
1<)lO'- .m" I '/.1Q,. l'n h.II": but It dId not \fJlh';HJn It b<.'~·O (l d 1' .. 'ro~TlHh)J1 , (-o r OIK' 

t hi l1 ~. logk 11,,\'Ifwa' llukhhiy ~11AI't'J hy 'lICit dUlll,.",1 ' Hll\~rt-" r,'(·ognitl{lJl. 

,md tlw. ,\!" \ ,IT)'jng lutc rpl"<:{.'lI IOIl'. Sec~lI1d!y, h l)!lt" t'wllwJlly ': IIJ b lcd \Ollll' o f 

H l l l)t' r(~ <Jul"lltioll' ,lhoU! thr' )Tl< .... (c.!,: .• ~'Il llccrni tl~ l'oml'ktt'IlI'~5) 10 ["It.' powd . 

:lml J Il\\\'('f"t', 1, 111 ,I prt'ci'K' \vay. Thudly, t h l' 1I~(, o f1 ogi( ill fout lliJrio lMI ' Iudir$ 

b.:,',Ill": .1 ~lriklll~ 1"."J lllpk of H illx'rr\ 'tr.H~'~y 1)1' tl~m!> 11lJdl('ll1:lrk, to JII.l I-,.'I"c 

IlI,II n C' Ill.lI,ICS. Tht' ~" IUIIIlC Ilovd..,.· wrough t by Il IJthcllI.l IK.l1 lo).:.K \\':u dlJ l II 

k'd I l> the' diw()\,t'ry o f ~ ,'rt.n n Ii 11\1 [,I lion' ill I hl' ktg lC ,I I ft)r lllul.l llon tJ r" ,))dOIll~ tIf 

lill'ori("l. J ("" Il~l" 'I \l t' lI<':<'" of wIndt W:1"\ lilt' R'\'{.·I.I UOU IbM t'orr" ,I!. ,l.'('otl1.lf il· 1,'1 

the-ory mn.-Jy ClllIl<:l( h,' .1 fm:ll I(HlIld.ll lOll:l1 rlwory fllr IIlJ l h'· II1:lt il·~ . ,tnd d lJt 
norhHl~ d,e ,{luld be 
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L T H E COMIIINld ION 1 HEORY O F JU])(;EME:-.lT 
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TIH: theory o r j llcl!!<::nwtH Ilt IlSI l'Otlll\)()Il!Y ":-ltlbl~I l:~d bv phtl ()~,) ph{'f" ,Hl1tllld 

1:-i 70 \.....,1 wh.l! w,' In i);h l Gill eh l' ·(on thin,u.ion t ll t'ory·. Tlli, \V,h. lll" f e' j.'n:· 

(j,dy, :1 thl'l'ry o f Ih,' ,Klil'il), ()t'.llId~ i llg.. c{)t lr o:ivt'd J •• 1 pron..,\ of ,-"(lfnlmlln.~ , )1' 

Se- p,l r3 tilll-: (.: rl.lI l! !lW 11 L(l 11 tl it., l-'llkd . (Ol1(:q){<,' , · p n'~'·l! I Jtiow;·. or 'IJ,'a~ ' PIII_ 

Itivt' Judg:m!{ i, Iht' ~\.'Il vi ry of putting lo;.:..:-dwr a l'omplt'""( of ClltKt'PI'. 1l,·:;.Il!\': 
Jll dg: in~ I, the' j ~'l i \"l ty o r ~\.T~r,uinjl; ron("'l'l~, m tl.llly ,I p.ur ('1)1151\[1111;'; (',f lubJ~,t 
Jlld preJK.II,' . rd ,lIc'd to l'.\\.' 11 m lta by IIlC'JIl' ()fJ copula. 

Thoc (·o m h ul.Itwll th t'\1 l"Y !:tot" h.md ill h.md with :IIl .l(CCpl,ltKl' Oflroid illlllUI 

\y llogl'lir J.I JII ,1.lequ,ll(, J,T OU l!t of thl' IO!,!il- ot Jud jl;i ng. In mht'r r('t' l'<:I<. 

roo. Ihl· t!ll'ory h:.} IU rootl m An~luldl:1Il ide.I, .. . II draws pn Ariltolie's illl l.l_ 

IUOII;l1 Cal9:f'r ir.' ( q b ) ,Ill.! .HI'I"I"'y~if., ( 105 Ih) to lil t' clli-C( {h at J CO/l(.-ptHJI 

,(lmpl~'x liMy ""rleer.1 pAr.,lld l"ombill"u.)n of tlbjt'Cts in !Ill' world . h had long 
!>t'C'1I .Is,"iWII<,d by Ih~' follu\\('1"l of Ar"Wlk th,l t rltl:' plwllOlllcnon of.l UJj!<.'lllt"UI 

(ould bt' prop" rly IlIId.-r>-w o. j onl \, withi n J !r-.llltt'work within whu:h til; , \\"I.:kr 

b.lc kgcollntl ,)f o lllolo!--')' t~ uk,'n in to ,IU·()Illlt. T h.' cJrlt~t for ms or ti lt' .:ombl­

IMli ... )) tll t'ory W,' rl ' ,It:ronh tl)tlr wh.11 I\"(' 'HIght {'aU ·tr:Hl ~n·tJ lknr· tilCUrlt ..... Iff 

thJt tlwy Js~II 111!t.,1 t rA lt-.o;clld nl( cn rrl'l,lIt'> "f th~ .Iet ufjud~,'m('n ( UII fh,' " tic of 

ObJCCb III 11l( world. Sudl vi.-w, W,'I\' d.-vciop('d b,,' SchoIJ(ti(', \uch :l~ Ahc::lJrJ 

( .... g. in Ill , L..:~i .. .1 /' (fo!:rrdll"mJi/III.I) .1Ild AqUHW Uk j·",jr.Jft' t. ~) , Jlld thl'Y ' <,main 

Vi~lblt' III th.- ~1·Vt:Jllt·l'mh , 't'll l tl ry HI I.(>d,,,, (E <;" r IV. V ) J' we-1\ :u in L,· lbni1.' 
c::xpc: r l1n~· 1lt 1 III th l' dirccllIlII of J l·() l'lIbill ,\tl)n.I III >'~1<:, lor t')(,unpk' .It .\.·" JH~'''lf ..... 

E.<~"i." 1 V.-, 
By I ~ 70 . hO\\"I"\'I'I". tllt'I"l' \\'('r( Ic'\\ If .IIlY (oll()w .... h of Art, IOIdlJtl or L<'iblJlllJ J) 

rr;lll"'<:cndc-II I t h (lwk~, 1=01". by illl'n. ill til" w;(kc o f Gnll l:)ll idcJ!tSIll, Jllllllrll,l · 

n<:'ill l~' lt" vi.,w Iud 1,.-,<lI IIl' dlJ 1l1l1l,m\ :It"('orJm~ to whid l th<' pro(.-" ,") fjud!-( llll'; 
i~ 10 b(' \l)),k r~(Oud "min'l) Ii-om !l1<' p I'n-pc niw o r'what T:lk C'~ pl.lC<' wHhillllll' 

1.11 
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rnilld or collSciouSIle:;s ofthe J\ldging subJe ct. The mo t '" u<, \I;J1 sort of ideal is III ill 

Germ;lny in the second half of the nincteenth century conceives the objects of 

knowl edge as being quitc literally located in (as 'immanent to ') the mind of the 

knowing subject . Windelband . for exa lilpl e, can define idealism ill this sense as 

' the dissolution of being into processes of consciousnc::ss ' . Combill<l tioll theorit's 

in this idealist spirit wert' developed in Germ;1nY by, among others, Gustav BLe­

dermallll, Franz Uiest', Eduard Erdmann, Kuno fischer , Ernst Friedrich, Carl 

Praml, and \-Ierlllann Schwarz. 

1.2. Berllard BO/ZatlO ~\" senltl/.(CS il1 fhclI15eilJCS 

/\ sOlllewhat exceptional case is provided by the kVisse!lsciwJislchrc of Bernard 

BolzaJIo , published in 1 R 3 7 . While Bolzano's work appeared some forty years 

before the period which here concerns us, its impo rtance for the th eory of 

judgelllellt makes a brief" ex position indispellsable-. Bolzano, too, defended a 

combination theory of judgemellt, but of a Pbtolllsti c sort . Uolzano tells us 

that Jll propositions have three pans , J subject 1(_1ea, the concept of having, 

and a predicate idea , as indicated in the expression <A has b > (Bolzano 1 ~J7 

[1972]: par. 127). Bolzallo's theory ofjudgemellt distinguishes between ( I) the 

Sat;:; an sich (sentence in itselD which would now standardly be described as th e 

' pro position' and (2) the se ntence thought or uttered. The Conner is an ideal 

o r abstract entity belonging to a special logical reJ.ll11; the latte r belongs to the 

concrete re llm of thinking activity or to the n :ahn of' speech or language . 

Ajlldgelllel1t, according to this theory, is the thinking of all ideal proposition, 

an entity olltside space and time: 'By propositi o n in itse lf I Hlean any .lssntion 

that sOlllething is or is IlOt the case, regardless whether or not somebody has 

put it into words, ~llld regardless even whether o r not it has been thought' 

(Bolzano 1837: par. IS! [J972: 20-tl). This Platonistic theory ofjudgelllellt 

plays an infiuenti:ll role- in the story which fbllows , :lIld it is to be noted th ,\t 

theories similar to that of Uolzano were embraced later on in the nineteenth 

century by Lo tze and by frege in Gerillany, as well as by G. F Stout in EllgLllld . 

According to Uolzano, truth and hlsity are timeless propcrtIes of proposi tions, 

and every proposition is either true or hlse, though the property of' having a 

truth va luc does n o t in Uolzallo's e)'cs belo ng to the defilllti o n of- the cOllCept 

of a proposition (Bolzano l~3 7 [lY72]: pars. 23, l2 5) . Since judgem ellt is the 

thinking o fa proposition , the ad of judge nit' lit can also be called true 0 1' fals e ill 

an exte nded seme , and truth and f~llsehood CJIl tllrther be prt'liicated of spcech 

:ICts ill which judgemcnt is expressed. 

Bolz:mo's theory serves to secll re the objectiv i ty of tru th. Fi [st, tru th is inde­

pendent of COnsCiOllSIlC'SS; it obtains independentl y of w iler her it is ever thought 
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or recognised . Seco nd, truth is a b~olute: it d()e~ 11 0t dep<: nd 0 11 ti me O l time". 

Thn-d the trllth or C1Isd100d o f <[ Jud gement does no t depe nd upo n t.lIt' COI1tt'Xt 

in wh;ch it is made (B olzano 1 R 3 7 I I y7.2 1: paL .2)). This Bol: Jn ia n, ll nde N<lnd­

in" of th e objectivity of truth ,mel knowle dge was influential hrst of ;111111 Austria 

(s';: Morscher 19~6), and has had a wide inHuence thereafter. 

J.3 . Problems (lr/sins/rom the combination theory ofjlld.>:erncrlT 

As philosophical idealislll itself began to be called into q~~stion , arou nd. the: 
middle of the nineteenth century 50, by aSSOCl:ltlon, dId the ~omblJl,ltlOn .th en t y 
be "i n to be recognised as problematic. The tirst problem tor th e combmatIon 

th;ory turn ed 011 the problematic character of existential and illiperson a:judg ... -

m ents like ' cheetahs exist' or ' it 's raining' . Such judgements see III to IfIvolve o nly 

one single lTlember, and so for them ;1I1Y idea of 'coLllbination ' or 'unifi c<l tl0Il 

seellls to be excluded. 
. A fllrther problem turned on the fact tlut , even in those cases wherc· .i\ld~-
ifl" Illi"ht be held to involve a combination of concepts or presentatlOll', the 

b b . . ' . I _ 

ne ed W;lS felt f()r some fnrther moment of attlrmatIon or conVIction, sOllle con-

scio usness of validity ' in the idealist 's terminology, or some 'a ssertive force' in the 

langu;lge of frege f o r other-wise the theory would not be in J positi o n ,to ~-ope 
with hypothetlcal and other logicllly cOlllpound judgements In ~Vllll: 1l Lorn­

plex concepts or presellt:ltioI1S seelll to be presen t :IS proper parts ot Ju clge1l1ent< 

without themselves b e lllg judged. 
Other problelll s centred around the notioll of truth. On t" importan t m Ode', 

of valu ation of a judgement is its truth value. It beca me dear to a !lum ber 01 

philosophers aroulld 1900 that to do justice to the truth of judgements It IS 

Hecessa ry to recognise some o bjective standard, transcendent to the judgem ent. 

against w hich its truth could be m eas ured. Thi s !lurked a challel~ge to the as<;ulTl -, 

ptioll that conceptual combinatio n prov ides JIl that IS I,leeded tor all acco unt ?t 
judgement . Even if judging invol ves a combinatIo11 ot concepts , the tr u th ul a 

illdgclllent llluSt illvol ve al so something on the SIde of the object to wIlIch thIS 

'co llceptua l combination would correspond. Attempts were therefore ~l adt' (l} 

COllle to te rms \.\lith StIch obj ectual correlates, to establtsh what the o t)j eCnlal 

something is, to vv hich our acts ofjudgillg correspond. 

2. FRANZ BI<"E N TANO 

2. 1. Til l' concept '!f i1! (f l1fio1"lalily 

It was Fr:lllz Bre ntJllo who was resp ollSible fl)r the tirst Illajor break wi th the 

combination Lileory of judgement through the doctrine of iutentiona li ty St~ t 
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forth ill hi s fJs)'{hoh~R il' " 0 11 1 cll lpirisrhell Slalldpl!l1.kr (l:l rellt:lllo I R74/ I <)24 11')73: 

77-100 , esp, i\1)-9j) Knowledge, for l:lrent;mo, is a In atter of special types of 

judgem ellt. The psyc ho log ica l description Jnd classific,ltiol1 of judgem ents in 

ali their modes of' occurrence is thus in hi s eyes J necessa ry prec urso r to the 

theory of kn owledge as a branch of philosophy. First , however. it is necessa ry 

to tind a firm foundation f()r the sciellce of psychology itself. alld this requires ,1 

cohe rent dem arcation of the proper object of psyc hological rese<l rch. For this we 

need some unique property which 'vvould distinguish mental ti'om other types of 

phCnOlTlen3. Hence !3rentano's mll ch-Illooted prinriple of (he intentionality olthc 
mcnr.al, which st,l[es that each ~ nd every rnt'lltal process is olo )' about so mething. 

l:lremano distinguishes three basic types of mental or imention;ll pht'llomcn,\: 

presCI1rin,g, ju~~ins, and phenOl/Ie/III of love (Ind hafe. Each of th ese three typ es of 

m Clltal phenome non is determined by its own charactcri~tic inte lltiollJI relati o n 

or intelltio llal directedness. A presfn(atiol1 is allY act in which thc subject is 

conscious ofsoll1c conwllt or object withoLlt taking up any position w ith rcgard 

to it. Such an act may be either intuitive or cO ll ceptu,lI. Th,H is, we ca ll have 

an o bject bef() re o ur mind ei ther in sensory experie nce (and in Ya riJllt form s 

th e reof in imaginatiol1), o r throllgh co ncepts - for exa mple when we think of 

the co ncepts of colour or p~in in gCIll?rJI. Prese ntati o ns InaI' be either (rebtively) 

silllple or (rebtively) comple x. a distinction insp ired by th e 13riti sh empiricists' 

doctrine of si mple <llld complex idl'as. A simple prese ntati on is for exalllple that 

of J red sensum; a complex presen tation that of an array of difE:rentl v co loured 

squares (Brelltano lil74 / 1')24 lJ97.r 79f., Rx f]). ' 

2,2, The I!xisfCluial(i/(wy (:riud~c/llcrtl 

On th e b:1Sis of prc'se IHation . new sorts or lllodes of intenti o nalit y can bc built 

LIp. To th e simple manner of be ing related to an object in presciltation the re llUV 

corne to be added onc of two diall1 etri cJIly opposed ll10des of rel ,lting to thi's 

object, which Wt' call 'acceptallce' (in positive judgelllt' lIts) ilnd 'rl~lection ' (i n 

negativejudgclllellts). Both, f()r BrelHano, arc specific processes ofco nsciousl1ess. 

Brelltano's cO llcept of Jccepc;lIlce comes close to that which is expressed bv 

the English term 'belief'.13rentano did not distinguish cle'lrly betweellJ udgin~ 
and believing as he did not drJ\v J CleM dis tinction between l!l c ntal {lets and 

m e ntal slares . Acceptance :l11d rejection are, howevc r, to be distill guished from 

what analytic philosophers have called 'proposition 'll attitudes' . T he objt'ct o f 

the latter is 3 proposition or abstract propositio1lal co ntent :md 13rent:tl1o h,lS no 

roOlll in his o ntology for entia rationis of this kind. 

A judgement for l:l re nrano is e ither the beli ef o r the disb elief in the existence 

of an object. H ence all judgements have o ne or other of the two GII1 0 ni('al 

fcmllS: ' A e,·iSD' . 'A d()t, ~ l\ot exi!,t: Thi, j, Brl'llt;llw 'S f,T11U U' ('.,-iMc/ltiai tft tw), ';( 

judgem(!}ll. its illlponJJlCe c()llsisr, not leJ~[ in the f:K t tha t it is the tir~t intiut'lltial 

al ternative to the COlll b ina ti un [hcory, :l theory which had for so long n.'mJint'd 

unchallenged , The judgeillent cxpn:~seci in the sentence 'Franz sees J bt':lllUful 

:1UtUllln leaf that is ,vet and has the colour of IJ eq uer red ' o ught , accordi ng to 

the existe ntia l theory, to be expressed as fi)llo 'vVs: 'The scell-by -Fral1z-hlcqll l' r­

red-wet- b,,';lLltiful- au tllnlll-1eaf is.' The Judgem t' ut exprcssc'd in the selllL'lKe 

'Philosop hy is llO[ a sciellce' should be transfo rmed into: 'PbilosophY-:ls-seience 

is no t ' The uni versa l j udgt'llle llt expressed in the s(?ntence: ' Al l people .In~ 
mo rtar should be represen ted as: 'There arc no immo rtal peopl e' or '11l1ll'iorL11-

people 3re not.' Judgements can be further classified into prob:lblei ct'rt,rin , 

ev ident / not evident , ,1 priori/'l posteriori. aflirmative! negativc, and so on . 

Brentano holds that eac h of these distinctions rep resents an actual psycho l<.Jgic:ll 

dit1i::rence i ll the j udgen1ents themselves. As we shall see , the sa ll1e Clll nO[ be 

s;lld about the classifIcation ofJndgelllents into true and false. 
Likc almost all philosop hers in the nineteenth century, Brental10 follow' 

Ar istocle in holding that :l JudgclTlenr's bein g brought to express ion ill lan­
guage is a seL'l)lldary ph enomenon o nly - it is th e act ofjudgemenr itsel f that j, 

prim:H"Y. It is !lo t ultirnJtely illlport3llt what you say; it is illlport<lm \\ hat \'OU 

think. Yet the central role oflingu istlr Jnalysis in the work of 13relltano :lIId h1\ 

f() J1 owcrs is rel1l'lrkable. C ruci al to BrCllt;l1lO 's Jualysis of linguisti c ex pre,siom 

IS the distincti o ll between categorematir Jnd sYl1w(cj.(o rcmatic expressions. ·yncate­

gort.'llutlca are words that havt' ll1 eaning only in association with other word.!> 

~vi thill some context. 'Truc' , tlyr e X3Jllpk. is sync!tegore lllatie, This rlleam IIII/T 

,dia that th ere is nothing real in virtlle of w hich a true Judgellle m dIffers ii'onl .1 

mt're j ud.gcnl e llt (as there is no thin g real in virtuc of which an ex istin g dollar Jif:" 

fers ti'om a dolbr). There is no property of judging ac ts to which [he pred icate 

' true' refers, Brentano's successo rs applic,d this sam e kind of analysis to od1<'r 

C;J.ses , fo r eX<l lllplt:: to the dt'thtiollal-Y anJlvsis of words like ' being' ,mJ 'no thing' . 

2.}. The "iliert 4 til ci1lli,<.;ifl;l! act 

If ludg ing is rllt' accep tan ce or rejection of so methin g, thell we still Jl eed [() 
d.eter mi ne w h;lt tillS somethin g is, wl1i cb is accepted or rejected. This !3rt" lI tano 

ca lls the judgclfll'!lt's mailer T he m ode iii whi ch it is judged (;H.:ce pted or rl?- ' 

Jened) he c 1lls tile qualifY of th,,' j udgeJllent. To ulld erstand these terlllS \ve need 

to look once again at !3rent8ilO 's co n cept of int l' lltionality. Unfortunately, (h.: 

bmolls PJssage frolll his P,yc/; oioS)' leaves roOlll fiJ r a variety of interprctariom 

(UrC IIGHlO 11)74./](,)24- r [')73: i\8-\j\). Olle bone of contention concern" the n.:­

j;Hion bl'tweell the obJccts of the three ditlerent types of1nental <letS. Art' \\e to 



aSSUllll' th,1t all :lct, ,He dirccled lO\\·arJ .) objects ill Ilu'ir O!l'Il "'~I!"'? Or IS It :lets of 

pn:se nt:l tio ll til ;1t do the Job of securing directcdll t~$S to objects ill every case; 

Ju dgements , c t]l otions , and 3l:tS of will , "cco rding to th e .l atte r view, wo uld be 
ilit<:.' ll tiol1al on ly bt'ca llse o f th e unde rl ying il1tel1 ti onality of th e p resematioll s 

0 11 w hich th ey are fou nded . 

A second point of dispme cO ll cerm relatiol1al ,llld ll l) l1 - re iatio llai inte rpre ­

tatiotls of the expression ' be in g directed towards ,ln object ' as a gloss Oil the 

phrase 'bei ng intent ional'. The rel.ati oml imerprt' t:ltion of illtelltioll:Jlity st.:es ,lll 

Ill ental Jns as dire cted towa rds o bjt.:c ts as their tral1 scende nt targets. -fhat thiS 

is a somehow problematic~l interpretation can be see l1 by reflecti ng Oil th e :lC tS 

invo lved in readiIlg fiCtion , o r on ans w hi c h lys t Oil rn istake ll presupposit io ns 

of ex iste nce. The th esis chat J il tl1em~ l ;J cts :lre directed to\V~ rd s objects in the 

relat ional sense, to objects ex te rn :ll to the rnind , see l1ls in th e light of sUl:h CJses 

to be dearly £1Isc, unless, w ith Meinong. we admit o th ('r 11lOdl'S or being or 
o bj l'cts, in add iti o ll to that o r exis te ll ce or re:lliry 

In fa ct, howeve r, J care ful rCJding uf Brelltan o's work dic t3tes a !l oll -relatiull ::! ! 

(n owadays so rncrillles ClUed :.Hl 'adverbi:1i ') interpre t.lti o ll of intenti o llalitv. Thi s 

st.:cs intellti om lity as a ll l! c-pi;lCe property of 11lc ntal acts , the property of thei r 

bClIlg direl'tcd ill thi s or that specifIC way. Whell Ure lltano talks or dircctedlless 

towa rds all objec. t, he is Il o t reft'rr in g to pllt :1 ti ve transcendcnt targe ts of Ill enGll 

loc ts, to objects w ithout th e mind (a th esis 3lo11g these lin es has nonetheless 

repc3 tt'diy beel! ,Lsc ribed to \) n.'ll tano : cf t'sp. DUJlllllcrt I<)Xl) 11 <)()31: ch . 5) . 

r~Jther, he is referrin g to immanent objects of th o ll;;hc, or to w hat , fi.li ly in 

the spi rit of BrentaIl ll 's trc' ,ltl1l e llt in the 1\)'cI/(lIc~~y, ca ll ~ I s() b~ call ed ' Ill ellt:l I 
contellt,'. The ;let o f thought is sOlll e th ing noa! (a real C'Vt' 1H n r p rocess) ; but 

(he objt'c t of th ou ght I13 S bc'i ng onl y to the extcnt th at the ,1Ct which thi nks 

it h3s be ing. The objec t o f th o ught is :lccording to its ll aCllrt' SOlJ ll~ thing llon ­

rea l which d we lls ill (iIl/1l:wahl1l) :1 mental act of so m e reJ I substance (a thlllker) 

(Brentano 1930 11 <)6{,: 271) · 

Urentano's theory of j udgement is subje ctiVt' in two senses. First, it is il1ll'l13nell­

tistie :IS f:l r 3S th e o bjects of.iudg ing :Ire concerned . Sl'CO lld , judgelllellts are real 

even ts; they are m en ta l st,ltes or menu l epi sodcs, :l v;(-'w whic h leaves 110 roOI11 

fi.)f any vin\! of'truth and falsity ,IS timeless properties ,dong BolzaniJll lill es. 

HO\v, then, :Irc we co ti e (he subjecti ve realm o f m e ntal. Jc ts o f'judgct11 c, Jlt 

to the o bjective realm of truth ;' On e soluti o n to this problem wo uld ap pe:d to 

th e traditional CO T.l Cq)(i Oll of truth :lS corrcspollde llce. Bn~ flt J I I(). hown't'r, call1e' 

to reject this idea; this W:1S , :lIllong othe r reJso ns, bee lLise th e correspo ndellce 

theory JllCS not yie ld J CriICTi('/I of tnlth. and Bre l1t.1no beltcwd him,elf'l 1 h.I\"l· 
found sll ch a cri tcr ioll in relation to \\ hat was for him ;1 largt' and Importdlll 

class of judging ,lets , n;llildy aLls pL'I'taining to the sphnt' of what ht, CJlkd 

innc r perce pti o n (Bre lltano 1<)30). Ht' llc t: Ure llt:l llo lll oved to ;I su- c.llled <"pi!>· 

tCJ11oiogicaJ co n CeptiOll of truth , J move suppo rted :llso by his vie\\' J(('ordlll!,! 

to which ' truth ' and ' f:llse' ,Ire sy nc ltt' gore lll :lta , that is, they do not rd"er to 

p1'llperti es of ac ts ofjudglllg. 
The ce tltr:]! ro le ill 13relltano 's theory of truth is played by the (OIIC ·pt of 

cVllicnce , ,111d here \\'e l'nco unte r JIl impo rtan t C:1r tesiall stra in in Brent,mo ', 

thinking. H e divides ::U jlldgemems into jll ((~eme/1l; offa(r, 011 th e Olll" hand, 

and !l x ianls or.i"~~f'm('l/IS af necessity, on the o ther. Tht.: former :-Ire of two rvpl'\: 

judgeillents of illlll'f perception (for cxa l1'1pk, w hc n I judge that 1 ,lIll think ­

in g, or in ot.her words th at /Ny present thinkit(1! exiS1S) , and judgerll en ts of ,'Ute'r 

percepti on (f'(l\' "xarn p le , w h ell j j udge th :l t th ere is so m e thing red, [h,1t il mf 
rilil'.1!. ('xi, r.') . Ev id ence :lt taciles to our judgem e nts, Brentano h olds, whel1 here 

IS wli,1t h e refers to as an idcl1tity ofj lld ge r and that w hich is j lldgnl. An e. 'P 
rit'1'lCt' of such id entity is so eicillelltary tklt it ca n be clarifi ed only \0 tl' 

speak 'oste nsively' ill o lle 's O\NIl P:lrti c lliJr :lets o f Jud g in g (Brent,lno ly2,': pM. 

1 II ()X I : 4 1). S uch ide ntity, ~nd t.hcrd)y o ur experie nce thereol: is rukd out tin 
iudgt.:rnellts o f o llter pe rception , but it is gua ran teed for judgl: ll1 enr~ \)f illtl<.'l' 

·pl'l'::epti o ll . ' ju ne!' pc rct'p ti o ll is evident , in d eed a lw:IYs ev ident: what appl',H 

to lIS in il1 ll Cr co nsciousness is ac tual ly so, ,1S it Jppe:lrs' (UrentarH 11)5(': I ,q ). 

Axioms, tt)[ Brenrallo, are illustrated b y judg<:' lll c: nts su ch as: a ro un d squ,lrl' doc, 
no t exist. Such jucigell ll'lll', h ;lVe :IS their o bj ects conceptual rela t io ll.s, :ltld they, 

too. ,lrt' always evide llt . AX iom s are such [hat th e ir truth Aow's a priori rTllm 

thccof1'espo ndillgcl)ll cc pts( l3re l1t.ano 1 <)S(): 141 IT" J02-5, 173; Brt'nt.lllOl\) ,'\.i 

[T<)K I: 71 J). rhey arc 'a priori ' ill rh l" SC'me th:lt th ey do not rely o n pen:eptJl111 

(or 0 11 :Illy judge lllL'l ts off'an). His fJvolll'ire eXJ 111plcs of th e objectS of:\ximm 

are. ill addit ion to a /'(l /l Jld sq !l<lrc, a };refl1 rt'd :1l1 d a co rrect siJ1'lullanC(Hlsi), (I(rtptill)! 

(/li d rcic(! i /l~ illd,lin AU :1>,iOIll S, BrclltJno now insi sts, :lre negative , :lt1d ~re ofrhe 
fo rm' All A th:lt is U does 110[ ex ist'. ' An A th<lt is 15 J nd C does not ex i~t' , ,ll1d 

so O Il. 

Th e judgemt' llts w hi ch J.re cv ide nt f'() r bcillS" like us in clude oilly inllt-r 

pcrccpti OllS and axio ills. Brent:l11o holds th:lt we ca ll judge trul y ,1 Is~) :Ibout 

th e external \-vorld, bu t ht' insists tInt o ur judgetll ems illu st rel llain 'bhnd' 
(:1 matcer of hUll ch or guesswork) and til :lt sli ch judgeJll e llts do not belong 

to our lJ1(.)\vledge in tht' stri ct senst'. Even trut' Jud gel11ellts that aTe not ~'\ i·­
de nt fo r LIS trl ust however still be evident to :t being (like C od), [h,lt i\ ,Ihk' to 

judge :lbou t the S:l Jl1C objec ts :lIld ill the same ways but ill sll ch J \\· .IY thJt It 

JlIdgenl e m s are :ICCOlll p:wied by the ex pe riellc e of ev idence. 



3 t\CT, cc N TEN T, ,A.N I ) OUJECT OF ,J U ])(; J::M E T 

Truth , on Brentallo 's ep iste mological th eory, is subjectivc in th~t it dep ends 

Oil th e subjcctive expericllcc of evidt'llce. At a dCt'per levd, however, it is 

ohjectiVt' in the sense that tb e experience of evi de ncc call :It :Ill y given time 

he gJincd oilly in rega rd to th e m e illbe rs of:J rest ri ctcd class ofjudgell1l' lIts that 

is fixe d indepc ndentl y of th e judging sllbjc'ct. (On Brelltano's theory of trllth 

see Brellt<lIlO 193 0, ll;JlIlllgart.ll t'T I ()~7, :md R(~iszcz;lk I ()94.) 

What, now, of logic ) ])0 log ica l laws e njoy I n atclllpora l v,llidity) This 

quest ion pe rt:lin s to wh3t has CO fll C to be ca li ed the probl t' lll of psy(holr~(!,LI'IIJ. 

Brelltano\ so lution to thi s probl clI1 was to arguc that th e objectivity of logic 

should be guarameed by evide nce, in exactly th e same way tbat evidence gllJr­

antee, the objectivity of truth . But such a concept of trllth CII) reasonably be 

held to be reiatt'd <l1\v:!ys to single cognitive 3Cts and thlls to a single judging 

subj ect . How, 011 thi s basis, are we to expbin the fact th ,n lllgi c serves to yield 
:J siIart'd normative syste m of rules that every process of thin k ing is call ed U.pOIl 

to satisfy? 13rel1tano himself provided no uitimatel y SdtIst~lctor)' ;;nswer to this 

question. His succt'SSOl.' addressed th e problem ill two ways : on the one h and 

via close-grained invcs tig<nions of the Inemal side of {h e Jct> ofjudgt'lil e llt , and 

on the other by a 111 0VC frOIll psycho loS'Y to ontology: a 111 0ve w hich led to the 

postlllation of special o/~iects of judging Jets alon g Jines 'llre <ld y anticipated on 

the one hand in the work of the Scholastics :J nd Oil thl' other hand in Bolz-Jl1o's 

d octr in e o f the pro posit ion in itself (see Nuchelnl,Hls 1()73, Smith I ()')2) . 

3· I. Hall/(/n U'L::c cilld Jillius [3n;gmmi11: ,he (ol/cep! or the S,ldll'er/l<lit 

I.t is :lbove ali in cnnllE'ctiOll w ith the ter m Sc1dwul}(ll! th ;lt tht' the'orists ofjudge-· 

ment towa rd s the end of the century began once more to redi scover eletnellts 

of the o lde r, tramce ndt, nt (re;Iii , t) tiJeories of th e Sch oLlstics. Th e term itsel fis 

d t'r ived frorn phrases in standard C e rlll:Jn usage lik e !/lie dif , Qrilm siciL ::lIci/l.,l/ldcr 

vallahcn (how thins~ st<lnd or reb te to each othe r) . Th e p h rase occurs_ albe it 

on ly in passing, ill 1874 in HerIllan Lotze's LO,(!ik. H e introd uce'S his tre,ltJ1lt'rH 

ofjlldgtll1Cllt by cO lltrastin g reiaticlils between prese lltatiolls, on the Olle h and, 

wi tII rdalions VI'III/('I.' 1'/ riling' (sa(/I1idlc 1+r1ldl!l/issr), !l the other (Lotze r R ~o) . 

It is only 'bcca usc ont: alread y presuppose, such a relation between things as 

obtaining', Lo tze writes, 'that o ne can pil:tlltT it in ;) sen tellce (in cillelll S(/ I.~ 

ahhildc l/) ' . It is in talking ot-this rdation between thin gs as the tra nsce ndt.'1lt target 

of judging th a t Lotze emp loys th e te rm S(/d/per//(/h, J teml used ill a systeu l:Itic 

way by Julius Uergmann, a philosoph er close to Lo tze, ill his /11{~elll('i l/.f LORi!! of 

187S!· For Bergmalln , k.llowledge is th a t th inking ' w h ose thought collten t is in 

r 

\. 

harmoJlY with the S(u:h I1crlhllr , Jlld IS thl"rcfo re true ' (l:k rgm:lI111 I , 79: 2-5, 1<,1-

3t;). The SacillJfliJait or state of aft:lirs in lhe ha nds of Lotze ,\nd 13 ~rb'1ll a Ill1 [hm 

se rves as the o~jcctive cO !l1ponent t.O whic h the Judgement 1I1US[ cor respond ill 

order to be tru e. 

Lotze<1n ideas 011 th e obj ects ofjudgc l11ent were developed also in EnglJ\1d 
through the inAuence of Jam es W;]rd , who studied under LotzE' after rhc ap­

pointment of the ];lttt~ r in GottingeIl in I R44. Lotze 's lectures Wt'rl' attended , 

too, by another close d isc iple of I3rcmano - Carl Stumpf. 

) .2. Carl Stilltll!F <lct and content (ifjuc/gl'ltIfIl/ 

T() understand what Stlllllpfac hi evcd, we Illust re ca llilrentano 's t~x i st ential the­

ory of judgement. The prototypiGl\ o ntological correlates of judgement. in 

UrclJtano's eyes, arc simply thc irnlll:lnen t mental objects of presentacion . f,1r 

exa mple th e sense d:na, th;lt :lrt' accepted or rejected in positive and l1egdO\'t" 

juugelil ems. Bremano's iJ11!11cdi ,ltc f() J!owers, howcVt' r, we re impired at lea-t to 

SOllle degree by Bolzano and by LotZe' to seek ontological corrdates of judging 

acts w hich lVould be c ltegoria ll y distinct froll1 those. o f acts of pr~'l'Jlt.lrill n , 

But Stump f, M :lrty, and o thers still sa\v these o nto logical correlates ill rl"TII~ 

that wc re in harmo llY \\,i th Bre lltano 's exis tential th eory. For th e ontoJobric.:al 

corrd:.ltt' of th e positi ve jUd!:,.-elllt'lIt ' A exists' they used terms like: 'the ex~­

tc'IlC t' of A'; for th e correlate of'the co rresponding negative judgl'!1l enr tt'flll~ 

like: ' the non-existence of A '. Otlll'f types of judgement-correlate \wre ,11. c,} 

recognised: Ihe subsistence orA. (as th e co rrc\att' ofjudgnnellts aboLit id eal obJect, 
and fi c tio ns), Ihe jio ssibililY of A., lhr necessity of A (as the correlates l f moch! 
judgerllCnts), and S0 on. In [t;S 8 Stumpffixed up on th e tefm Sachv",/lIl/1 10 n:[er 

to judgt'l.1 lent corrd:Hes such as these, establishing a usage for the ter lll \\ h ich 

proved lllort' influ ential th;m that of Lotze :lI1d Bergtllann, The relevant pass.lge 

appears in Sturllpf's logic lectures of 1 t;88, notes to which have survi ved in lhe 

Hu s>erl Archiw ill LOllvJin, wllert.' we read: 'From th e matter ofthc' judge lllent 

we distinguish its con tellt, the Sacl/llcrllrllr that is expressed ill th e judge m ellt. 

For t~ xa J11ple ;'God is" has for its matter God, for its contellt: the existence of 

Cod. "There is no Cod" has the same Ill ~lttl'f but its col1te nt is: non-e xistellcl' of 
Cod ' (MS Q I J , p. 4) . The Sac/II'ahalt is, th eil, that spc(ific COlllcut (!F Ijl/((~c/Jlel/l 

' w hi ch is to be dist inguis hed fi:o lll the content of a prt'sentation (the J1\artl.'r) 

and is expressed ling uisti ca ll y in "th,n-clauses" or in substantivized in filJi m· ... " 

(Stumpf [')OT 2<)f). 
Sac/III('r//(//tc or statE'S of aff~lirs a re assigned by Stumpf to J spcci,d cat ' !!:ory or 

wtwt he cails jilrl'll l1liol!s (CcbilC/c), emities he cl1lllpares to the cOllstdlati m of 

stars in the heaven, w hi ch we pretend to filld in the sky dbove but which are ill 



t;lCt CTt';t Wres o f ril e mental worid, \Ve ca ll begin to lll ~l k <;: sense ofrhis idea if we 

reflect tha t Stumpf 's idea of ct science of form atiolls (S tLiI npf I SlOT 32) was almost 

ce rtainly influenced by the theory of 1l1Jnifolds developed by Georg C1l1tor, a 

co ll eague of both Stumpf ;1J1d Husser! in th e Universi ty of H :!lle, H"e ca ll Cantor's 

defin ition Of;l set (i\;lfl1,~f) as 'any collection into a whole o f deftrme ;llld well­

distinguished objects of our intuition or our th ought ' (Can tol' I i'l<)S/ 18<)7: 282 

[I \J j ,) : H 5 j), Just ;lS Call tor's work sparked a llew sort of sophisti cJ tion ill the 

on tology of sets or collectives, so Stumpf's work on , t;I tes ofa tTai rs represen ts an 

illiportanr milestone 011 tbe road to ;In ontoiogicdly m ore sophisric 1ted theory 

ofj udgetnellts ofa sort which, as we Sh;l il see, wOllld be fru itful for the purposes 

of modern logic, ' 

3,} , Ka,,"imierz 7il'ardoLVski: colltent and objea 

It is Kazimierz Twardowski , a Poli sh stude nt ofUrentano, \"v ho makes th e crucial 

brea k w ith th e irnmanelltistic position that had proved so bteful for theories of 

judge lll e nt throu gho ut the nineteenth century, This occurs in his Zur Lelne [)om 
hi/wit t,md C e,,;!ft1stand del' [/orstrllul15(crI (On the Conlfnt alld Oly'ccr o( Prcscl'tlc1lions) 

o f 11!94, w h ere Twa rdowski puts forward J series of argum ents in defence of a 

distinction betweell the conlflllS of presenting rlcts on rh e one hand, and their 

ohjects, on the other. 

Twardowski begins his investigrltioll with all analysis of til e' distinction he­

twet' n 'prese lltatio11' (Vorstellttn;g) and 'that which is prest' lltt~d' (da.\' j/o~gesleilt(') 

as these te rms had beell used by the carlier 13re tltanlsts, 13 0 th tenm are J illbigu­

() U S, The first refers sometimes to an ,lct or ac ti vity of presenting, so m e times 

to the conte nt or i1llm:lllellt object of this 'lCt. The second re fers .sorne tilllcs 

to this immanent object (roughly: to ;]11 image of the real thing), som etim es to 

thi s re;t\ thing itself;Is it ex'ists ill ind~'pendellt reality. To preVt'1lt this confusio n, 

T\vardowski argues, V\ie need to subj ect th e distinction to;t l1l 0re precise analysis, 

First, there are properties w hic h we asc ribe to th e obj ect that are no t pro perti es 

of the co lltent : Illy image of th e red rose is no t itself' red , Second, objects and 

COil tents art' d istin gui shed by th e fact that the o bject can be rea l or not rea l, 

w here the content la cks reality in eve ry c;,se, This thesis turns on Twardowski's 

distin ctio n be t\,we rl 'to be real' and ' to exist', The former applies (lilly to spatio­

tempo ral e ntiti es \vhich stand in c lllsa l relatiolls to each o th er. The latter applies 

a lso to putative irrca/ia, for example, to numbers and o th er abs tract en titi es, Third, 

o lle and the sa me object can be presented via di still ct presentatiollal contents: 

th us, th e same buildil1g can be seen from the front and [i'om the bac k, Fourth, it 

is possib le to present a Illultiplicitv of objects via one siu git' l"o nte llt, (or exa mple, 

via a general concept sllch as man, And fHlally we can make tru e jud ge ments 

Presenting :ICt 
(,\ thinking of an :1pplc) 

Judging act (J pLlsi tiw 
Judging la cl'<,ptancc I 
of an apple) 

COJl tent of presentalion 
(an image O r :l ll ,'ppk ) 

Judgmell t-conten t (tile existence 
of the appk) 

Ob)~ ct of prcs';{It.,tlOll 

(the: 'ppk'" 

State of illiirs (an ,Ippl'" 

eXists) 

eve n about nOll-existen t o bjects, as, for example, whell we judge tru ly [hat 

Peg,lsus has w in gs, l ft here were no real distinction between con tent and obj ect. 

then it wou ld be impossible that the contellt of such a judger1l\:llt CUll d e ~.i~ t 
\"hi le the object did 110t. Twardowski defines the co ntent o f 8 prese n [J ti o n ;1, 

the ' !.ink bet\veen the act and the object ofa presentation by 111 (' ,111 , of which an 

,ICt intends thi s particular and 110 other object' (1\vardowski 1 H94 l 197 2 : 2.1)--<)1) , 

The o bject l \va rdo vvski characterises as tallows: 

Everythin g (hilt is presented through a presentation, that is affirmed or dell led thruu~h 
a Judgc lll ent , that is desired or detested through an emotion , we ca ll all obj L'ct. C bjcC(-, 

art eit her real or not re:t1; they are either possible or impossible obj ects; they ('xis t or do 
not exist, What is CO llHllOIl to thent ;ill is that they :lrc or they can be the (I~}~d , , ' of 
rncl1t~ll aces, rh;lt thei r lin guist ic designa tio]1 is the nallle ' , , Everything whi t'l1 i, in til< 
widest sense 'sonlt'tlring' is ca iled 'object' , f,[st or all in reg;nd to ;1 subj ect, but th en ,tiw 
regardless or th is rebtionsillp, (Tw:udowski I R94 11972 : 37]) 

In Oil the C:onlmlllnd Object o( J>rc" cntalions, Twardowski sees the <let o f Judge-

1l1e nt ;lS havi ng a special co',ufn; of its OW ll , but as inheriting its oiJject fro m thl:" 

rel evant underlying presem;ltioll , For Twardowski as for 13rentano and SWlllpf, 

th e refo re, the con tent of th t' judgemen t is the ('xistt'tl[C of the relevant ( bjc:cr. 

Three years later, however, in ;1 letter to Meinong, 1\vardowski suggests tbd[ 

one s h ~ llid recogtlise also a spec ial object of the judgi11g act, in additi on to the 

j udgellient-contem (Meillo ng 1<)05: j 43 f,), He thereby dlected a general.iS;!tioll 

of th e cOlltel1t-objecr distinction to the sphere of judging acts, ill a way wh ich 

vields a sc hetl l<l (sec table I), 
, Once the di stinction bet\veL'n these three elements in the realm ofj ud gemel1! 

had bcen granted , ;J range of different types of'investigations cO!lcerning jucige­

ment became possibl e, There arise, in the work ofMeinong, Ehrenfe ls, Hu sed , 

M ar t\', i111d o th er successors of 13r~' ntal1o , otltologies of states of affairs, and )( 

reb r;d fc)rnutiollS such as va lu t's and GestJlt qualities, Twa rdow ski h illlself\\".lS 

interested pr illl 'lrily ill the Jc t ~nd contell t of judging ill relati on to Ii nguisti.: 

ex pressions , and he thereby initi;lted ;) tradition ill Po land w hi ch led naturally 



to the work or T:Jr~ki and o tbers in logic and selllantirs ill the prese nt cen­

tury (Wolellski dud Simons 1989, WoldlSki 198<), 1 <)98, 1<)98, l\..ojszczak 1998, 

I <)<)<)) . At the Sdille time he rt'v ivcd among his Polish fnllowcrs an illterest in th e 

cbssi ca l correspondence-theoretic idea , a revival which \vas possible because 

he had acknowledged, in additioll to th e act and concem of judging, ~Is() its 

trutllmaking transcendent targt' t. 

4 EDMUND HUSS E R.L JUDCEMENT AND MEANfNG 

Of all works o n tIle psychology and ontology of judgement produced in the \vake 

of13rencano, it is Htme rl 's U~~i5c111: Ulllt'rsl. l ch llll,~en (Loyicalll1lJ(:sl(~ali"ns) of I <)001 1 

w hich stands out as th e COllSumlllate llIastnpiece. Husse rl, like Tw ardowski , 

distinguishes th e iJl1l1Janeilt COlltellt ,1I1d the o bject of· a judging act (Husser! 

J ~94, 1900 / 1: V I, par. 28, 33 , 30) . H.e recogn ises also th e Bre llt<lnist concep t of 

the quality of the act, but sees it as including not only the positive or nega tive 

fJctor of acceptance or rejection ill an act of jUdgelllent, but also that (Ktor 

which determines \vht'th er a given act is an act of'judgelllcnt, of a~s uillpti o n, 

of doubt, and so o n . At th e salllC tillle he 1<lys great emphasis 011 the fact that 

this m 01l1ent oftht' act l11ay vary evt'll thoug h its contellt rnnaills fi xed (Husser! 

J <)00 1 j: \I, par. 20). Thus I canjli~~c fha/John is swillll11ing, w(l l1lier llJheiiJ erJoh n is 

swimming, and so on. This content is that 1l1 0 1ll t' 1lt ortlle act which determines 

the relevant object, as it also determines in /,I/ha t ,pay the objec t is grasped in the 

act - the ft' arures, relati o ns, ca tcgo rial form s, that the act attributes to it (Huss erl 

1900/ 1: V, par. 20) . 

All of this is famili ar fronl the writings ofBrentano :lI1d Twardowski. Husse rl's 

th eory ::dso has its co unterparts in the writings o f Fregc, where the threet() ld 

theory o bC[, cOlltent, and objcct is trallsiated into the lillguisti c Illode, yidding 

the f~HniliJr di stinc ti o n betwcell ex pressio n, sense, :lnd re ference. H usserl 's 'q Ll ~ i­

ity' corresponds to what, in Frege 's theory ofjudgel11ent, is called 't()rct.>' (Frege 

111 7<): pars. 2-4). The m o re orthodox 13relltan.ists had tocused on psychology, 

on ;lct-based approaches to th e th eory ofjudgellicilt. Fregc , lIo toriolisly, h ;ld 

difflculties imegr;ltillg this psyc ho logical dimension illto his language-based ap­

pro;lch (see ])urnmett 1988 11<)9 31, esp. c h. 10 , 'Graspil1g a T h o ught ' : Slliith 

[()1I<);1). It is Husser! who first slicceeds itl cOl1Structing an Illtegrat ed fi-arne wo rk 

ill which tbe th eory or linguistic llleanil1gs is part and parcel of a theory of 

:1Ct, Jild of the stru c tures of ac ts. Indeed, H usserl 's handling of the relations be­

t"vee n language, Jct ;l nd Illeaning mallifests a sophisti canoll of a so n previoli sly 

lln c ll co Lintered in th e literJ ture of philosoph" (see H oie nsteili 1975) . 

In orde r to 1I11lkrstand the originality of Husserl 's vie w s, it is important to note 

that th e older 13re nt;lllists had ::I ll insufficient appn:ciatioll of die dimension of 

h,)!irlli ' )'IIIIIX - <l pnc e the'y p<liJ, III pJrL for th eir rej u .: tioll of til e eombm.ltOn.ll 

;I,pec ts of th e oldn combi nation [he')r); of rnJth aud jud!!e:mem. Thus dle\· 

lacked allY recognition orthe fJ ct that :rets ofjudge tn ent JIT di~ri!lgl\i~bl'd trom 
3ets of presentation llot oilly by th e presence of;l I1l011lt'1lt of as CHlon or 

b el ief (llrent~!1o'S JCCeptdllct'irejecrion) , but also by a spec iJl pr,'positiolld'J;!rtIl. 
A judge lilenc must , ill other wo rds, have J ct' rtJ ill speed sort of (olll plt'XJ.~ . 

This complexity ex prcsses itself linguistiully in the special form of tile selll<:'nce 

and is reA cctt'd ontologically in the speci:ll fcmll o f th e sta te of :Jft:Jirs. III gl\'t' 

:111 account of this complexity, of tht' way ill whi ch the various dIIllCfl,il)ll' 

of th e: jUcigCllle flt are unified togeth e r into J single whllle, Husserl utilises an 

on tolngic;ll cheory of part , w hole, and fusioll along lines set out in th e third of 

his Logical [/1IJeS (/~~a ti()l1 s. 

Accordillg to Husserl, when we use a linguisti c exp ression, the expresilln hJ~ 

llleanil1g because it is ,~i ven llleaning through all ,Ict in which J correspondlllg­

object is give:n intentiolJJlly to the language-ming subject. 'To usc an expression 

signiflc;lIltly, :lI1d to re fer ex prL's~ ivcl y to In objen', Husser! tells liS, 'arlo llllt: .tnd 

tilt> same' (Husser! 1<)00/ 1 11<)70: 2<)31). An act ofmeanil1g is 'the de termill.lte 

1113nnCf in which we re fer t.o o ur obje ct of the momel1t' (Hl.! ,sc rl 1900/ t 11~J7fj : 

2S <)j). The OUjt'et-dlrected and th e Hle~l1ing-bestowillg compon ent o f til<' J.:-r 

arc tht'rcby fu se d together into a single w hol e: th ey ca n be di"il1gui\h d OJlI~ 
abstr;l ctly. alld 3re !lot experienced ;)s two separate P,lrtS in th e act . hu" the 

bestow::!1 of m ea l li ng does 110t, for example, cOllsist ill sOln e deliberate (o~11Iti\,t" 

association of a usc of language w ith so me ide.]] m ea ning of a IJlatouistlc sort. 
Husse r! - ill cOlltrast t.o 1301z3110 or Frege - d ocs not see mea ning, ;.IS ide.d or 
abstract ouj ects hanging in th e void in a way th at would leave th elll , e t Jp.lrt 

frolll concrete acts o f language use. Like Bolzano al1d Frege, how eve r. Hu wr 

lIeeds SOllIe ideal or abstr:lc t CO lnpOI1Cllt as ;} basis for h is non-psyc!Jo)oglstlC 

account of th e necessity of log ical Lnvs. H e also needs to find some way of 
;Iccounting for ri ll' het tklt th e tIleanin g u e, towed Oil a given exp re" ion 011 

;1 give n occasion C;lI1, in bei ng conIIllLllli c ltt'd, go beyond the partic ular Kt' 

invol ve d OIl that occasion . How call the sa m e m ea ning be rea lised by dIHi.' retH 

subj ects at diHl'rent places and tiIlIC<' Husserl's ;ll1>wer to this qu e~t i l>n is both 

elegant ~lrl d bold : he dt'vchps an A.ri sto teli an conception of the llleJnilll,.'S of 

linguistic e xpress iolls as the kinds or ,'paies of the :Issociated In eJllIn~ aCb _ 

To see w ha t is invol ved here, we lUlIst fir., t no te that Husserl diVides n1<: .111-

in g acts into tWl) ci a'lses: rhos l' assoc iated with /I.\ ('S o/ lIi11n eS, ""hidl ~lre ,1(ts \) 

prest'11l3tioJl , an d those asso ciated w ith usc.' O.f.I(,III("IIC(,_' , whi c h arc .1US ofjud~e­

men t. The t(lrm C!' art' directcd to\vards oi!icas, the btter to\v:lrds .'1.1/.'.1 of ufTuirs. 

A nw;willg act of the first kind lila), occur cither in isolation or - undc'r),.'OlOg 

in th e proct'ss a certJin sort or transfol'l1l:ltion - ill the colltext of ,I me.lflln~ 
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act of the sCLo ud kind (Husser! 1 ()ool I II ~no: (i7hl). T he n 1l' ~ n lngs o f names, 

w hich Hlisserl calls concepts, :,rc speries (!/"acis (!( prcsc/1{ilriol1s; the Ill ea nillgs o f 
senlCllCt'S, which Husser! ca ll s propositions, are spedfS 4 arts (U)III(gemcJl.t. And 
the relatioll betwee n Ill t'a nin g ,HI d the associated an of langll Jgc liSt' is in evcry 

caS t' lile relation of species to i lIS [;111 ce, ex,lC tly as bctwee n, sa)" th e species rcd 
:lI1d some red object. To say that nly li se of 'red' l1ICJns the same ;)\ yo ur lise 

of , red ' is to say that o ur co rres pollding acts exhi bit ceruill sJlient similarities. 

More prec ise ly, we sll ou ld S,IY that , Just JS it is o nly a ce rtain part o r 1II01lleilt 
of the red object - its individuJI accident of redness -- which insta nti ates the 

species red, so it is o !lly ;1 cerr;lin part o r mOnk'lIt of the me;lIling act v,,'!Jich 

instanti ates all Y g iven rI1eaning-spec ies, namcl y th :1t part or 1l10l1lCilt w hich is 
respollsible for the an 's illtenri onJ lit y, fi) ! its be illg d irected to all object iJljust 

thi s WJY (Husserl 1<)00/ 1 11 970: '30, 3.17 1: sec aim Wilhrd I <)i)~.: l il1 f. , Srnith 
I\) R<)b J lld referellces there give ll ). T he meanillg is thi s 1ll011l ellt ofdirectedncss 
considered ill sperie. Th e identity of 1T1 t',lIling li'OIlI 3et to an alld fi-om slIb.l ecr 

to slIbject is then the idcI'I.lit)' (i lit e specie., . a lIotion whi ch is to be understood 

ag:l inst the backgro und of that type of illlll1 :lIlCnt realist theo ry of spec ics and 
illstances th,lt is se t fort h by Aristotle ill th e Call;({orics. 

MC<lllill gs so cO ll ceived can become objec ts or targets o t' spec ial types of 
rcAenive :lCt, ~lTId it is ac ts of thi s sort whi ch 11l3kt' up (inter aha) the sc ience of 
logI C. l. ogic :lrises \vhen we treat those species w hich 31't' JIIcani ngs as spee iJI sorts 

ofprox), oh;ecrs (:lS 'ideal singubrs') , and illvest.ig;Ht' the properties of thesc objects 

ill llluch th e sa nl e w,ly that the nnthcma ticiJn investiga tes the properties of 
nllIllbns or geo In l:' tri o l figures Jus t as gt'orllc tri c l! figu res are wh~t reslil t when 

C01lC rete s!Japes are tre;lted in -'fJc(il', disembarrassed o f all cOJl tingell t assoc iatio1l 
with particu lar elllpiri C:IIIrl ~He ri 3 1 aild particuhr Cll iltex t. so the subject-ln3ttcr 

of logic is madc up o f what re' lilts w hell cOllnete episodes ()f llsing langu:lge 
~lre treJted ill abstl,lC tioll fi'or1l their 111 ateri ai :lIId context of use. Alld jllst as 

terllls like ' Iille ' , ' tri :lrIgle ', 'hc lTlisphere ' <lrt~ equi voca l,-; ig1l ifyi llg both cbsscs 

of faclllai!y existin g iJlstant iations ;l.IId ideal sillgllLirs ill th e gt"'oJllcrri ca i sphere, 
so terI liS like 'coll cept', 'proposition ', ' illfe rencc' , 'p roo f' are equivocaL they 

siglli Fy bo th c lasses of III ental acts belollging to th e subject matter ofpsychnlngy 
alld idea l sin gulars in th e sph ere of Ill c:Jn iligs. 

) . A LE x rus ME I NONC OBJECTlV E A ND ASSUM PT I ON 

As we have seen, judgeill ellt , f(x l3 n: ntall o, is ,1 purel y psydlOlogica l phe-

110llwnon. T he judging ;lct is Jil ;let of cOllScio umess in which an object of 
presen tat ion is acce pted or rejected. For Brel1tJno, 'Judgement ' ,lIl d ' betic f' 

afe synollyrllOus terms, whic h rnc,J[ls that BrentJllo hns a problem ill exp laill ­

ing those COl1l plex hypotheti cal judgelllent-like phelloillena wh ich ~lppea r fll r 
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example i.n our comiderariun o f a!ccrnau\"t' possi ble \.l ItCOIl1 t'\ (I f JeCl. ioll <.lr 

choice and in other 'what if' scenarius. It was \C1l101lg who rilkd rhi~ ",If' in 

his Uber Amwhl1H'n (0/1 A ss I< lIIp ri rllS , 10)02). 

COllSider, fo r exam ple, th e Glse w here we assu ille rh,J[ slIch and such i ~ the:" 

case ill a proof by redll({io . Here 11 0 cOllvic tio ll is present, and it is the nlUOIent 

of convictioll \.vh ich distingllishes j lldging fro m ;lSSulll illg, il1 M ein (Jng\ \c'\ 

(M eirlollg 1<)02 [1 <)83: 10-131). Dut ass uming is di stingui shed ~li so fi-om preseJlt­
ing; f(J r ass umillg is, like jlldging, ei th er positi ve o r negative (Mei nung IV02 

[I <)S 3: 13-2 I J). Pl"ese llt;lti on is in a way passive in cOl1lparison with a "Ull1int; 

and jlldging. ASS Ulllpti ol1S , o f te ll called by M ein o ng ~iLld gelllellt- sllrr )ga(~'''­

tbus fornl a class of psychic ph enome llJ which lies betweell presentatiol l and 

jlldgemellt (Meinollg 1\)02 [1 <;83: 2()(,J-70j). 
M eillong's Oil A ssumptions otTers !lot o nly a lIew view of the psychology of 

jlldgeillental activity but also, \", ith its theo ry o fobjft tilJfS (Meinong's coll nt c::rp.rrt 

to StlllllPfs stalcs of (lfFlirs) , a new cO lltributi o n to the ontology ofjudgelllt'llt. 
Objectives 3rt', Meillollg holds, the objects to w hich we an~ intentionally dl­

rt'deLi in bo th true ;lIld false Judgements and in assull1pti OIlS. Thin killg i, that 

ki ud of III e ll tal actiVity w hich refers to objec tives. Objectives are objecr:\ ot 

hi gher order, which l11 eJl1S that they are built up on the basis of other, lo\\"er­

o rder o bjects in the sanlt" so n of way that a me lody is built lip on the b;]' ~ l~ of 
illd ivid ual to nes. Some objn;tives are themselves built up on the b:lsis of other 

o bjectives , as for example in the case o f a judgelll ent like 'If the lllct' ting t ,lke\ 

place , the ll we sltalln eed to Ay to C h.iG1gO.' The o bjective, as that towards \v hich 

J an i ill tc lltio nall y directc'd ill a give n Jct ofj udgellle llt , is thus distinct from rhe 
object abo lll wilich I judge. Thus in the judgement 'The rose is red ' the object 

~bo llt which [ judge is the rose, ~lnd the obj ec tive of the judgemellt is ' he ruse 's 
beili,C red. The o bject about whidl I judge in the judgemt'nt 'Pegasus d()e ~ 11m 

exist ' is Pegasus; the objective of this judgelllent is lhe nOIl-existellcc of P(~~(/SilS . 

PegJsus hirllse lf, as Meino ng puts it, is a pure object, inhabiting 3 realm '01;'­
YOlld being and lion-being' . Tru th , possi bility, and probability ;Jre, ac cordll1g to 

Meillong, attriblltes no t of objects but of objectives , and it is objec tives, fi!\.Jh­
w hich provide the subject matter fiJI" thc sc icllce of log ic. (See M eill ong r yO~ 

II r;H.1\. This view 111 J kes itsel f" k it ill th e carly wri tings of Llikasic \v icz , \"ho 
stlldied for J tillle with M eino llg ill Crn. See fl)r eX:l illple Lu b sicwicz 1,)10 

Ily87\ .) 

( l . A I) O LF H.. EI N ACH : STATES O F AFFAII (S. 

L OC IC, AND SPEE C H - ACT S 

As Adolf R cimch pointed Ollt in 1<)1 I, however, there is a llJT H.lJ 11 ll' llt ,l 1 oh­

jcctiull whic h rnust be r:lised against Mcillong, 1I :I111 Cly ' th;n his concept of 



objecriVt~ nlllS together the [\VO completely different conce pts of propoSItion (ill 

th e ]ogio l sem el and state oLlff.lirs' (R e inac h Iyll [1 <JK2: 3741). In his writings , 

Meimll1g re fl'r s to obJective.s as th e ohiects (targets) of l11 ental rtetivities like judg­

ing or ,1SS lltnillg, but equally as the mcanings of the corresponding exp ressi ons. It 

was Rein3ch's contention th ;n d1t'se two co nce pts should bc pulled apart, th at 

wherc propositions are th e Illeaninl:," ofjlldgeillents, sutes of,lfFairs ,Ire objectual 

frulltm<1kers, in virtue of which Judgt: ments are true. 

Rt'inach con ce ives the totality of states of' afhirs as an e ternal Illatollic realm 

comprehenciing the correlates o f all possible JudgellJellCS, w h t.' th er positive or 

negative, true or LJlse, necessary or co nti ngenc, atomic or complex. A state of 

aft:lirs gains its footh old in reality through the objects it involvcs; a state of aff:lirs 

is o(or ahout these objects. But where objects rnay COllle ;lIld go, sta tt'S of affa irs 

are imrn utJble . III this W:ly l(eillJch is in 3 position to conccive S(3reS of:lff;lirs J S 

th e locus o f existen ce of the pJst and o f'the future, that is , :IS trlltilinakers fo r our 

prese nt judging, about objects which have ceased to exi st or have yct to come 

into existcnce. H e is by this IlI e:lIlS :lbk to gllJr:Jl1ke the timelesslless of truth 

while at the sa m e time avoiding that sort of rUllning togcther o f truth-bea re r 

Jnd trlltllll1Jker w hich is characteristic of th e work or 13olzano ami iVkillong 

ReillJch's o ntology of states of a tTlirs constitutes one further sign of the fact 

that , hy I <) I J , th e subject m att er oflogic h:ld hccn ex pclkd once ;lIld for all from 

the psyche . As 3 res Lllt , hO'vvt'vcr, it becaillc nt' cessa ry fo r logicialls to prov id c 

so m e alte rnati ve ;l ccount of w hat this su bject fllJttCr ought to be. Frcge himself, 

'l lon g with Bolzano Jlld, on somc interpretations , a lso Husse rl, h :ld looked to 

ideal Incallill gs; but ideal m ea llings have sO lllNhing rnyst ic li about them and 

th ey hring with th e m th e problelll of how th ey can bc 'gr;]sped ' Dr ' thought ' by 

Illortal thinking su bjec t.s. Rein~ch , by COlltr;lst, looked neither to ideal rn eaninb" 

nor to the ex.pressions of meanings in bnguage, bllt rather to statcs of affairs, 

th e objecrual correlates of judging ac ts , as that which would serve as the subject 

)lutter of logi c. A vie \\' of logic along these lin es could serve as an aitc ril a ti vc 

to ps)'c hologi sl1l, however, onl y if it could some ho w gU:lralltee the objectivity 

and Ilecessity of logical laws. This R.eiu<lch :lChieved by viewing states of an:lirs 

in a Platonistic w ay: he granted the m ;] speciJ I sta tus of the sort that \vas gran ted 

to propositiom by Uolza no and Frcge or sets b y Calltor. Yct bec)Usc th e objects 

invol ved in states ofafTairs are ordin ary ohjects o f'experi e nce, h e is able to sh ow 

how our eve ryday 111(:"l1t;1I acts Of]lldgement and our ;lssociated sta tes of belicf 

o r COllviCtion rnay relate, in differellt ways, to st3tt:S of aff.lirs as th ei r objectual 

co rrebtes. He is thus ahle to show how such m e ntal ,1CtS a nd states 11l:.lY stand 

in relations paralkl to the logical relatiollS w hi ch obu in (as he secs It) J lnong 

these sta te of afTairs thelnselves. One of lZ. (' in:lCh 's most o riginal coIltributions 

is in f:Jct his account of the different sorts of ans in w hich st:Hes of Cl fbirs arc 

gr'lsped and or' the vario lls ki nds (,)( aturudes w hidl have su tes of 3 fT.l ir> ,I' th l."i r 

objects, and of how· suc h acts J nd Jttirudes rebte to each other ;)I1 t! to the ans 

:lIlci attitudes which have Jl1dgem ents and propositions 3S their bjl:.'rts (set' ab.\) 
Smith Ilj7 S and 1987). 

I n hi s Ilj 13 monograph on 'Die apr iorischen Grundlagen des burgerlidwn 

lZec hts' (,Th e A Priori FOllndatiollS of the Civil Law ') Reinach extended this 

ontological treatm e nt to lIses of langu ;lge of other, no n-judge lllentai sor Ls . be­

ginning w ith the ph enomenon of promising and ending with an o lltol o!<y of 

soc ial <lets w hi c h includcs inter alia an account of shalll and incoJ])p lecl: and o ther­

wisc defective acts, of :lCts perf(wrned jointly and severally, c()ndit ioll,tl ly Jlld 

uncondition ally, Jnd of that sorr of'impersonality of so ci,ll acts that we fillu Hl 

the C;lse of leg,lll y issued non))s and ill ofhcial decla ration s sll c h as ,lrc illvo\w:d 

in rrlarriage alld baptismal ccrclllOnies. He thu s elaborated the first sy· ce rn attt.: 

aCL'(lllllt of w hat wo uld latcr be callt:d thc theo ry of ' speech acts' . 

7 CONCLUSION 

It Ius becolll l' J COIIHllollplace th~lt Uolz3lJo, Frege, Jild Husser!, by b:llli~hin!, 

Illc:H1ings froll] the milld, crea ted th e preconditions for t Il t' obJectivi. ati ( n of 

knowledge J nd for r1w developmcllt of logic ilJ the modern sense. By ddend­
ing d vinv of thoughts or propositions as idea l or a bstract entiti es , th ey tlude 

possible J concepti Oil of pro positions JS e ntitics cJpable of being TIlanipu Lu cd in 

differelH ways ill forrll:ll theori es. Ju st 35 Cantor had shown rn athe nl atici,ll1s llf 

an ea rli er gellerJtioli how to m anipulate se ts or classcs concei vcd ill JbstLlction 

frolll th c ir m embers and frol1l the m anTl e r of th e ir generation , so logic ians wc:n: 

able to bccollJe accustorl1ed, b y degrees, to nlJl1ipul ating proposi tional o bjects 

in abstraction froln the ir cOl\tents ,llld li'oln their psychologi c:d roots in ,lets uf 

judgerllent. 

However, it is inlportallt to note [h at tire ;lchi evc J)Jen ts of BO];, 3110, I"r"'gr, 
and Husserl were part of a larger lllstorical process, ill which no t only LOtZl' and 
Bergillann, bur also 13ren tJ.llo, Stumpf, I\Ilei nong, R e i1l<l c h - alld Tw ardo\ 'ski 

;lnd his students ill Poland - pbyed a cnlcia l role. in til e period ti·o lll 1117 to 

I lj I 4 , both logic and e pistemol ogy lllldcrwe tlt ;] tran sf()f]ll<ltiotl both in objcn 

aild m e thod. The th eory of judge ill e lit was tr:msforrned from bc:i ng rht'orv 

of [he processcs of thinking (,IS ;1 br;m ch of psyc hology) into a theo ry ,)1 the: 

l!l l'a niJl),," or colltents of cogn itive acts, a thcory not of1l1cntal <lctS, bllt of what 

tht' se ;Jets are aboue alld th is trans forJllJtion se rved in its turn <lS a ll im port,<tnl 

pr<:'supposi tion of tweutieth-ccntury developlnents ill logic and semamiu . 


