for exanmpyeblue rug will appear a darker blue.
Through this change, however, the rug is still pemed as having the same objective color. This
objective color, in fact, is perceived as objecfivecisely because it exhibits regularities with
respect to its circumstanc&sHow does this compare to the behavior of a phadtnagine a
ray of sun that we see shining through the windoWluminates the dust in the room, and
appears as an extended object. If | turn on a iigtite room, the sunbeam will appear less
vibrant. This change, however, is perceived asaa@# in the color of the beam ‘itself.” There is
no objective color which appears differently undéferent conditions; there is only the
changing apparent color. Still, we cannot say thigtchanging color has no relation to its
circumstances. To the contrary, it is completelyedwlent on them.

Husserl ignores the dependence of phantoms omesteunces indeas Il but he does
take note of it in his “Phantom und Ding” manustop1910. Phantoms can of course, he notes,
be “produced” by real things (indeed, while an ‘coguced’ phantom is imaginable, an actual
encounter with such a thing would be rather uncgrand they are susceptible to change as a
result to changes in their circumstances. Whabigpnossible, however, is for them to have an
effect on other things. Phantoms can “in a cesaimse be ‘effects,Wirkung but not causes
[Ursachd.” They can be affected only “in a certain sengetause they have no nature of their
own—they are pure effect. Their changing appear@net experienced as a change in an
underlying thing. They do not ‘suffer’ change.Hgtcurtain in the window moves a bit,
deforming the sunbeam, we do not perceive the lesaaffering any resistance—it has no such
power. Thus the deformation is not seen as songethsmsunbeam is ‘undergoing,” as would be

the case if we saw a real object similarly deform@d

> |bid., 46.

*° See ibid., 45.

% The full passage runs as follows: “Zwar der Phangbier der ‘pure Schein’) kann in gewisser Weldérkung’
sein, obshon nicht Ursache. Beachte den UnterschigsiPhantom als purer Schein kann erzeugt, keschgffen

181



A material object, therefore, departs from a phanitwsofar as it can affect and be
effected by objects in reciprocal fashion. Hussalls such relations “causal dependencies.” In
the context of Husserl's analysis, however, thedvoausal’ does not add anything meaningful
to the notion of ‘dependence.’ Causal dependennyptising other than the reciprocal, lawful
relation of appearances to one another. It is #peddence of properties, and changes in
properties, on their circumstances, and vice vemsherein all the participating objects are
“schemas of appearances,” i.e. structured manifig®ssible sensuous experience. Thus he
defines the “causal apprehension of the schem#ieagpprehension of a system of possible
perceptual correlations; if certain kinds of petaaps occur, certain other perceptions should in
principle be experienceable as well. Causal apmsbes are “directions for possible series of
perceptions in functional relation to the seriep@fceptible circumstance¥’’A real object is
one that is understood to reside in a nexus@émmenharngf possible correlative changes in
appearance. If | see an apple on the ground, famele, | grasp its materiality to the degree that
| grasp how it will change if a large rock falls ilpand this means understanding how the apple-
appearance will change in correlation with the appece of a large rock descending swiftly
downward upon it?

If the only difference between material reality apldantom reality’ is a systematic
correlation of appearances, material reality itsalf be conceived as a system of lawfully
coordinated phantoms. This is how Husserl pregéetglea in the “Natur Ontology”

manuscript®

werden durch das Reales, aber es kann nicht ‘lgidenvenig wie es ‘tun’ kann (nicht animistischrs&nden). Es
kann sich verandern und in seinem Verarenderungstinimt sein durch dingliche Vorgange; Anderunges d
Scheins kdnnen die Folge sein von realen Veradnderyraber nicht die Wirkung in dem Sinne, wie eiales Ding
Einwirkung erféhrt von einem anderen, wobei esié¢iund ‘reagiert’; alle wirkliche Kausalitat h&rgm
spezifisch Dinglichen, und das ist bei Aussendiictnsein Phantom, sondern Schwere, Elastizitét eitc
Phantom hat keine Schwere, bricht nicht, wird nigrdriickt etc.’Ms. D 13 XXII| 2a.

*Ideas Il 47.

*® Husserl's notion of causality is in this senseilsinto Hume’s. However, for a critical discussiohHume's
theory of causality seds. D 13 XXII| 14a-b. Husserl criticizes Hume for claiming tbatisality is not part of the
“essence” of the thing, tracing Hume's “error” tis Failure to distinguish between “impressions éslg and
“objects.” “Zu beachten der Grundfehler Humes, dassicht unterscheidet zwischen Impression (Inhadit
Gegenstand; die kausale Relation gehoért zu Dindjerf-arbenrelation zu Farben; und Farbe ist eindmentes,
eine ldee, die fur Hume sich nicht konstituiertigafalls immanent gegeben; Ding ist aber nicht imema gegeben
und sich in unendlichen Prozess konstituierend,emmeue Bestimmtheiten offenlassend.”

9| am here translating “Zusammenhang” and “zummagh&” as “correlation” and “to be correlated.” het
translation ofdeas llthe noun is translated (in the context of thisdiésion) with both “nexus” and “connection,”
while the verb is rendered as “to be connected.”
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[T]he manifold appearancebifnnigfaltigkeiteh of one phantom are correlated
with those of other phantoms, and their correlaisoa correlation of
apprehensionsjuffassungszusammenhgrthe new apprehension, which
establishes a unity, is the apprehension of thgtiMore precisely, changing
phantom-manifolds depend on and are correlatedtivtlthanging manifolds of
other phantoms, and the thing is thereby constitatean identity, namely as the
identity of such changing manifolds, insofar ahéy are dependent on other
changing manifolds™

Material reality—with respect to its givenness xperience—is just like phantom non-reality,
except that its changes are expected to take @adedo in fact take place, with a “causal
style.”® Naturally, Husserl does not claim that, in ourrgday experience, we grasp causal
dependencies with the “full rigor” of the naturalences. However, the scientific conception of
absolute causal dependencies is grounded in autivet apprehension, to which Husserl assigns
the slogan, “similar circumstances, similar consemes.®

There remains the question, of course, of how xiper®encing subject comes to
apprehend appearances in this way—how one accnrasplicit grasp, operative throughout
our experience, of a system of dependencies thetsétl argues, constitute causal relatfons.
We need not concern ourselves, however, with thegs of causal apprehensions; we are only
interested in these apprehensions themselvesamasthey may illuminate our developing
notion of verbal experience. This experience, ahiaxe seen, involves the intuition of forces.
Our question then, is not how we come to apprelag@pearances as dependent on each other,

but whether these dependencies are constitutieeirahtuition of forces.

Force as effectiveness

The word “Kraft” appears only once in the sectionsmaterial reality indeas Il(where it is
translated as “power”). Husserl is discussing thigom that a chemical process could be initiated
in a substance by conditions external to that sulost, but then continue after “the external

processes have ceased exercising their powes’clear from the rest of the passage that he

60« die Mannigfaltigkeiten eines Phantoms hangénMannigfaltigkeiten anderer Phantome zusammed,der
Zusammenhang ist Auffasungszussamenhang; die neffiesdsung, die Einheit herstellt, ist die Dingasffung.
Anderungsmannigfaltigkeiten von Phantomen, gengeasprochen , hangen ab und zusammen mit
Anderungsmannigfaltigkeiten anderer Phantome, @iebiderst konstituiert sich das Ding als ein idsaftes,
namlich als das Identische von solchen Anderungsigtaitigkeiten, sofern sie von anderen solchen
Anderungsmannigfaltigkeitn abhangig sint¥%. D 13 XXK1907-09), "Natur Ontology," 161.

1 SeeMs. A VII 14(1920-26), "Transzendentale Aesthetik," 27a.

®2|deas I} 52.

% Husserl considers this in his manuscript notefgriofy a genetic account based on accumulateduaities of
perception. See e.g. Hussdvis. A VII 14
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understands this term within the context of theespance-correlations he has been discussing up
until now. “Yet here, too,” he writes, “nothing@as ‘of its own accord.” Whatever occurs does
so as the consequence of prior external processklsyavirtue of the full lawfulness of

causality, which holds sway throughout both therxl and the internaf* Something has

‘power’ if it elicits changes in other things. Heskreaffirms this idea at a much later point in

the text, where he is comparing the objects ohtiteral and human sciences. “The appearing
thing,” he tells us, referring to physical objects,a unity of spatio-temporal causality. One

could say it is what it brings about in space. &tdtere are states of foré8 Again, the force of

an object is determined by what it can bring alfoutwe should add, what can be brought about
in it).

This understanding of force—force as the elicitrfigffects—is reaffirmed in several of
Husserl’'s manuscript notes, where we find moreuesdq mentions oKraft in his reflections on
materiality and causality. The most explicit exgien of this idea (to my knowledge) occurs in
notes from 1916, to which Husserl gave the heatitayse and Effect” (“Ursache und
Wirkung”). He uses “cause” here to refer to an obg circumstance which can produce effects.
The force produced by this cause is defined ast&@syof possible effects:

A cause has its effective foroemifkende Kraff, which means: the change of a
cause is a potentiality for a spatiotemporally oedesystem of possible effects. A
cause that is in a specific state of change (sfateovement) fills space, in a
sense—and a determinate system of spatial pathd+pessible effects. From
amongst these possible effects, the appropriatenuseé appear when a
corresponding thing E (effect) is in a [particulpgrtion of space, or appears in
this path. If the object that appears has its owmement, or is in another state of
change, then the effect which results will distilsgutself precisely according to
the force of E®*®7

®|deas Il 55-56.

% bid., 303.

% | have have altered the text slightly in translafias the original formulation is grammaticallghex torturous:
“Ursache hat seine wirkende Kraft, das sagt, digiNerung von Urssache ist eine Potenzialitat ftimeich Raum
und Zeit geordnetes System von mdéglichen Wirkungemach also Ursache in diesem Veranderungszustand
(Bewegungszustand) gewissermassen den Raum ubéstimmtes System von Raumrichtungen ausfillt mit
moglichen Wirkungen, von deren jeder die entspredbauftreten misste, wenn ein betreffendes Ding W
(Wirkung) da wére; und tritt eine mit seiner eigemBewegung oder in anderer Veranderung begriffemesa tritt
die Wirkung ein, die sich differenziert je nach dééften eben von W.Ms. D 13 XX1916), "Ursache und
Wirkung," 1.

®” Another example: “So erst konstituiert sich dieritische Substanz in einen Sinne (das endgiiltigg:Di
objektiver Koerper real erfullt) mit dem wechselndaber zeitlich fest bestimmten Koerper und decthgelnden
Fulle, aber auch zeitlich fest bestimmten Fiille Realitat. Die reale Fille ist prinzipiell nichtgdnomenal, sie ist
Materie, Kraft etc., d.h. das Einheit in der Kautéalder Substanzen Ermoeglichendds. D 13 XX] 126.
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In short, forces are the systematic tendencie$gaicts to necessitate, in certain circumstances,
changes in other objects, and to condition the gbathat can be produced on themselves. We
intuit forces insofar as we take the changes wegpez to be necessitated and conditioned in this
way—when we see changes as effects: “The seere'fthrat a thing exerts, the seen
achievement, effect, its doing-something-to-sonmgjlalse, etc., this is not something
‘sensuous,’ but it is something immediately intbie”®

Is this account of force adequate to our experi@d@® Is the intuition of force reducible
to the intuition of the effects objects have oneotbbjects? Is force, to put the question more
precisely, something that we grasp by virtue ofapprehension of lawful correlations of
appearances in motion? Let’s think about this withhelp of a simple example. We see a
wrecking ball smash through a wall. We might themark that the wall broke because it was
‘hit with a great force.” This is a natural, eveaydudgment; we need no knowledge of physics
to make or assent to it. If we take Husserl's pegbditerally, how would we describe the
intuition which allows us to judge a force to benatrk in this situation?

A moving wrecking ball, we could propose, is anegaance which we encounter with
the anticipation that it will work certain kinds effects on other appearances that lie in its path.
Compared to other moving objects, its effects gredter,’ in the sense that appearances which
we would otherwise expect to maintain their coheeenill, in the path of a wrecking ball, break
apart. The obstructing appearance will separatesmialler appearances, which will in turn
move in anticipated ways, away from the wreckinly drad towards the ground. The ‘great
force’ we see is just the actualization of whataméicipate—the eliciting of certain spatial
displacements in the appearances that lie in ttreqgiadhe ball’'s own spatial displacement, when
its displacement is of the right speed, and thérobtisons are of the right kind. Since these
conditions are met, the wall is appropriately caseld, and we diligently intuit a great force.

Does this story feel right? | use the word ‘feelitg deliberately here, for reasons that |
hope will become apparent. | think it should nat fieght, and | think there we can identify just
whereit doesn’t. Something is lacking in the story tighthe point of impact. If we try to
describe the situation strictly in terms of what pezceive spatially, we can say that the

wrecking ball moves towards the wall until it isstiguous with it, at which point it stops or

% “Dije gesehene ‘Kraft’ die ein Ding ausiibt, die gesehLeistung, Wirkung, das Einem-anderen-etwasrantu

etc., das ist nichts ‘Sinnliches’ aber unmittelBaschaulsiches.Ms. D 13 XXII| 29a.
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slows down considerably. This is not, howeveriladt we experience, nor is it all that we said.
We said that the wrecking bdiit the wall—this is what it did with great force. Thas a way in
which we experience the impaxd an impactwithout of course experiencing it ourselves. Eher
is some ‘oomph’ there, and this is absent in theddtlian reconstruction. Whether one thinks
the idea of ‘causal oomph’ is naive and pre-Humsdeside the point; we are precisely trying
to determine how forces are given in naive expedenot what metaphysical claims we can
make about causation.

Husserl does of course use words like ‘impact’ whenvants to describe the way real
objects interact with each other. “To know a thirg writes, “means to know from experience
how it behaves under pressure and impact, in de@ng and broken, when heated and when
cooled, etc., i.e., to know its behavior in theumef its causalities>® “Things” he writes
elsewhere, “push against other things, exert forcether things, offer resistance against
them.”® Pressure, impact, pushing, breaking—these aré¢tjastords to use if we want to
convey the way real objects are unlike phantomsy®re unlike phantoms because they are ‘in
touch with’ each other. They pierce, attract, sqgrape, crush, graze and pinch each other. We
see these things happen; theywhatwe see happen, with more or less force.

Yet while Husserl claims that we do intuit thesgpenings, his phenomenological
account does not actually give us a way to undedsbar intuition of them. All we are left with
in his model are regularities of change and motimund to the law of “similar circumstance,
similar consequences.” Appearances are correlatedhey are not in touch with each other, and
thus we have no way to understand how somethiegglik impact’ is given in experience.
Husserl’s system of coordinated phantoms remaitie end, a system of phantoms. It is like a
detailed holographic ‘world’ in which things exhilsausal behavior. So long as we are not
fooled by such an illusion, we do not intuit thgemlts involved as really being in contact with
each other. If we are fooled by such a phantomadyatris because we see in it something which
is not given in it—something not given merely ie tAwful coordination of its appearances.

This is true, at least, so long as we remain inr¢ladm of visual appearances. As we
noted above, it is hard to imagine that an appear#tmat we can touch could be perceived as a

phantom. As soon as we feel our body touching amptie cannot avoid experiencing this as

69
Ideas || 48.
0 “Dinge stoRen auch andere, iiben auf andere Ks#teen sich Widerstand entgegéfs” A VIl 14 27a.
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contact with a real body. This leads us to a ctufaervation, one which will suggest a
different way to think about the intuition of fordehysical contact is something we see
occurring between objects around us, but is alstetiling we experience with our own body.
Impact, pressure, friction, etc. are, for our baut, just spatial displacements but bodily
sensations. Husserl was, of course, keenly awansetfaly so—of the ‘dual’ nature of our body
(Leib) as both spatial object and locus of sensattaithat, however, can our bodily experience

tell us about the intuition forces?

Force as effort

Husserl does in fact discuss force in the contékbdily experience, and it is telling to see how,
when it is a question of our own body, “Kraft” taken a completely different meaning for
Husserl. It is no longer considered as the disfwsto elicit effects, but as the sensation of
exertion and resistance. For example, Husserl thescthe kinaesthetic (i.e. proprioceptive)
sensations of movement and rest in terms of ineseasd decreases of exertion:

[W]e must distinguish between kinaesthetic restlandesthetic movement.
Kinaesthetic rest is the state of passivity, thiéwith respect to striving.
Kinaesthetic movement is a progressive strividfygdbensverlailifand it is
precisely its null which is rest. In progressivevig we see a continuity of effort
[Anspannunp an increased strainingpannungssteigerupgcontinuing” effort,
and eventually the mode of decreasing effort, seleimig of forceKraft], of

energy..’”?

In Ideas Il we find similar reflections regarding free verdusdered activity:

In experience, the “I can” is distinct from thecdnnot” according to their
phenomenological characters. There is a resistesgdoing of things, i.e., a
consciousness of an ability that meets no resistandoing that has its “against
which,” and a corresponding consciousness of dityatn overcome the
resistance. There is (always speaking phenomermalibgi a gradient in the
resistance and the powdrhft] of overcoming it, a continuum in “active power”
versus the “inertia” of the resistance. The reastacan become insurmountable;
in that case we come up against the “it won’t biyidjecannot,” “I do not have
the power.*®

"' Seeldeas Il 151-69.

2« _.wir miisen unterscheiden kinasthetische Ruhekimisthetische Bewegung; kinasthetische Ruhe isBtmd
der Passivitat, des Null hinsichtlich des Strebafisidsthetische Bewegung ist ein Strebensverland,eben
dessen Null ist die Ruhe. Im Strebensverlauf hatieiontinuiatét der Anspannung, eine Spannungsteing,
“forgesetzte” Anspannung, eventuell auch den Matkrsnachlassenden Anspannung, einer Minderung at, K
der Energie...’'Ms. D 12 1(1931), "Assoziative Passivitat Des Ich und Ichakit in Der Untersten Stufe:
Kinasthese in Der Praktischen und Nicht Praktisdfemktion," 19.

"Ideas I} 271.
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Immediately following this passage, Husserl maksararising claim regarding material nature,
one which subverts the framework we have thustfabated to him: “Obviously, connected to
this is the transferred apprehensidbdrtragene Auffassuhgf action and counter-action
outside the sphere of my doings and my abilitidserfall, things are *active’ in relation to one
another, have ‘powers and counterpowers’ in rabaibtoone another, resist one another, and
perhaps the resistance one thing exercises isnmsuntable, the other ‘cannot surmount £’
this passing thought, which Husserl does not dgvkére, power is not understood as a
disposition to elicit change, but rather by analt@pur own experience of exertion and
resistance. My body has a “genuine apperceptiorsi$tance” regarding its own efforts, which
it of course cannot have for the efforts and rasisés pertaining to external objeCt¥et

Husserl appears to be suggesting that what wexqaarience directly with our own bodies is
somehow also intuited, in a modified, indirect fash when we observe the interactions of
inanimate objects.

To see objects as colliding, compressing, or pgiléiheach other would thus be to see
them as exerting and succumbing to the ‘same’ foteavhich we have immediate access when
we are bumped, squeezed, or dragged. We can'tifes forces when they are at work outside
us, nor do we believe that the objects feel theet.Wwe can intuit them at work in objects
because we have direct knowledge of them througlhadies. We know, so to speak, what
would be like for us to undergo what the objects‘andergoing.’

This idea may seem like an odd, even outlandisiomait first brusH® It amounts to

claiming that there is something akin to empathgunperception of material objects. | think,

" Ibid.
" Ibid.
81t is not, however, a new idea; an analog, attJés$o be found in Schopenhauer's notion of tholavas “will.”
See Arthur Schopenhaudihe World as Will and Representatiarans. E.F.J. Payne, 2 vols., (New York,: Dover
Publications, 1966). Our body, he argues (as dassétl) has a double aspect—we know it as an agpeaior
“representation,” but also as “will,” where “wiltheans both “action and movement following on mathand “its
suffering through outside impressions.” Only ad dd | know my body to be something other than mere
appearance, something “in itself.” (ibid., 103.)olaler to grant other objects a status beyond m@pearance, |
must ascribe to it something like “will";
We shall judge all objects which are not our owdyg@nd therefore are given to our
consciousness not in the double way, but only pesentations, according to the analogy of this
body. We shall therefore assume that as, on théhané, they are representation, just like our
body, and are in this respect homogeneous wifoign the other hand, if we set aside their
existence as the subject’s representation, whhtestiains over must be, according to its inner
nature, the same as what in ourselves wewdlll For what other kind of existence or reality could
we attribute to the rest of the material world?rnehat source could we take the elements out of
which we construct a world? (ibid., 105.)
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however, that there is something to be said fdsiitt it the case, for example, that when we see
something falling, we do not just take it to be &ahg in the typical ‘style’ of physical objects
(which predictably move downwards when unsupportedt rather see it as subject to the same
downward pull which we feel constantly, and to wihige can also succumb? If we imagine an
elephant balancing on a tiny, rickety stool, doneé see the ‘strain’ of the stool under an
enormous weight, a strain whose nature we know fiamng supported heavy things ourselves?
How else can we account for our experience of ingpasmpacts and not as idiosyncratic
spatial displacements?

Husserl never pursues this idea in earnest, b te@ne remarkable document in which
he does give it some sustained attention. In theus@&ipt titled “Ursache und Wirkung,”
Husserl inserted some notes, dated 1918, withdination that they were written on the
occasion of reading “Fraulein Gote’s excerpts.” ideas in these notes may very well be
Gote’s, or Husserl’'s musings on them. The first fages concern the “intelligibility of the
mechanical,” (“Verstandlichkeit des Mechanischensthat is, of moving substances interacting
causally’” Rather than beginning with interactions among iimaite objects, however, the
discussion turns immediately k@ib, that is, to one’s own body. Moving one’s bodyalves
interacting with the pull exerted downwards (bywvijng; we must overcome it with “positive
Kraft” to move our hand up, but we can also simptyour hand fall, which requires no efféft.
He then begins to describe interactions betweets droely and inanimate objects. If | place my
hand on a table, | feel a pressure (“Driick”). thén lay an object on top of my hand, and then
more and more objects, | will feel increasing poessand with each increase in pressure, a
greater effort (“Anstrengung des Hebens, Kraft")éiquired should | want to lift my harid.
Husserl continues this way, discussing, for exantpleway pressure and effort are involved in
the experience of pushing or hitting something.

He then, finally, turns to objects insofar as theg interacting with each other, rather

than with one’s own body. They, too, pressure, pasld bump each other. They behave like

This is not the place to examine Schopenhauerlsgphy, disentangling, first of all, its epistemgical from its
metaphysical content. It is important to recognimayever, that he was not making the implausitdécithat
inanimate objects act volitionally. (See ibid.) tiRa, what is attributed to the material worlddsce, which he
understands as a species belonging to a genusdb watr own will also belongs, and which we canydntuit in a
less distinct manner than our own will. (See ibid.1.)

"Ms. D 13 XX2.

®1pid., 2-3.

" 1pid., 4.
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mechanical bodies, Husserl writes, but they attaénsense of “having force,” because
“something like corporealitylfeiblichkeii is felt in them, force in the sense of the forceful
efforts JAnstrengungskraftewhich I, as a corporeal subject, must exerasit; push, or hit.°
The forces | perceive are more originally knowrotlgh my own body; my body is a substrate
of forces which “originally have meaning only foy and for other things only through their
pushing-resting-pulling-relations to it"(ibid®}.Thus, he continues:

[T]hings are apperceived in their relation to eatier, as if they were body-
analogueslleibesanalogh and in such a way that conditions and forces are
placed in themihnen eingelegt werdérforces which are, as it were, measured
precisely through the bodily forces that would éguired for us to overpower
[these objects’] movements, bring them to restnodify the speeds or
accelerations of their movements in any Way.

The intelligibility of mechanical nature, in otheords, is originally based on apperceptions that
originate in the bodyi¢ibentsprungenen Apperzeptiohesdthough of course this connection has
been “eliminated” from the physical scienés.

Even in this text, however, Husserl expresses aahrice about this idea. Can't pure
mechanical corporeality, he asks, be constitutedowi relation to bodily corporeality?
Shouldn’t the concept of force that is rooted i@ bodily sphere be limited to the “subjective”
sphere, particularly that of the body (but alschpes that of thought, emotion, et€HAat the
same time, he observes that the concepts we @atiuge to talk about mechanical nature—
power Mermogeh force, resistance, pressure, etc.—all seemiginatte in the subjective
sphere® Isn’t this more than just a coincidence?

80« _sie driicken und stoRen sich gleichsam, schisiizh, benehmen sich als mechanische Kérper,siderhalten

Kréafte dadurch, dass ihnen so etwas wie Leiblidhdegeflihlt wird, und Kréfte in dem Sinne der
Anstrengungskrafte, die ich als Leibsubjekt tibessnum zu heben, driicken, stoRen.” Ibid., 5.

8« Kréfte, die ursprunglich nur fiir ihn Bedeutungben und fiir andere Dinge nur durch ihren Druck-Rug-
Beziehungen zu ihm.” Ibid.

82«Dann aber werden Dinge im Verhalten zu einandeamperzipiert, als ob sie Leibesanaloga wéarenzugtkich
so, dass ihnen Zustande und Kréfte eingelegt wedlemleichsam gemessen werden, eben durch unsere
Leibeskrafte, die nétig sind, um ihre Bewegungeiilzerwinden, sie zur Ruhe zu bringen oder in bgjmtWeise
ihre Bewegungsgeschwindigkeiten oder Beschleunignrzg modifizieren.” Ibid.

8 “Elimination dieser uirsprunglicher ApperzeptiorduRiickbeziehund auf Leiblichkeit durch die Mechaaii
reine Physik. Diese Elimination ist, wie es miraicth, eine vollkomene.” Ibid., 6.

8% Aber kénnte sich materielle und zwar rein mecheimisKorperlichkeit nicht konstituieren ohne Bezietauf
Leiblichkeit, und kénnte nicht der aus der Leibkefihssphare stammende Kraftbegriff ganz entwearéztien, um
dann seine Rolle ausschliesslich zu spielen insidxjektiven Sphére’, und speziell der LeibesspPéatieid.

8« dass alle Begriffe von Mechanischem aus Suhjekn entsprungene Begriffe von Vermogen, Kraft,
Widerstand, Druck, etc.” Ibid., 7.
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It is unclear why Husserl did not pursue this loie¢hought further—whether he rejected
it or simply never got around to reconsiderindtits unfortunate that he did not, as his brief
foray down this road is suggestive and compellirigere are clearly strong motives, | think, to
look for our intuition of force elsewhere than lretapprehension of causal regularities in
appearances. These only give us, as we have serdexed world of phantoms with no
materiality, and thus nothing we could intuit asalrforce.” Yet we must also admit that the
alternate approach, whereby force is somehow engadlihprojected into objects, is a bit
mysterious. What could it mean for forces to bé if@o’ perceptual bodies? Can we articulate
this operation in such a way that we are not megesiting it? We must leave these questions
for another time, and leave the problem—namely, tgive a phenomenological account for
the intuition of force—unresolved. Husserl’'s owmtradictory attempts to address it, however,
help us to see more clearly the contours of thelpm, and to appreciate that the high stakes

involved: the very possibility of a phenomenolodyraterial reality.

Generalizing the Picture: Force and Non-MechanicaHappenings

While we have raised questions we could not puest, we have also gained a more intimate
understanding of the way forces are at work inapprehension of what happens. Whichever
phenomenological account one finds more plausibteeef as the ability to effect change, or
force as an analogue of bodily exertion and rest&a-it is hopefully clear by now that our
intuition of real mechanical happenings involvesgessarily, a grasp of forces at work. Without
such a grasp, we would be intuiting mere phant@isut which we could not say that they were
falling, flying, being driven, breaking, etc.

How far can we extend this insight? Do all happgsimvolve force? This seems
implausible, when we consider, first of all, spaimporal happenings such as color changes,
which do not self-evidently involve something wéuihas force, or happenings that are not
‘physical’ (or more than just physical) like gettimarried or giving a gift. | think, however, that
we can use the understanding we have gained ddftdriiteractions to shed light on seemingly
‘forceless’ cases.

We have already seen how Husserl uses color chamgestinguish between phantoms
and real things. A phantom such as a sunbeam @argelcolor as a result of its circumstances,

but it has no ‘objective’ color property that itggerves through the changes in its appearance. A
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real object, on the other hand, can look diffetemder different lighting conditions without us
thereby intuiting a change in its color. In eachezdhowever, the change in appearance is seen as
an effect produced by something other than the tohawor object—there is a light source that is
itself changing, being obstructed, moving, etc.tmother hand, we can perceive objects (but

not phantoms) as changing their objective cololighid may change color when—perhaps
unbeknownst to us—another a chemical is added #ocihameleon changes its colors on its

own. Here there is no external source producinglar @ffect, but an alteration of the object’s
surface color itself.

Are there ‘forces’ at work in these various expecies? Arguably, when we intuit a light
source illuminating an object, or producing a samgthere is something we might call force at
work here. Light sources have, phenomenologic@gaking of course, a kind of ‘power’. They
can be ‘weak’ or ‘strong.’ The light they emit ‘Hitobjects and ‘bounces” off of them. Thus
light itself has a kind of force (which, howeverpuwd be hard to interpret as a ‘bodily analogy,’
insofar as we are not ourselves light sources)n@ésin apparent color are in this sense
involved in a nexus of ‘forces,’ if we expand thistion to include the way we understand light
as a directional power.

What about objects that actually change color? 8vhéldmit it is hard to see here what
would count as the intuition of a force, it doepegr that we have at least a primal intuition that
the change is something the objects are ‘doinghéncase of an animal this is not hard to see.
Yet even in the case of a liquid, there is a séimse&hange is something it is ‘doing on its own.’
The change is precisehpt something we attribute to an outside source; watittie source of
change to be in the thing itself, even if we candentify that source. There is something ‘at
work,” even if we have no idea what that might Bee wonder we experience upon seeing such
an experiment for the first time has somethingdpldhink, with the uncanny feeling that, for
that moment, the liquid has come alive, that it &agll of its own.

One’s intuitions may differ about these cases hatwery least, however, we can see
how, among color changes, we can distinguish betwease which have their impetus in light
sources outside the thing, and those which haveithpetus in the thing itself. Somewhere in
each case there is an activity, or quasi-activtpe found—an object changing its own color, a
light source being obstructed, etc. ‘Force’ or ‘@otamay not be quite the words to use to

characterize such activity, but nor do they seempietely off the mark.
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What, then, of happenings that transcend purelgiphiydescriptions? | witness, for
example, one person giving a gift to another. keilpful to think of this in terms of ‘intuited’
forces? Perhaps this is not so preposterous araglganay seem. If | witness a gift-giving—
and, crucially, see it as such—I am not simplysg@iersorA put objectX in persorB’s hands.
This would not, after all, be sufficient for seegs a gift A may just be lending to B, or
showing it to her. Nor, to witness a gift-givingged such a physical transfer happen a#all.
could just puiX on the table and say, ‘This is my gift to you.’ #¥imakes the happening a gift-
giving is, in part at least, a transfer of ownepsiAi can only give awaX if it is his to begin
with; and he only gives it tB if, at that momen®X now belongs to her. There is a transfer of
‘power’ over the object, so to speak (without apemcal transfer of power in the other direction,
as in the case of an exchange). The transfer,iteelfeover, must be a ‘free’ act of will on the
part of the giver (and perhaps of the recipienwel). If | compel (‘force’)A, at gunpoint, to
give X to B, something quite different from gift-giving hasppened.

The point here is not to argue that we should wtded such understand social
configurations and interactions like ownership jtuah, and compulsion by strict analogy to
physical forces. There is a certain similarity, leeer, between what, in these different domains,
is intuited without being sensuously perceivedan’t'see’ the pull of gravity on a barbell, nor
can | ‘'see’ the ownership relation between a peesaha possession. | can't ‘see’ the force with
which a wrecking ball hits a wall, nor can | ‘séleé volition of a gift-giver. | must, however,
intuit that these powers are operative in the spoading situations if | am to grasp them in a
particular way. These intuited powers are the &hsy so to speak of what happens.

Husserl himself notes this parallelism when he plesethe different senses in which we
speak of our own abilities. “In this regard,” heitess, “a distinction is to be made between a
physical‘l can’ (the bodily and the one mediated by the Boehd thespiritual.”®® | am free
(usually) to move my body as | wish. But | also @avhost of ‘spiritual’ abilities:

| can draw conclusions, compare, distinguish, conrm®unt, calculate; also | can
evaluate and weigh values, etc.—all this in themaway as a ‘mature man.” On
the other hand, | do hawey peculiaritiesmy way of moving, of doing things, my
individual evaluations, my own way of preferringy temptations, and my power
[Kraft] of conquering certain kinds of temptations, agamisich | am
invulnerable. The next person is different, he different pet motives, other

8 Husserldeas Il 266.
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temptations are dangerous for him, he has othersephn which he exercises his
individual powers of actionilfatkraftd, etc..®’(ibid).

We are driven by instincts and temptations whickreise their powers, and we can counter
these powers with efforts of our own. Our powerseafsoning can wax and wane. These powers
are, like bodily forces, originally given to ourges$, as we exert and resist them. Yet we can also
see them ‘at work’ in other people: “I put myseilfthe place of the other subject, and by
empathy | grasp what motivates him and how stroriglpes so, with what poweKfaft]. And |
learn to understand inwardly how he behaves, amdhiewould behave, under the influence of
such and such motives, determining him with suachsarch force, i.e., | grasp what he is capable
of and what is beyond hinf®

Insofar as we apprehend the behavior of otherg@rticular way, grasping what is
happening to them and what they are doing, we must their powers, drives, attractions,
emotions, commitments and goals. These are not thatedy accessible to us, but must be
nonetheless seen—through empathy, on Husserl’'yaasatfor our experience of them to
cohere meaningfully.

We would have to do much more work to examine themar of givenness of
happenings in this ‘spiritual’ realm. We can semyéver, that here, too, these happenings
involve, or at least can involve, subjects whiok @angaged in, and in part constituted by, a nexus
of ‘forces’ which interact and compete with eachest As with mechanical interactions, and
even color changes, what we experience as happefiirdepend on what kinds of forces are
experienced as active, where they are seen toataggiand what they are seen to be effecting.

Further expansions of the concept are surely napgs#&/hat forces, for example, do we
take to be at work when we understand that a nathsrelected a president? This will have to
involve more than just the ‘will’ of the voters @the elected person). There is the law to
consider—can we speak of the force of law, anthitslvement in such a situation? What about
the ‘power’ the new president now has? This seatesant as well. | will admit, however, that |
don’t have a firm grasp of what forces are and’areduded in this case, or in the countless
other difficult cases that can be presented. latdhave a taxonomy of forces to offer, or a
method for identifying which forces are operatighgnomenologically, in our experience of this
or that happening.

8 bid.
8 bid., 287.
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| do think, however, that we need to consider fporesomething like it, to grasp what is
phenomenologically essential and distinct aboupkamg—to grasp the happeningness of
things that happen. In the realm of mechanical bBamg, the indispensability of force in a
phenomenological account is quite clear. Our irdnibf force is what allows us to see identical
changes as different happenings, and to discrimibetween stasis that is happening and stasis
that is not. Whatever realm of happening we wanmbtwsider, we will need some way to account
for analogous distinctions.

We are now in a position to propose a general cheniaation of verbal experience. It is,
first of all, protemporal: it must involve an attem to the ‘next’ and ‘before.” We no longer
need to identify protemporality, however, as amiszfeature of verbal experience, as we can
now see it as an aspect of the intuition of foWwe. see force ‘at work’ in the manifestation of its
effects. This can only happen in the protemporpkeience of change or stasis; force cannot be
intuited intemporally, as it requires a tempordialaing to show itself at work. We can of
course intemporally experience the property of lgyecd—a dent on a car, for example—and
deduce that it was the result of some happening)vimg some force. Yet this is not itself the
intuition of force, nor the intuition of happening.

Verbal experience, then, is the intuition of foncéts effects. Changes and stases do not,
on their own, constitute happening; these museke ss the manifestation or ‘expression’ of
forces. Even when the forces remain altogether eniggts, or transcend self-evidently physical
causality, we can still, at the very least, lodagar origins and directional orientations. We gras
which objects exert forces, and which suffer tHfea$ of forces passively. So characterized,
verbal experience has two essential features:

Manifestation of force in effect€hanges and stases are experienced as the effects
forces.
Distribution of force:We discriminate the source and direction of fonceag the
objects involved; force is (seen as) exerted byarichposed on objects.
These two features, while distinguishable, areooirse inseparable in experience; changes and
stases must be the changes and stases of som#thargihould, of course, be loose about what
we mean by ‘object.” This can include amorphousspdaf entities like ‘the air’, cultural entities
like universities, subjective things like ‘my fe®djs’, etc. The agents and patients of forces are

just whatever we can apprehend as exerting or kedfegted by them.
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4.3 The Structure of Verbal Judgments

Thinking about the objects of happening helps usasransition, now, to a consideration of the
structure of verbal judgments. Judgments, afteraadl ‘about’ their subjects. They say
something about something.

We have characterized the experience of happesitigeaintuition of force, manifested
in effects and discriminated in terms of sourcegaion, recipient, etc. It is only through
judicative activity, however, that what is expeded becomes an objectivity, an identifiable
‘thing.” Judicative acts yield intentional struadsrwhich can then be fulfilled; in these fulfilling
acts we take our experiences as experiences oktlyghing meant in judgment. The ‘thing’
that happens is a judicatively structured objeaqferience. But what is the intentional
structure of verbal judgments? What do they sayath®ir subjects? How do they inscribe

verbal experience in sentential form?
4.3.1 What do verbal judgments intend?

We can approach these questions by first recaflowg Husserl answers it in the case of copular
judgments, with his account of ‘predicative fornoas.” Copular judging involves, first of all,

the positing its subject as a determinable sulesthais posited as ‘that which is determined by a
property.” At the same time, it posits the detemiion of this substrate—the predicate—as ‘that
by which a subject is being determined.” Copulagjments thereby posit the being-determined
of a subject by a property—a state of affairs, batBennett and Kim would call a property
exemplification. This positing is not simply thergeration of a structure—although it is also
that—but moreover the prescription of a possiblglling experience, in which an explicate
would be discovered within the horizon delineatgdh® object. In this experience, the being-
determined of the object in a particular way igmrally given. We see the state of affairs

‘itself’, as the very objectivity intended in thedgment.

Now that we have a grasp of the nature of verbpée&nce, we can see what verbal
judgments—verbal judicative intentions— must pasibrder to generate an intentional structure
directed towards happenings, rather than propesynelifications. In verbal experience, objects
are given as exerting or being affected by foredsch elicit or prevent changes in themselves

or in the environment. What matters to us is naatthese objects are like, but what they are
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doing or undergoing. Verbal judgments, we wouldestpshould accordingly posit objects, not
as determinable substrates, but as ‘agents’ ani@ijis, where these terms are not interpreted as
necessarily implying will or consciousness. Objesttsuld be posited as able to exert force to
elicit (or resist) effects, and/or as susceptibléotces which effect them. They should be
intended as ‘doers’ and ‘do-ees’. Along with thisrbal judgments should also intend the
particular manner of effecting and being effectedark in each case.

In other words, verbal judgments should assigedabijto discrete roles in a tiny one-
sentence ‘drama,’ while at the same time tellintpom this drama unfolds. This does not mean,
however, that this drama—the happening—would itselposited as an element in the judgment
(as per Davidson). The verbal judgment would rabigethe very structural formation of this
drama, just as the copular judgment is the formatioa state of affairs.

Expressed verbal judgments—sentences—should angbydiommunicate this
intentional structure, where the objects are assighiscrete roles in a dramatic nexus. This is of
course just what verbal sentences do. Take, fanpkg the sentence ‘The rock shattered the
glass.” We immediately know, upon hearing this seogé, that we are to consider the rock as the
active participant, and the glass as the passigee\0e also know what effects were produced on
the patient through the activity of the agent—wewrwhat the ‘drama’ is. We don’t know
exactly how this happened, of course. Perhapsoitlewas thrown, or perhaps it fell. We do
know, however, what it would mean to have ‘sees thing happen’. We would have to have
seen a certain change in the glass—consistentwhi#tt we mean by ‘shattering'— as the rock'’s
'doing’, i.e. as an effect elicited by the rock.

There are many ways of doing and being effectetfef@nt sentences will naturally
express different happenings, and these may vaatlgrin their basic structure, assigning
different kinds of roles. For example, (54) and)(&te roles are more or less identical, even
though what happens is slightly different. In bdtte rock is the doer and the glass suffers the
effects of the doing.

Il The rock shattered the glass.
Il The rock cracked the glass.

In (56) and (57), on the other hand, we see diffieseructures, with different roles:

Bl The rock fell.

P aul sent Agnes the rock.
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In (56), there is no doer—the rock is the patiearehsuccumbing to a downward force. In (57)
we do have an agent (who is now, we should addlisonal actor), and something effected by
this agent (the rock) but also a recipient.

In these sentences, it is clear that the verbishatsponsible for ‘telling us’ what
structure is in play. The verb determines the pigdint roles that are needed in the judgment.
Note what happens if we try to formulate sentenadls ‘missing’ or ‘extra’ roles:

I Paul sent

Il The rock fell the glass

We can explain this much, however, simply by chir@@ing ‘sent’ and ‘fell’ as predicates of
varying adicity. We could say that ‘sent’ is a #vgace predicate, while ‘fell’ is a one-place
predicate, and that (58) and (59) are simply mgsanguments.

Adicity alone, however, does not explain the specdle-assignation that different
arguments receive. To represent ‘Paul sent Agresoitk’ as Sent(Paul, Agnes, rock) tells us
nothing about the specific roles each of theseragis are playing. More generally, we see
again how unhelpful it is to characterize verbalgoments and property exemplifications. Saying
that Paul, Agnes and the rock together exempléyptoperty ‘send’ tells us nothing about the
dynamically structured relations between thesectktements. One might respond by saying that
it is through these very structural relations that andz exemplify this property. It is
exemplified when (roughly speakingperforms and action which causet® receivez. Yet if
this is what it means to exemplify the propertyyvehould we identify ‘send’ as a property in
the first place? The property concept adds nottormur theoretical understanding of sentences
that use this verb, serving rather to obscure &trac

Instead of treating verbs as property-attributingdpcates, we can see them as words that
indicate the basic dramatic structure and contetiteohappenings verbal judgments express.
(We can of course still call them ‘predicates’ & want to, so long as we don’t understand this
to involve property-attribution.) By ‘content’ | raa that which is different in ‘The rock
shattered the glass’ and ‘The rock cracked thesgl#¢hat differs here—in terms of our
previous analyses—is the particular ‘effect’ thrbwghich the force of the rock is manifested.
The roles are the same in each case. Verbs, howsgegive us structure. They tell us which

dramatic roles need to be filled by other constitaef the judgment.
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In their function as content providers, verbs ara sense analogous to property-
ascribing copular predicates. These predicatesugwbe content of our property-ascriptions.
They tell us how the subject is being determinkdyttell us the way objectse. Verbs give us
a different kind of content; they tell us the wdyexts are behaving. In their role-assigning
function, however, verbs are unlike copular preisaThese latter do not assign a role to the

subject, which is fixed, in the copular structuas the subject of predication
4.3.2 Thematic roles

The role-designating function of verbs has beedistuextensively by linguists, under the
heading of ‘thematic roles’ or ‘theta roles,” oftabbreviatedé-roles.” The basic idea is what we
have already noticed—that part of our understandingerbs involves an understanding of the
roles that accompany them. It is an open questiowever, how the assignation @foles is
actually implemented. There is no consensus, famgte, about which basiroles to

recognize. Some approaches argue for a rich inienfaoles. These would include roles like
Agent, Patient (sometimes called Theme), Goal (e.tp Agnes’), Instrument (e.g. ‘...with a
knife’), Location, Direction, and Posses&dihese categories can be further subdivided: we
may, for example, want to distinguish among kintlagents (e.g. volitional and non-volitional
ones)” Another model assumes just two ‘proto-roles’'—Agamd Patient—which are not
discrete categories but rather “cluster concetsttiich objects can belong in varying degrees.
Thus for example the proto-role ‘Agent’ may includwitional involvement, causation,
sentience, and movement as potential features (@uibiers, perhaps); but sentential
constituents ‘filling’ the agent role could haveyarombination of thes¥-

There is also disagreement about whethagle assignation is a syntactic or semantic
operation. The technical details of such propoagdseyond the scope of this work, but | can
indicate the basic contours of two approaches. Sbpwies, for example, takerole
assignation to be a function of the conceptuaksiines we associate with specific verbs,
together with rules (also contributed by the vesfcifying which syntactical positions will fill

8 This is the minimal sent of roles assumed in Bakeorporation : A Theory of Grammatical Function &fging
37.

'See D. A. Cruse, "Some Thoughts on Agentiviftirnal of Linguistic®, no. 1 (1973): 18-21. Cruse in fact
offers a four-part division of agentivity.

1 See David Dowty, "Thematic Proto-Roles and Argun®election,"Languages7, no. 3 (1991): 571ff.
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which role. Thus, for example, the verb ‘eat’ wohkive a conceptual structure requiring an
agent that eats and something that is eaten; itdxadso carry a rule which says that the
sentential subject will fill the former role, artietdirect object will fill the lattet? Other
proposals seé-role selection to be determined by sententiakstine. Rather than having verbs
specify the syntactical positions that correspanitisté-roles, generat+role categories are
uniformly associated with specific syntactical piosis

Let's take a closer look at an issue that arisesé adopts the latter proposal, as it helps
clarify the kinds of challenges thematic categopessent to traditional views regarding
propositional structures. One basic assumptionsyidactically-driven theory would be that
agents always appear in the ‘subject’ position|evpatients appear in the ‘direct object’
position®* However, this does not seem to always be the éasee saw, the subject in ‘The
rock broke the glass’ is agentive, while the subijecThe rock fell’ is not. ‘Fell’ is an example
of a so-called ‘unaccusative’ verb, i.e. a verb sghgrammatical subject is not an agent but
rather a patient.

We can, however, preserve the idea thatles correspond to fixed syntactical positions
by suggesting that the subject of unaccusativeesers has in fact ‘moved’ to the front of the
sentence from its original positiGhNote that some transitive verbs can be used as
unaccusatives:

Il The rock broke the glass.
Il The glass broke.

The idea would be that just as (60) has the stradeen in (62), (61) has this same structure, but
with no noun in the ‘subject’ position, as in (63):

Il The rock [broke [the glass]]]

B - [broke [the glass]]]

%2 This is a crude paraphrase of the proposal byJaakendoff, "The Status of Thematic Relations imgListic
Theory,"Linguistic Inquiry18, no. 3 (1987). Cf. Dowty, "Thematic Proto-Rodesl Argument Selection."

% This is the so-called “Uniformity of Theta Assigant Hypothesis” or “UTAH,” suggested by Baker,
Incorporation : A Theory of Grammatical Function &tging 46. For an introductory discussion, see AdGeare
Syntax : A Minimalist ApproacH 36ff.

% Subject’ and ‘object’ are of course not technitims. In syntactical theory the relevant posgiare identified
in terms of a much more refined model of senteteetre. | use these terms here for the sakengflggity.

% See Bakerncorporation : A Theory of Grammatical Function &tging 46 and the citations therein.
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To satisfy the requirement (in English) that deafize sentences be headed by nominal phrases,
‘glass’ moves up to the empty position. We coukhtBuggest the same for ‘“The rock fell,’

except that in this case ‘fell’ never assigns aenagole.
- [fell [the rock]]]

| am not suggesting that this proposed analysistigect, or that the syntactical approach
to @-roles in general is the right one. My point isheatto show one way in which the problem of
thematicity requires us to rethink what we meanhgy‘subject’ of our judgments. When it
comes to verbal judgments, we cannot simply idenitié subject as the grammatical subject that
is ‘determined’ by a predicate. Part of what a eéjbdgment does is posit the subject (and other
objects) as participants of specific types. Copjpldgments do not appear to do this. A copular
subject does not have any role to play, as themetising going on. It is not a ‘participant.’
Accordingly, copular ‘be’ is generally not thoudhtassign thematic rolés.

This doesn’t mean that copular subjects can’tugkomething about what activities their
subjects are capable of, or what effects they aseeptible to. If we say ‘Charles is a good
dancer,” for example, we obviously understand subject’ to be a volitional agent. ‘Charles’,
however, does not occupy a structural ‘agent’ noleuch a sentence. Phenomenologically
speaking, he is not posited as an agent exertiog fo a certain way. There is nothing
happening in this judgment, so there is nothinghior to do. Some copular judgments, as we
noted in Chapter 1, can of course tell us abougththat are happening: ‘The plane is in flight’,
for example, or ‘John is in a crisis.” These arecs@ cases, however, in which the copular
predicates themselves specify types of happeninfisisiomatic prepositional phrases that
contain event-naming nominals.

Thematic relations, on the other hand, may not yviee of a happening sort. We noted
this in Chapter 1, when we observed that not albalgudgments express happenings. In ‘Mary
loves John’, for example, or ‘Mary knows John,’rihare two discrete roles (perhaps something
like ‘experiencer’ and ‘theme’ or ‘target’), andty®othing that happens. We are inclined to call
these ‘states.’ Note that in neither case do we dimything that we could call—even

figuratively—the manifestation of a force. We miglatll ‘love’ a kind of force; it does move us

% | know of one proposal which does suggest thatspecifies thematic roles, namely ‘Theme’ and {Redy.’ The
author explicitly identifies these roles as ‘nomtdpant’ roles. Elizabeth Lébel, "Copular VerbsdsArgument
Structure: Participant Vs. Non-Participant Roléheoretical Linguistic26(2000). Lobel’s article includes a good
summary of other approaches to copular syntax wihichot involve thematic roles.
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to do things. Yet in ‘Mary loves John’ there isindication of its manifestation in effects. ‘Mary
is feeling love pangs’, on the other hand, does g& this (even though the manifestation is only
available to Mary).

Yet while thematic structure is not necessarilyldged to express happening, it is easy
to see why happening is almost always expresseddghrit. If happening involves the
manifestation of force, expressing this required tie identify its sources, its vehicles, its
victims, and so on. We need to express not just ahaho was involved, but also how. To do
so we need sentences that are in a sense temiplatigamatic structure. This is not a function
the copular form provides.

The detailed working-out of the varieties of verbalcture—its role-types, its forms of
agentivity, its aspectual varieties, etc.—is inséirgg work which | will not engage here any
further. | would suggest, however, that phenomagists interested in this topic, and in the
phenomenology of judgment in general, would do wefamiliarize themselves with the
semantic and syntactic literature. It does nditjrik, address more fundamental
phenomenological questions—regarding, for exanvphat is involved in intending a subject ‘as
agent’ or ‘as patient’. Semantic and syntactic aerations, do, however, point us to crucial
distinctions regarding judicative acts which weadh&zaddress if we want to refine and expand

the phenomenology of judgment, which is in the aqgdhenomenology of knowledge and truth.

4.4 Final Remarks

In Chapter 1, | presented the ‘problem of everdshe problem of the intelligibility of ‘things
that happen’. Our goal was to determine how thieisg$ are cognitively available to us as
‘things’, and to understand why their way of bethmgs is the ‘happening’ way. Let’s review
our answers to these questions. The ‘things’ irstjoe are, on my interpretation, judicatively
structured things. To this extent, the Husserliadeh resembles the property-exemplification
approach to events. It goes further, however, Quinmg, first of all, into the givenness of these
synthetic objectivities. Such ‘things’ are avaikld us as objects of reference by virtue of
judgment-forming acts which generate new intentiohgects. Through the judgment, we are
directed back towards a possible experience whmhdvfulfill it. To have this experience
would be to see the ‘same thing’ that is meantu@hothe judicative intention—it would be to

see the ‘thing that happened’ itself. Experiescahat ‘gives’ the thing itself, but it can only
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give such a thing if we approach experience indécptive mode. Without the judgment, there is
no happening thing to intend.

This much, however, is true for any judicative riyj’ not just things that happen.
Thinglyness is, so far, just a function of the aemee of judicative structures in general. To
understand the happeningness of things that hapgehad to look at the very experience which
fulfills judicative intentions. Our central discayewas that, for an experience to count as the
experience of happening, we must intuit the matafem of force in its (temporally progressing)
effects. It is only by including force in an accowohverbal experience that we can understand
how identical changes are experienced as diffédreppenings, and how changeless situations
can count as happening at all. This is quite claeast, in the domain of mechanical nature. An
expanded notion of force, however, also appeal® toecessary to account for happeningness in
other spheres. There, too, happening cannot beeddo change; we need to grasp what is
driving the effects we witness.

With this key observation in hand, we turned backdrbal judgments, to see how they
need to be structured in order to intend the erpegs of happening. Force is distributed
differentially among objects. They are paradignaly; its agents and patients. Verbal
judgments must therefore intend objects as occgpyistinct roles in a dramatic nexus. The
verbal sentences normally used to express thesgadrtnus have more structure than copular
sentences. They assign what linguists have calhexrfatic roles.” While there are competing
theories regarding role-assignation, the fact & assignation is unavoidable.

In a nutshell then: we know things happen becaus¢éhematically structured
propositions can be fulfilled by experiences in ethforce manifests itself temporally in effects.

There are loose ends, of course. Among the mosipicuous is the question of event
nominals like ‘wedding’ and ‘earthquake’ and ‘bg&8, which we pushed to the side at the very
beginning of the investigation. This move wasifiest by the primacy of propositions in our
talk about what happens. Ultimately, however, ae of these terms stands in need of
phenomenological analysis. How do we intend thesgs$? Our understanding of them seems to
be derived from our understanding of judgments Wwiclarify their meaning—this was
Bennett’s ‘supervenience’ claim. At the same tithere seems to be something markedly
‘entity-like’ about these terms. Their objects seenstand on their own as discrete items in our

inventory of real-world things. We don’t seem tede judicative synthesis to intend them.
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Does this mean that we intend them differentlythése some intentional surplus that comes
along with nominal event terms? And how does it e@hout? Might we want to trace some sort
of cultural process of reification, wherein certaspecially significant types of happening are
designated with nouns of their own? These are itapbguestions, about which | unfortunately
have nothing to say at this point.

We also need much more clarity regarding the natidiorce. While | am convinced it is
pivotal to a phenomenological understanding happgnt is not evident how we are to tie
together our various applications of this termh@aes there is a better term to use—‘power’ is
another candidate—but we would still need a con@gtamework that unifies its senses within
and beyond the sphere of mechanical nature. Thegbiie of course a worthwhile one its own
right; we do use the word ‘force’ in widely divergeeveryday contexts, and it would be
interesting to examine why we are so comfortabiagieo. It is essential, however, for the
further development the phenomenology of happehiraye proposed here. Part of this work
will involve thinking more carefully about the twalnenomenological approaches to force |
outlined above: on the one hand force as the dispos$o produce effects, intuited through the
anticipation of the lawful regulated change; andrenother hand force as effort, intuited
through some kind of empathy. If one finds theclaftath more promising, as | do, the first task
is then to examine the different ways in which wpegience force ‘genuinely,’ i.e. personally,
and identify what it is they share in common.

An issue that did not come up explicitly, but tlsaho less pressing, is the question of
causal relations between happenings. Causal exagare one of the principal contexts in
which we talk about what happens. What does it ni@aone event to cause another—
phenomenologically speaking, that is? Husserl, abave seen, essentially takes a Humean
stance, interpreting causality in terms of the lagy of systems of appearance. This was then
used to account for the intuition of force in terafiglispositions. If we take the alternative
approach to force, can we develop a different phrammlogy of causality, one in which force is
an essential ingredient of causal apprehensidmershan an outcome of it?

The question of causal explanation raises a langere amorphous phenomenological
issue. What prompts us to be interested in hapgsrimbegin with? What brings them into
focus out of the background of our lived experiéh€ausal explanation is one crucial way

happenings are talked about—perhaps the primary Bitywhy are we so concerned with
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causal explanations? Perhaps our engagement wiiesand effects can be grounded, as James
Woodward has suggested, in our practical interestanipulating the environment to our
advantagé’ If happening comes into focus for us because wénaerested in causal

explanation, and if we're interested in the lattexinly as a means of manipulation, this suggests
a path to a genetic account of our cognitive gaddpmppening as a feature of our world. It

arises, we might propose, out of our situatednesdife-world whose horizon is not that of

open determinability—as Husserl’s notions of ‘woddd the ‘will to cognition’ would have

it—but of manipulability.

This is speculative, to be sure. My aims in thiglgthave been less far-reaching, but |
hope its findings and proposals are productivaugher thought, regarding both its immediate
concerns—happening and the phenomenology of judgmamd the avenues available for
phenomenological research in general. Questionsrah@ur tasks multiply. Conclusions

become new problems, and the work continues.

7«On this way of looking at matters, our interastausal relationships and explanation initiallgwgs out of a
highly practical interest human beings have in ipalaition and control; it is then extended to cotgéx which
manipulation is no longer a practical possibilit)dmes Woodwardyflaking Things Happen : A Theory of Causal
Explanation (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 10.
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