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INTRODUCTION TO THE THEORY OF CATEGORIES

INTRODUCTION

This book contains the definitive statement of Franz Brentano’s views on meta-
physics. It is made up of essays which were dictated by Brentano during the last
ten years of his life, between 1907 and 1917. These dictations were assembled and
edited by Alfred Kastil and first published by the Felix Meiner Verlag in 1933
under the title Kategorienlehre. Kastil added copious notes to Brentano’s text.
These notes have been included, with some slight omissions, in the present
edition; the bibliographical references have been brought up to date.

Brentano’s approach to philosophy is unfamiliar to many contemporay
readers. I shall discuss below certain fundamental points which such readers are
likely to find the most difficult. I believe that once these points are properly
understood, then what Brentano has to say will be seen to be of first importance
to philosophy.

THE PRIMACY OF THE INTENTIONAL

To understand Brentano’s theory of being, one must realize that he appeals to
what he calls inner perception for his paradigmatic uses of the word ‘‘is”’. For
inner perception, according to Brentano, is the source of our knowledge of the
nature of being, just as it is the source of our knowledge of the nature of truth
and of the nature of good and evil. And what can be said about the being of
things that are not apprehended in inner perception can be understood only by
analogy with what we are able to say about ourselves as thinking subjects.

It is also essential to realize that Brentano’s views about external physical
things are what we would now call ‘‘sceptical’’ — even though Brentano and his
immediate followers were reluctant to use the word ‘‘scepticism’’ in this way.
Despite Brentano’s general repudiation of the Kantian philosophy, his views
about what he calls ‘‘external perception’ are very similar to Kant's. Thus
Brentano wrote in the first edition of the Psychology:

We have seen what kind of knowledge the natural scientist is able to obtain. The
phenomena of light, sound, heat, spatial location and locomotion which he studies are not
things which really and truly exist. They are signs of something real, which, through its















“‘existent’’ — and those that are not.

Brentano’s view might be summarized this way: (1) ‘‘A exists’’ says A4 is such
that anyone who judged about it with evidence would accept it: (2) ‘‘4 does not
exist’’ says that A is such that anyone who judged about it with evidence would
reject it: (3) ““Necessarily A exists’’ says A is such that anyone who judged about
it with evidence would accept it apodictically: (4) ‘‘Necessarily A does not exist’’
says that anyone who judged about A with evidence would reject it apodictically:
(5) “*A did exist’’ says that A4 is such that anyone who judged about it with
evidence would affirm something in the modus praesens as being later than it:
and (6) ““A will exist’’ says that A is such that anyone who judged about it with
evidence would affirm something in the modus praesens as being earlier than it.

How are we to interpret the proposed analyses? In particular, how are we to
interpret the locution, ‘A is such that anyone who judged about it with
evidence...”’? If we say, as in (1), ‘A is such that anyone who judged about it
with evidence would accept it,”’ then we are expressing an assertoric affirmative
judgment, accepting A. If we say, as in (2), ““A is such that anyone who judged
about it with evidence would reject it,”’ then we are expressing an assertoric
negative judgment rejecting A. And analogously for the other cases. Hence we
can express ontological judgments about existence and nonexistence without
using an ontological vocabulary.

THE ONTOLOGICAL CONCEPT OF AN ACCIDENT

When Brentano lists what there is, the things that there are, in the strict sense of
the expression ‘‘there are,’’ he cites substances, aggregates of substances, and
parts of substances. .And along with these he cites something that he calls
““accidents’’. Thus he writes, for example:

Among beings in the strict sense of the term, there are to be included, not only every
substance, every multiplicity of substance, and every part of a substance, but also every
accident.

The word “‘accident”’, in this use, is not a part of the current philosophical
vocabulary. And when we consider its traditional use, we may well wonder how
such a concept fits into Brentano’s reistic ontology. What kind of concretum or
ens reale, is an accident? When Brentano wants to illustrate what he means by
“‘accident”’, he often appeals to the example of an atom having psychical attri-
butes — an atom that can think and see and hear. There may not be such atoms,
he says, but if there were, then they would provide us with an illustration of the
concept of an accident.

If the atom were to think, then there would be a thinker [ein Denkendes]. This



thinker would be an accident of the atom: it would be a thing that comes into
being when the atom begins to think and that passes away when the atom ceases
to think. And if the atom were to see and to hear, then there would be a seeing
thing [ein Sehendes] and a hearing thing [ein Horendes]: the seeing thing and the
hearing thing would be independent of each other in that either could exist
without the other, but they would not be independent of the atom. The seeing
thing and the hearing thing would be accidents of the atom.

Turning now to an actual case, Brentano says that when a person sees, or
hears, or wills, then the self [das Ich] has as accidents a hearer, a see-er and a
willer, and that these things may exist independently of each other, but not
independently of the self. They are accidents and the self is the substance of those
accidents.

SUBSTANCES AS INDIVIDUATING THEIR ACCIDENTS

Consider a person who is seeing something and at the same time hearing
something and tasting something. Using concrete terms in place of adjectival
expressions, we can say that the situation involves (1) a person-who-sees, (2) a
person-who-hears and (3) a person-who tastes. Now it is possible for any two of
these to cease to be (Brentano says ‘‘to fall away’’) and for the other to remain.
Hence, the three entities, although intimately related to each other are not related
by identity. How, then, are they related?

Among the facts that are available to the person’s inner perception is what
Brentano calls the fact of the unity of consciousness. For, if it is directly evident
to the person that there is an A-see-er and that there is a B-hearer and that there is
a C-taster, then it is also directly evident to the person that there is someone who
is an A-see-er and a B-hearer and a C-taster. But this something is no one of the
three —it is neither the see-er nor the hearer nor the taster — for any one of the
three could fall away while the something continues to be. Hence when we say
that the something is the A-see-er and the B-hearer and the C-taster, our ‘‘is”’ is
not the ‘“is’’ of identity. How, then, are we using the *‘is’’?

Brentano says that the intimate relation holding among the see-er, the hearer
and the taster is that of accident to subject. The ¢‘is’’ in question is the “‘is’’ of
“‘is part of”’ or “‘is a constituent of”’.

THE RELATION OF ACCIDENT TO SUBSTANCE

Brentano says that the subject of an accident is a part or constituent of the
accident. But this relation of subject to accident manifests ‘‘one-sided












existence is made evident by inner perception.

The footnotes, prepared by Alfred Kastil for the first edition of this work, have
been edited. Some have been combined; others have been omitted; and the
references have been brought up to date.

RODERICK M. CHISHOLM



PART ONE

THE STRICT AND THE
EXTENDED SENSES OF BEING



I. THE AMBIGUITY OF “IS”” AND THE UNITY
OF THE CONCEPT OF BEING

A. BEING IN THE STRICT SENSE AND IN THE EXTENDED SENSE
(26 January 1914)

1. There can be no teaching unless the teacher is understood by his students.
Since teaching involves the use of language, the teacher will use some words
whose meanings he can safely assume to be known to his students; whenever he
must use unfamiliar words or symbols, he will explain them. The nominal
definitions with which geometers since antiquity have begun their treatises
obviously serve this purpose.

2. To such linguistic explanation, the teacher of any science will add assertions
whose truth is immediately certain and thus which require no proof. In
combination with one another these can serve to demonstrate still other
assertions which are not directly evident, and whose truth is grasped indirectly.

3. The directly evident truths are of two kinds. Some are related to facts which
the student grasps by evident perception. The others are axioms which reject
certain combinations as impossible. These latter are directly grasped as correct
once their sense is understood and the impossible combinations are considered.
Being negative, the axioms are general propositions, and are evident as such: they
are based neither on experience nor on induction. This is why they are called
direct cognitions a priori.!

4. What is true of all sciences is also true of the science of philosophical
wisdom. This differs from the other sciences in that it aims at knowledge not just
of facts and of that which is impossible a priori but also of that which is
positively necessary. It considers what is merely factually known with respect to
its that and, by showing that this is indirectly necessary it presents us with its
why. The one who has wisdom is able to see in the end that whatever is not actual
is a priori impossible, and that whatever is actual is a priori necessary. This will
be so even though his own apprehension of such impossibility or necessity is
based merely upon factual knowledge. It has been said in this connection that a
truth which it inself is prior and unconditioned is, for us, posterior and
conditioned; and, conversely, that a truth which in itself is posterior and
conditioned, is for us a truth which is prior and unconditional.?
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say spontaneously that an idea exists in the mind but rather that it is in the mind.
One does not easily say ‘“There are the men’’ [Es gibt die Menschen] or ‘“There
subsist the men’’ [Es bestehen die Menschen), or even ‘‘Es bestehen Menschen. "’

It would be difficult to discover any unitary set of rules governing usage in
such case. One thing, however, is certain: of the terms in question, only ‘is’’ [ist]
serves as auxiliary verb and as copula. We use “‘ist’’ to express the perfect tense
and say ‘‘ein Mensch ist gewesen.’’ But we would not say “‘existiert gewesen’’ or
“‘besteht gewesen’’ or ‘‘gibt es gewesen.’’ And almost no one uses ‘‘exists’’
[existiert] in place of ‘‘is’’ [isf] in ‘A man is learned’’ [ein Mensch ist gelehrt].
This is probably why the ‘is’’ [ist] has the appearance of being used in a more
general sense, despite that the fact that sometimes “‘subsists’’ [besteht] is prefer-
red.* This may have led to the delusion that the common sense that is manifest in
our ordinary language justifies distinguishing between existence and being and
applying the distinction to cases where ‘‘to be’’ is not used as an auxiliary verb or
copula.®

* For example, in German ‘‘es besteht'’is preferable to “‘es ist’’ in saying that there is the impossibi-
lity of a round square or that there is the possibility of a regular polygon with a billion sides.



II. REAL AND FICTIVE PARTS OF BEING

A. UNIVERSAL, GENUS, SPECIES, AND INDIVIDUAL
(30 September 1908)*

1. Our mental activities have only zhings as their objects. This does not mean
that the things one has for one’s object exist in reality. When I think of a golden
mountain, I am thinking of a thing that does not exist in reality. This fact alone is
a sufficient reason for saying that the diversity of our mental activities does not
require a corresponding diversity of actual things which are their objects. But
there is still another reason. One and the same thing can be object in a variety of
ways; and a variety of mental activities can relate to one and the same object.
One may merely think about a thing or one may also desire that thing. Again,
one and the same thing may be thought more determinately or less determinately,
or less determinately now in one respect and now in another. I can think of a par-
ticular red dot, determinate as to place and color. It is characterized as red and as
being here. If it lacked one or the other of these attributes, it would not be this
particular red dot.?” But when I think of the concept of a red dot or of the general
concept of something-that-is-here, then I may think indeterminately of what the
red dot is and thus think indeterminately of the red dot.

2. One must not assume that the concept of ‘‘a red dot’’ or ‘‘a-dot-that-is-
here’’ refers to a general thing — much less that it refers to a general thing in a
wholly definite way. If one says, ‘“There is no red dot’’ or ‘‘There is no red dot
here,’” one denies that a particular red dot is here. And if one says, ‘‘There is a
red dot”’ or ““There is a dot here,’’ then one has spoken correctly if a particular
red dot is here whether or not there is any other red dot. But if one says, ‘‘There
is a red dot,”” one is right if there is a red dot but no red dot here; and if one says,
““There is a dot here,’’ one is right if there is a red dot but not a blue dot here.

Failure to grasp these points has led to strange philosophical errors. Plato held
that, corresponding to any given concept, there exists a thing which is different
from any individual thing. He conceived this thing as existing by itself. William
of Champeaux, on the other hand, held that this thing exists in individual things
but as a thing distinct from any individual thing. One might wish to say that, ac-
cording to him, the general thing is contained in individual things in the way in
which a substance is contained in its accidents. But a substance can exist by itself,
without the accident. And so then one would have to draw a similar conclusion
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that which corresponds to the concept of a body.*
15. All things, however, fall in equal degree under the concept of something
[Erwas], which is none other than the concept of a thing or entity [Wesen].*

B. WAYS OF COMBINING OBJECTS OF THOUGHT
(30 September. 1908)*

1. Things can be thought of in an individual way, and they can also fall under in-
determinate concepts.

There are things which are a sum of several things. And there are things which
consist of things that are not wholly different, nor yet wholly the same.

For these reasons a real aggregate can at one time be the object of a single pre-
sentational act, and at another time the object of a manifold presentational act.
We may form a determinate idea of an aggregate by means of a single presenta-
tional act, but in such a case the idea is confused.* We conceive the aggregate
more distinctly when its individual parts, both real and logical, are objects of se-
parate presentations and are thought in their relation to one another and to the
whole. The degree of distinctness so achieved may vary to a great extent. Accor-
ding to Leibniz, completely distinct ideas may be called adequate ideas. We shall
not inquire here whether such ideas are attainable in all cases, but there is no
doubt that some ideas are relatively distinct. We will take note of the ways in
which these relatively distinct ideas may be distinguished from partial presenta-
tional activity. In so doing, we can best inform ourselves about the variety of real
determinations, both absolute and relative. And in this way we can also refute
those philosophers who say that we have concepts that are not derived from in-
tuition.

2. By drawing from the store of conceptual elements which are supplied by
outer and inner intuitions, our mind can form a variety of constructions of its
own. It puts these elements together in a great variety of ways; but these ways of
combining the elements are all such that they have first been given in intuition as
holding among entia realia.*

In particular, the following types of combination may be distinguished:

(a) Identifications. Identity is given when one thing falls under several con-
cepts. One of the concepts may be more general and the other less general; or the
two concepts may be two species of a single genus and such that they are not

* Should we also say that the concept of something is the same as of substance? Perhaps it is better to
distinguish between substance and entity, and to speak of substance only relatively to an accident.
This would also indicate that a substance itself cannot itself be an accident; there is no further thing
which underlies a substance.*?
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D. FICTIVE PARTS OF THINGS
(4 February 1914)

1. The word being [Seiendes] has various senses. In its strict and proper sense,
it is a name for whatever we understand to be a thing [Ding]. Now, whenever we
have any thought at all, that is to say, whenever we have something as an object,
we think about a thing. The concept of thing, therefore is the most general con-
cept. Whenever we think something in a completely general way, we call that
something a thing.

For something to be called a thing, it does not have to be. If I correctly say that
something is not, then I am naming it and thinking of it. But only things can be
named or thought of; only things can be objects of acceptance or rejection, of
love or hate. Several things together are also to be called a thing; and every part
of an extended thing is also a thing. And just as only things may be said to be or
not to be, only things may be said in the strict sense to have been or not to have
been, and only things may be said in the strict sense to be such that they they will
be or will not be. All this is implicit in the proposition that only things can be ob-
jects of thought, judgment and the like.

II. In this sense, then the name being [Seiendes] is synonymous with thing
[Ding]. This is its strict meaning. But the word being also has several other mean-
ings.

1. We can distinguish, among the things we think, those which are from those
which are not. The term being is used in a different sense [when it is used to refer
to that which is]. In this use, it does not express the most general concept of
thing; indeed, it is not a concept at all. The city Nineveh may well be called a
thing, but those who know that it is no longer will not say that it is a being in the
sense that I am now referring to. Anyone who says that it is a being in this sense is
asserting his belief, in the modus praesens, that it is. In so doing, he is saying that
whoever shares his belief is judging correctly and whoever believes the opposite is
in error. And so, when the term being is used in this sense, it is strictly not a
name.

Nevertheless it often happens that being in this sense is used in our language as
though it were the name of something. Still other words are used in a similarly
way as though they were names. The statements in which they occur will then be
wholly meaningless or false unless the verb to be is reinterpreted in a correspond-
ing way.”™

This happens when one says that a contemplated thing exists as a contemplated
thing.

Also, when one says that there are truths and that there are untruths.
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ject to a greater or to a smaller continuous multiplicity of spatial determinations;
yet they are all subject to the same continuous multiplicity of temporal determi-
nations.*

8. Like collectives of discrete things and like continua, accidents also exhibit a
relation between part and whole. The substance is contained in the accident as its
part. One says that it is the subject of the accident and also its conditio sine qua
non. Whether the substance could also be termed a cause of the accident is a mat-
ter of arbitrary stipulation. But the part-whole relation in case of substance and
accident is quite different from what it is in the cases just considered. For in the
cases of substance and accident one may be more inclined to term the part a cause
of the whole. The substance may also be designated as matter, just as one may
use this term for the parts of a continuum or, indeed, for the units which make
up a discrete continuum. But there is need to dispute about words. We need only
to take note of the fact that we are dealing here with a relation very different
from that between an efficient cause and its effect.

Contrary to Aristotle and to the opinion that has prevailed since his time, it
can be shown that just as a substance may be the subject of an accident, one acci-
dent may also be the subject of another accident. Consider someone to whom
something is presented [eines Vorstellenden): this accident, qua someone to
whom something is presented, will have a substance as its subject; and if now it
accepts or acknowledges that which is presented, then this accident may itself be
subject of one who is believing. At least this is true in certain cases — provided
that the presentation and the acknowledgement are not cases of secondary
consciousness.®



III. BEING AND INTENSITY

A. INCOMPLETE ENTELECHY AND INTENSITY
(13 March 1907)

1. Aristotle’s Doctrine of Incomplete Entelechy

1. One of Aristotle’s doctrines that strikes us as especially odd is his concep-
tion of the nature of motion. He defines motion as the realization of that which
exists potentially in so far as it exists potentially, also as an imperfect or incom-
plete entelechy. But Aristotle acknowledges himself that this definition in terms
of the realization of the potential qua potential is difficult to grasp. Yet such a
realization, he says, is possible.

Let us try to make this somewhat clearer.®

2. To facilitate the task we will permit ourselves the fiction of a material point
which exists in itself.%? If such a point were possible, then like any extended body,
it would have to be somewhere, either at rest or in motion.* In either case it
would be somewhere throughout the time ¢ of its existence: if at rest, then at the
place /; if in motion, somewhere along the path /--m, which would be longer or
shorter, depending on the speed with which the point moved. At any moment of
the motion it would occupy only one point of the path. Suppose the point were to
move over a path twice as long in the same period of time but with uniform mo-
tion all the while. Then it would-pass twice as many points on the path; and so it
is obvious that the time it occupies on each part of the line and at each point
would be half as short. Were the path circular, each point on it would be passed
twice in the time taken to complete the circle once at half speed. As Aristotle
views the occupation of a point, the swifter it is at any given time, the less com-
plete it is, and the less swift the more complete. No extreme limit of incomplete-
ness is conceivable: even the quickest motion can be doubled or tripled, and so
on, ad infinitum. On the other hand, an upper limit of completeness is reached in
the state of rest. This is why Aristotle calls motion an incomplete being-in-place.
One might say that motion is localized less determinately than rest. Such a less

* Aristotle himself, when he discusses Zeno’s arguments against the reality of motion, expresses the
opinion that they can be refuted only if that which is in motion is not a mere point but a body. But we
can easily see that he is mistaken about this if we consider what happens in the case of the point of a
cone which is moved with its end point forward. This point will describe a line.”




























































PART TWO

PRELIMINARY STUDIES
FOR THE THEORY OF CATEGORIES



I. ARISTOTLE’S THEORY OF CATEGORIES:
INTERPRETATION AND CRITIQUE

A. THE FUNDAMENTAL IDEAS AND THE FUNDAMENTAL ERRORS!®

1. The theory of categories, one of the most important branches of ontology, is
today in a state of great confusion. This fact may be traced back to the
unfinished state in which the theory had been left by its founder, Aristotle.
Subsequent philosophers felt called upon to improve it, but they were not his
intellectual equals, nor were they actually aware of what he was getting at, and so
even the valuable elements that Aristotle himself had contributed were lost sight
of. Some wanted to find a theory of categories in Plato, to whom such a doctrine
was totally alien. Leibniz imagined that he had improved the table of categories
by reducing Aristotle’s ten predicaments to three — substance, absolute accident,
and relation. Plotinus, too, long before Leibniz, wanted to reduce the number
and proposed four: substance, inherent accident (that in which the substance is
present), motion, and relation. Even in Plotinus’s time such an abridged version
of the table was no novelty. Aristotle himself had considered classifying all non-
relative accidents under one category, but he realized that this would be to evade
the very problem his classification was designed to solve.

If the actual intent of the theory of categories has thus been unclear, Kant
misunderstood it completely. He was only superficially acquainted with the
earlier history of philosophy, and the construction he put upon the Aristotelian
table of categories is unthinkable from Aristotle’s point of view. For a
philosopher who holds that all our concepts are derivable from empirical
intuition, there can be no such thing as a category in the Kantian sense. It is
precisely the confusion between the Kantian category and the historically original
category of Aristotle that accounts for the inability of our moderns to
accomplish anything in this field of study.

2. To understand the problem we should go back to Plato. Having noted that
one and the same individual thing may underlie attributes of various degrees of
generality, Plato concluded that each attribute taken in its highest degree of
generality leads to the concept of a being in the widest sense of the word and that
this concept is the same in each case. Accordingly, ascending in any series what-
ever would lead to one and the same highest predicate. It was the correctness of
this doctrine that Aristotle challenged. To be sure, he recognized that, just as
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himself lists in full only once or twice!®?) had appeared in abridged form in the
Eudemian ethics. Abridged lists are also to be found in the Stoics* and in
Plotinus, who made several critical observations about some of the items listed
by Aristotle. **

Nevertheless, it is not advisable to rely solely on Aristotle himself if we are to
understand the intention behind his classification.

2. This much is certain: he thought that there was a sense of the term being for
each category; and in making the classification, he wanted to distinguish as many
different senses of being.!6}

It is also certain that he did not think that the table of categories encompassed
all the senses of being.

Thus, when he distinguished the several senses of being, he mentions the table
of categories only at the end after he has called attention to other equivocations
of the term.!®

Plato also suggested that there are several senses of being. For he contrasted
being (ov) with non-being (u) 8v) and said of the latter that it is. Thus it would
seem that he treated non-being as a being (§»), but naturally in another sense of
being.

Aristotle carries the investigation much farther and calls attention to a great
number of extended senses of the term.

Sometimes, he says, a thing is said to be, not with reference to its own being,
but with reference to the being of some other thing that is accidentally associated
with it. Thus one may say: a body is here, close to me. But this ‘‘being here, close
to me’’ is not a being by virtue of which the thing is as a body. Aristotle called
this extended sense of being that of a v xard ovuBeBnxbs. But he had already
excluded this by the time he began to classify the categories.

He also notes that sometimes we use the expression ‘‘it is’’ when we want to
say, ‘‘A judgment is true.”’ Thus, instead of saying that it is true that there
cannot be a round square, we may say that there is the impossibility of a round
square. But he also excludes this, when he turns to the division of categories.

He also notes this further sense of being. Sometimes we say of someone that he
sees even if his eyes happen to be closed; we thus contrast him with a blind person
who is not only such that he doesn’t actually see but is also such that he lacks the
capability of seeing. And in just this same sense, we may call something being just

* Their designation of the categories as ra yeribrara is not inappropriate. But when they say that
matter is the first category and formed matter the second, they betray inadequate understanding of
Aristotle’s purpose. See Trendelenburg’s Geschichte der Kategorienlehre.

** Compare Tendelenburg, op. cit., on Plotinus’ unhappy attempt to interpret Aristotle’s theory of
categories Platonically.
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characterize the distinction between substances and the different types of
accidents. For there are also several highest substantial differences which as such
do not stand behind the highest accidental differences.'®® To arrive at the true
concept of a category, we must take into consideration the results of what has
just been said, for only in this way can we see the distinction between a subject
and that which the subject underlies. The highest classes of that which holds
accidentally of a subject are greater in number than Aristotle had thought. And
this may be said even though several of the determinations that he took to be
accidental — for example, sensible quality, place, real time, and perhaps also
extension and shape — are in fact substantial determinations.
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for the man in the mask is your father.”” Naturally we can also speak of a self-
awareness per se and of a self-awareness per accidens. Thus one could be told of
some experience that he had previously had, without being told that it was he
who had the experience. In this case, he would have knowledge that pertained to
himself without knowing that it pertained to himself —that is to say, without
knowing that the one to whom it pertained is identical with his own self. What we
have been saying above is concerned only with self-awareness per se; it is not dif-
ficult to see what should be added about self-awareness per accidens.



III. RELATIONS

A. ON THAT WHICH IS RELATIVE TO SOMETHING
(8 JANUARY 1915)

1. “That which is relative to something,’’ I believe, is the best rendering of the
Greek rgés 7i. Then the expression ‘‘relation’’ stands to ‘‘that which is relative
to something”’ in the way in which an abstractum stands to the corresponding
concretum,

One question that now arises is whether we are here concerned with an expres-
sion which is synonymous or one which is homonymous. In other words, does
everything to which this expression can be applied fall under the same unitary
concept?

Another question is whether relativa are to be included among entia realia or
among the so-called entia rationis.

Again, there is disagreement with respect to the question whether the truth ofa
relative attribute always requires the existence of the terminus of the relation.

And there is the further question whether all relative determinations are acci-
dents or whether some of them are also substantial.

It may be that the answers to some of these questions will not be the same with
respect to everything that is relative, Hence it is necessary to survey the most im-
portant classes of relativa.

2. That relativa fall into several classes, each with its own distinctive characte-
ristics, has been known since antiquity. Aristotle distinguished these classes:
those involving comparion; those involving cause and effect; and those involving
thought and its object. Whether his classification is exhaustive remains to be in-
vestigated.

3. So far as concerns the question whether relativa are entia realia, some are
inclined to answer this in the negative and to count relativa, along with abstracta
and negativa, as entia rationis.

Leibniz, for whom every multiplicity of things is an ens rationis, looked upon
relativa as being essentially objects of thought [als Gedankendinge]. They exist
eternally in God, as objects of his thought.

Aristotle does not go this far, but he describes the category of relation as being
that which, of all the categories, is the least a being. He takes the following to be
an indication of this fact: a thing may take on or lose a relative attribute without
itself changing in any way. Thus if Titus grows, then Caius may cease to be taller
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speak of a transformation in such a case. Moreover the situation would provide
us with no ground for the universal uniformity with respect to temporal species
or for the necessity and uniform velocity of temporal change. In contrast with all
this, if we assume an absolute necessary first cause which persists in infinitesimal
change and which in its continued being preserves all other things that persist,
then we have a ready explanation. The cause of the temporal change in those
things that are at rest is to be sought alone in this immediately necessary general
first principle which is in eternal continuous change. In this temporal change of
things, we have, not a case of transformation, but a case of a simple, ever-
recurring reception of reality. Theophrastus had said of the divine principle: i o
wavro ot xal duopéver.

4. The idea of a necessary change in the divine principle was foreign to
Aristotle. He thought it was ruled out by the fact that motion is not pure energeia
but energeia combined with mere potentiality, But this is by no means necessarily
or generally the case.” A continuous process [ Verlauf] is thinkable wherein each
moment is immediately necessary when it is, and immediately impossible when it
is not. Moreover the assumption of a continuous change in God is indispensable
if we are to think of him as knowing all things and causing all things. For just as
certainly as truth and being undergo change, then so too the divine knowledge
and the divine efficacy must also change. The fact of such change does not mean
at all that the divine principle falls into contradiction. Rather it is only because of
such change that God remains in complete harmony with himself. Similarly a
man who decided a year ago to do a certain thing in a year is in harmony with
himself only if hé is now carrying out that decision. If God were to know the
whole course of the history of the world, but did not know which states are past,
which ones are future, and which ones abtain at the present moment, then he
would not be all-knowing. And it is absurd to say that what is past or future for
us is present for God. For this would be to affirm the subjectivity of truth. What
is invariable can be explained by reference to what is variable, but not conversely.
And if motion leads to rest, there may still be the fact of infinitesimal temporal
change.



PART THREE

THE FINAL THREE DRAFTS OF THE THEORY
OF CATEGORIES
(1916)



BRENTANO’S TABLE OF CATEGORIES

Being
. B
Substance Accidents
)
]
T T e mmmts s e
N 1
N 1
INHERENT ACCIDENTS PASSIVE AFFECTIONS
These inhere in their subjects and do not need These require the constant activity of a causal
the constant activity of a causal principle in principle in order to remain in their subjects.

order to remain there [e.g., tne qualities of a
body; the emotional and intellectual disposition
of the soul].*

Those which consist in a Those which do not consist
transformarion in a transformation [e.g.,
acts of consciousness}

-
i
1
1

-t

These are distinguished ac-
cording to the ultimate genus
of the effect [thus, accelera-
tion, which is a transforma-
tion with respect to place, is
categorically different from
change of color}.

* Inherent accidents may be further subdivided into (1) properties which belong to differ-
ent ultimate genera and are thus categorically different and (2) properties which belong to
the same ultimate genus and are thus of the same category. In the case of the former (e.g.,
color and temperature) transformation from one to another is impossible, but they can
belong to one and the same subject. In the case of the latter (e.g., red and blue) transfor-
mation from one to another is possible, but they cannot belong to one and the same
subject. [Diagram and notes by A. Kastil.]
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for the theory of philosophical wisdom. Thus one is led to believe that there are
many entities existing throughout eternity and independently of God — for exam-
ple, the impossibility of the round square —and hence that these eternal uncre-
ated entities restrict the omnipotence of God. And then one is confronted with the
question: are these entities things, or could it be that there are objects of our
thought which are not things?*” Either answer leads to further serious errors. If
one says that these entities are not things, and also says that an object [Ge-
genstand] of thought need not fall under the same concept as that of thing
[Ding], then one misconceives the unity of the concept of thinking. A thinker is
indeed that which has something as the object of thinking [etwas denkend zum
Gegenstand hat]; if the concept of thinking is a unitary concept, then a unitary
sense is also connected with the something.’%®

Hence, by considering this one example of ambiguity, we see clearly that,
despite the work of the grammarians and lexicographers, the teacher of the theo-
ry of wisdom still has much to do.

B. THE TYPES OF PREDICATION

1. Spurious predications

7. With respect to those statements which posit a particular substance as subject
and which seem to ascribe a predicate to that object, we may distinguish the fol-
lowing:

(a) Some are not even categorical propositions. Rather than conjoining things,
they are simple positings [Positionen]; for example, ‘“This man is existent,”’
which comes to the same thing as ‘‘This man is.”’ This man is thought of in the
mode of the present and is accepted or affirmed. (Perhaps the same thing holds
of affirmations in other temporal modes, as when one says, ‘‘This man is past’’
or ““This man is future,’’ thus applying a determinate temporal mode in thinking
of the thing.3%)

(b) Some do not even express the affirmation or acceptance of the subject. For
example, I may say, ‘‘This man is possible,”” ‘‘This man is thought of,”’ “‘This
man is a non-being.”’

(c) In some cases the predicate is a denominatio extrinseca. Here, it is true, the
subject is affirmed, but affirmed together with something else which is such that,
if it ceases to be, the subject will change only in that it will no longer have the pre-
dicate. This is the case with such predicates as ‘‘being dressed’’; it is also the case
with comparisons, when the subject is said to be more or less than something
else, as for example, ‘‘This man is taller than that man.”’ Again, when one man is
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converse. It is obvious that this person who sees stands in a different relation to
this person who hears than he does to some other person who hears. The differ-
ence between one who sees and the one who hears are entia realia which are part-
ly but not wholly different, whereas in the latter case we are dealing with two
wholly different entia realia. In the former case the part common to both is the
subject, i.e., the substance. (From the foregoing discussion it also follows that
the-one-who-hears and the-one-who-sees and the one who is psychically active in
some other way cannot be viewed, as our adversaries believed, as being simply
one and the same individual entity.’*)

31. And so it seems further to follow that the criterion proposed above does
not enable us to discover additional ways in which the accident is related to a sub-
ject. Therefore it does not lead us to additional categories.



II. THE SECOND DRAFT OF THE THEORY OF
CATEGORIES (1916)

A. THE UNRELIABILITY OF GRAMMAR AS A GUIDE TO DESCRIPTIVE
PSYCHOLOGY

1. Grammarians distinguish between the use of sein (‘‘to be’’) as a main verb
and as an auxiliary verb. They similarly distinguish between such uses of werden
(“‘to become’’) and haben (‘‘to have’’), depending on whether one says ein Ding
wird (‘‘a thing becomes’’) or ein Ding hat (‘‘a thing has’’) or ein Ding wird sein
(‘“‘a thing will be”’), ein Ding wird tun (‘‘a thing will do’’) and ein Ding hat getan
(‘‘a thing has done”’). They seem to regard the wird in ein Ding wird tditig (‘‘a
thing becomes active’’) as a main verb.

Moreover they distinguish between that use of the principal verb ‘‘to be’’ in
which it affirms the existence of something from its use as copula to combine an
attribute with a subject.

According to them, this exhausts all possibilities. They make no allowance for
the fact that subject and predicates differ in kind. In particular, they do not
distinguish the case where the subject undergoes a determination by means of the
predicate from that wherein the subject undergoes a modification and may
indeed be cancelled out. They even take no notice of the fact that the *‘is,”” while
seemingly serving to express an affirmation, in some cases expresses a negation,

It is hardly going too far to say that the grammarians’ idea of the mental pro-
cesses expressed by language is just as unclear as that of the people who built up
the language. They fail to distinguish sharply enough between the cases of simple
position [Position] from those of composition, and take it for granted that the
former are cases of genuine predication like the latter. According to them, when
one says ‘“‘An A is,”’ this is a short form of ‘“‘An A is existent,”” just as ““An A
runs’’ is a short form of ‘“An A4 is running.”’ And so the only difference between
the case where the ‘‘is’> functions as copula [Kopula] and those where it
functions as main verb would be that in the latter case the sense of the copula is
combined with that of the predicate.

Moreover, their distinction between the ‘‘is>* as copula and as auxiliary verb
turns upon whether the predicate does or does not have a participial form —and
hence upon an external matter of conjugation. But this matter of conjugation is
irrelevant to what is actually expressed. It does not matter whether we say, ‘N is
helping”’ or ““N is helpful.””* It is further to be noted that when predicates result-
* [Translators’ note: Brentano’s example is ‘N ist wohltuend’’ and ‘N ist wohltdtig.”’]
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tion, but to be combined with one another in a discourse. Then it could well hap-
pen that the formal relations among these words in a given discourse is what is es-
sential.

One predicates names of each other —abstracta as well as concreta. It would
seem, however, that the sphere of abstract predicates is narrower than that of
concrete ones, One can certainly say, for example, ‘‘This round thing was
square,”” but not ‘‘This roundness was squareness.”” And the same is true of
statements made in the present tense: ‘‘This round thing is red,’’ can be said, but
not ‘“This roundness is redness.”” If [ want to posit the concretum as subject and
yet restrict the domain of predicables, I can say, ‘‘That which is round as such is
not red, whereas it is as such shaped, bounded, and the like.”

“‘That which is round,”” one could say, designates the substantial subject with
all the properties that then belong to it. Thus the truth of the sentence ‘‘The
round thing that is red was formerly blue,”’ requires that the round thing that is
red and the round thing that was formerly blue be identical in respect of the sub-
stantial part. But the predication in abstracto requires more than that, because
here the accidental determination is included in that which is said to be identical.

On closer examination, however, this line of interpretation does not seem fea-
sible.?? One can certainly say, ‘‘A cold thing as such turns into a warm thing,”’
but not *‘Coldness turns into heat.’’ For then one seems to conceive of heat as a
part of that which is hot.*? Perhaps one thinks of it as the part which is acquired
when the cold thing turns into the hot thing and is lost when the hot thing turns
into the cold one. Or perhaps one thinks of it as the part which corresponds to a
general concept: in this case the specific and individual attributes that are not
contained in the concept but are united with it in the whole are then viewed as
other parts of the thing., Both assumptions, however, would be errors. The
second implies a kind of ultra-realism. The first, so far as accidents are con-
cerned, involves a misconception of the relation between the accidents and the
substance that individuates them.*® And insofar as substance is concerned, it in-
volves the delusion that a potentiality can be an entity and can be a part which
can be combined with an actuality as another part.

This much, however, may be granted: the abstract names can sometimes be
used in predications in order to abbreviate, as when we say that a certain concre-
tum is as such this or that.



III. THE THIRD DRAFT OF THE THEORY OF CATEGORIES
(1916)*

1. The metaphysician is often confronted with the task of clarifying certain
concepts with references to the facts from which these concepts are to be derived.

And so he must go into the question whether we have any general ideas. It
would be senseless, after all, to inquire into the meaning of any general term if
general terms are not terms that are associated with general ideas. Berkeley
denied that there are universal ideas, but he was wrong — otherwise we could not
have the general propositions and inferences which are so abundant in science.
Nor is it true that we can form general ideas only by way of an abstraction which
involves a comparison between similar objects. Inner perception shows each per-
son himself but without individuating determinations. This is why no one can
specify what distinguishes him psychically from another person who thinks,
loves, and hates the same things he does, although such a person is perfectly con-
ceivable. Hence, we are dealing here with a general idea. Indeed, many psycholo-
gists have held that this generality is characteristic, not only of the ideas of inner
perception, but also of those of outer perception. And so this view seems to be
diametrically opposed to that of Berkeley. And it was the view of Aristotle.3%

2. In my opinion, however, the one extreme view is as untenable as the other.
Outer perception certainly presents its objects as individuated. It is directly evi-
dent that things are spatially impenetrable and that whatever appears in outer
perception appears as localized. Indeed, this is why what appears to us in spatial
perception appears in such a way that no more than one thing could ever cor-
respond to the appearance. Indeed, Aristotle had stressed the principle of impe-
netrability and he had maintained that all sensible phenomena without exception
are localized. And so he puts himself on record against his own doctrine accord-
ing to which external perception is universal in character, As we shall presently
see, this matter is of some importance.¥’

3. That we have general ideas cannot be doubted. Some of them are found to
be universal prior to any abstraction, but most of them are acquired only by way
of abstraction. And this means that they are formed by means of comparison.
When we find that different things are alike then we can apprehend the feature




























































IV. APPENDIX: THE NATURE OF THE PHYSICAL WORLD
IN THE LIGHT OF THE THEORY OF CATEGORIES

(30 January 1915)*#

1. In the corporeal world two sharply contrasting parts are distinguished. One
of these, comprising the solid, fluid, and gaseous bodies, constitutes the aggre-
gate mass of so-called matter; the other is the ether. Concerning the nature of the
latter, there is a wide difference of opinion among scientists. Some would con-
ceive it as consisting of tiny discrete particles moving continuously at extremely
high velocities; others, as a homogeneous cohesive continuum which, unlike the
corporeal masses, is not subject to the principle of impenetrability. The ether is
supposed to be the medium in which light and electricity are propagated.

2. Exponents of these views, however, do not always realize clearly enough
how completely the true nature [das eigentliche Wesen] of the corporeal world is
hidden from us. On one occasion, in the presence of Lord Kelvin, someone said
that it might be preferable not to speak of such a thing as the ether, since we
know virtually nothing about it. To this, he replied that, however much in the
dark we may be about the nature of the ether, we are even more so in the case of
the nature of matter. Actually, psychology, in so far as it is descriptive, is far in
advance of physics. The thinking thing — the thing that has ideas, the thing that
judges, the thing that wills — which we innerly perceive is just what we perceive it
to be. But so-called outer perception presents us with nothing that appears the
way it really is. The sensible qualities do not correspond in their structure to ex-
ternal objects, and we are subject to the most serious illusions with respect to rest
and motion and to figure and size.**® According to some philosophers, the sub-
ject of our mental acts and sensations and that of the analogous animal activities
is something corporeal; if this were true, we could have intuitive presentations of
certain accidents of bodies. A careful analysis of mental phenomena, however,
proves beyond any doubt that their substantial support [7rdger] is not something
spatially extended, but is something that is mental [ezwas Geistiges]. This being
the case, it may turn out that the domain governed by the laws of mechanics is in
fact very different from what physicists have until now assumed.

3. What I am getting at will be clear in the light of the following considera-
tions. In antiquity it was generally assumed that matter consists of bodily
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ral barriers must be regarded as a further consideration in favor of the hypothe-
sis. The threatening heat-death of our universe has often been mentioned; but
little or no concern has been voiced about the far more likely possibility that the
world will end as a result of the dispersion of the smallest particles —a dispersion
which is unavoidable on the assumption that the corporeal world is finite and
space infinite. A similar dispersion of the qualities, which on our hypothesis
would take the place of substances, is absolutely ruled out in as much as the uni-
tary substance underlying them is bounded.*3

9. Our hypothesis is also helpful in coping with other seemingly insurmount-
able difficulties. Consider, for example, the question of how determinism —
which is an inescapable hypothesis —is to be reconciled with this fact: there
would seem to be complete indifference so far as concerns the choice between the
present arrangement of bodies in the world and that of a mirror-image of this
arrangement taken from any angle. On our hypothesis boundless empty space
has been replaced by a finite material substance; this substance is absolutely im-
movable and unchangeable in its position; but it has boundaries and the way in
which it is bounded need not at all be as uniform and hence as equal in effect as
those of a sphere. Therefore one cannot say that it makes no difference whether
the qualitative motions which this substance underlies proceed in one direction or
another. 4

10. Surely, a hypothesis which not only solves one problem but also provides
the means of solving other problems which have hitherto found no solution de-
serves serious consideration.
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10.

12.

13.

a. But if we say of a that is a part of a whole then we are not predicating a real deter-
mination of a, for the other parts of that whole can be removed (and thereby also the
whole in so far as it is composed of them) without any change being caused in a. Thus
it would seem that while the term whole (i.e., that which has parts) is a genuine name,
the same is not true of the term part. Similarly ‘‘someone thinking” is a genuine
name, but ‘‘something thought of”’ is not. But there is this difference between ‘‘part
of a whole”’ and ‘‘something thought of*’: a thing can be thought of without existing
but a thing cannot be a part without existing.

Whatever is is an ens reale or a thing. But we can think of things that do not exist. For
example, a person seeing something colored contemplates something that does not
exist. Although Brentano repeatedly emphasizes this distinction, it is all too often
ignored, and as a result his thesis that we can think only of entia realia is misconstrued
as subjectivistic. We find such a misinterpretation in Julius Kraft, Von Husser! zu
Heidegger (Frankfurt: Verlag Offentliches Legen, 1932 {second edition, 1952]); but
this book is to be commended for resisting the unsound way of doing philosophy that
has surprisingly come into favor.

An example of such a multiple accident would be a soul that sees and hears
simultaneously. An accident of the first order would be something having a presen-
tation, for the only substance that this includes is the self /das ich]; an accident of the
second order would be something that is judging, for this includes something having a
presentation; and an accident of the third order would be something that has know-
ledge, for this includes something that is judging.

The thing that contains [das Einschliessende] is the accident; the thing that is
contained [das Eingeschlossene] is the substance. But the subject is not contained in
the accident in the sense in which the concept of the genus may be said to the be
included in that of the species. [The verb *‘to contain”’ is here used to express the rela-
tion which, according to Brentano, the accident bears to the substance. Brentano uses
“‘einschliessen’’ for containment as well as for inclusion. R.M.C.] The relation of
containment is a material relation; but the relation of inclusion, which the concept of
the species bears to that of the genus is supposed to be a metaphysical relation. Com-
pare what is said in Section C of the present essay.

According to Brentano, however, it is not quite correct to say that the concept of
being coincides with the concept of that which is now or present. It is true that the two
statements, ‘‘Something is’’ and ‘‘Something is now or present’”’, have the same
sense. But the word ‘‘is”’ does not signify any concept, not even the most general of
our concepts. The most general concept is the concept of something — the concept of
a thing. This concept is co-extensive with the concept of what which is temporally
extended. The existence of things in time cannot be inferred from the concept of
thing; that is to say, it cannot be known a priori. But we can infer from the general
concept of a being —that is to say, the concept of something, of a thing, of an ens
reales — that there cannot be anything unless it is something that is present and thus
stands off from earlier or later. What is stands off from what was or what will be.
On the use of such fictions in logical reasoning, see Psychology from an Empirical
Standpoint, pp. 291 ff.

Because of the use of such fictions, the primary objects of sense perception are
treated as though they are things that exist. If one is not conscious of the fiction here,
one falls into pseudo-problems and errors. Naive realists take the existence of these
sense objects for granted. Others, to avoid conflict with physics, seek a way out by
saying that the objects of sense perception are properties of the perceiver — as though
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25.

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

On Brentano’s views about the “‘is”’ of the copula, see section F of the First Draft of
the Theory of Categories, in part Three of this book. What Brentano tells us here is
that the expressions ‘‘to believe in something,’” *‘to accept or affirm something’’, and
“‘to assert the existence of a thing’’ all mean the same. There is only one species of as-
sertoric judgment and whoever makes such a judgment makes it about a thing. But it
would be a serious error to suppose that according to Brentano, the word existence is
synonymous with being in the sense of something (things, ens reale). The word
something is a genuine name and signifies the most general of all our concepts. But
the word existence is not a name and does not signify anything by itself. It is synse-
mantic, that is to say, it must be supplemented by other words before it can call up
any sense. For example, the statement ‘‘Someone asserts the existence of something”’
tells us only someone affirms or accepts something. It has been said that, according to
Brentano, ‘‘The abstract term existence signifies nothing more or less than that there
is someone affirming or accepting a thing’’, Alfons Werner, Die psychologisch-
erkenntnistheoretischen Grundlagen der Metaphysik Franz Brentanos (Hildesheim:
Franz Borgmeyer, 1930), p. 114. This is a misconception. According to Brentano, the
word ‘‘existence’’ (like the words *‘existent,’’ ‘‘being,’’ ‘‘possibility’’) means nothing
at all by itself; it is synsemantic. On the other hand, the statement ‘‘A is existent”’
does have a meaning, but not the same meaning as ‘‘Someone who accepts or affirms
A exists.” Compare George Katkov, ‘‘Bewusstsein, Gegenstand, Sachverhalt: Eine
Brentanostudie,’’ Archiv fiir die gesamte Psychologie, Band 75 (1930), pp. 459-544;
esp. pp. 517-544.

From a dictated text headed Ontologische Fragen.

Brentano was later to give up the thesis of the reciprocal interpenetration of place and
quality; see the following footnote.

This paragraph is difficult to understand for several reasons. First of all Brentano il-
lustrates the Aristotelian doctrine of substantial differences with examples of differ-
ences of place and quality which Aristotle himself regarded as accidental. Moreover,
Brentano himself was later to hold that these differences cannot be thought of as
entirely substantial. In 1908, when this selection was written, he had viewed place and
quality as substantial but he thought that neither could yield individuation without
the other. He subsequently corrected this view. He still held that an ultimate qualita-
tive difference, such as red or warm, is a universal (on the grounds that any number
of things could be so qualified), but he no longer regarded it as substantial; on this
point he went back to Aristotle. On the other hand, he continued to hold in opposi-
tion to Aristotle, that determinations of place are substantial, and diverged from the
view expressed here in that he allowed for the possibility of places devoid of quality.
Hence the supposed substantial genus, thing which is qualitative and spatial [Ortlich-
Qualitatives], disappears, and it can no longer be said that *‘the individual is thus sub-
sumed under one genus in respect of the two proximate specific differences.”

The terms are from the Greek, oroux#, meaning ‘‘row in an ascending series.”’ Color-
ed thing and red thing are homostoichetic; direction and speed are heterostoichetic.
The preceding paragraphs were concerned only with substantial differences. Because
Brentano then held that place and quality (both of which belong to the physical
sphere) are substantial, he was obliged to draw on the mental sphere for his examples
of accidental differences.

Since a soul that ceases to think remains the same I, the expression ‘‘unequivocally
determined’’ would be clearer here than ‘‘individually.”

This example betrays a tendency to eliminate the class of presentations [Vorstellun-
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107.

108.
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und Intensitit sinnlicher Erscheinungen.’’ Apparently the book had little influence:
even now psychologists accept the theory of intensive qualities despite Brentano’s cri-
tique. But this only proves the dangers of separating psychology from what is strictly
philosophy. [Kastil here notes that he plans to include Brentano’s statement of his
theory of intensity in what he had planned to call Part 11 of Volume I1I of the Psycho-
logie vom empirischen Standpunkt. This material is included in the second edition of
the Untersuchungen zur Sinnespsychologie, edited by Roderick M. Chisholm and
Reinhard Fabian, Felix Meiner Verlag, 1979. R.M.C.]

According to Brentano this view is mistaken. A quality that completely fills its place
cannot increase its intensity.

That is to say, te tone or the smell would exist without requiring the existence of other
tones or notes.

According to the traditional theory, intensity is independent of any variation of quali-
ty or of place, and so stands in the same relation to quality as does place. Now, since
intensity, just like place, is a characteristic common-to all sensible qualities, it would
have to be regarded as one of the so-called common sensibles like place.

What distinguishes the red spot here from the red spot there is a specific difference of
the genus place. What would distinguish the softer from the louder note, according to
the theory here being criticized, would be a specific difference of some not further de-
fined genus X which is supposed to yield the sense of the term intensity.

[In the German edition this footnote was quoted in Kastil’s notes at the end. Brentano
had intended it as a part of the text of the present article and later decided to delete it,
perhaps on the grounds of relevancy.]

According to this theory, degrees of intensity are analogous to degrees of brightness.
We call a given color more bright than another when it is more distant from black
than the other. Non-being is thus thought of as analogous to black. Of course, it is
absurd to speak of different distances from non-being. Moreover, the comparison
with a degree of brightness fails for still another reason. Every simple color has its
own specific brightness, and can have no other so long as the quality of the color itself
remains unchanged. But according to the intensity theory, the louder @ does not differ
in quality from the softer g, and so it is comprehensible how the one can be said to be
less distant from non-being than the other.

Meinong believed that intensity is characterized by its distance from zero, but his doc-
trine is poorly thought out. He fails to see that distances cannot be said to be magni-
tudes in the strict and proper sense in which extensions can be said to be magnitudes.
He assumes that intensive magnitudes have no parts, and yet that they have degrees
which are more or less distant from non-being. Either he did not realize the absurdity
of the idea that a thing can be gradually reduced to nothing without losing any of its
parts or, if he did, he assumed that something can be a mean between being and non-
being, thus giving up the law of the excluded middle.

Just as a presentation must be distinguished from a judgment, so the question, what
something is, must be separated from the question, whether it is. Anyone who sub-
sumes judgments under presentations, as virtually all theorists had done before Bren-
tano, may easily be led to assume that the existence of things, their ‘‘thatness,’’ is also
a part of their ‘‘whatness.”’ This would imply that things are composed of exisrentia
and essentia. One may ridicule this Scholastic doctrine (and the ontological argument
associated with it), but one has not escaped from its errors unless one sees that it rests
upon a false theory of judgment. Brentano was the first to show that when we judge
about a thing we do not have it as our object in the sense we do when we merely think
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logues. Not so the degrees of intensity as interpreted by the old theory. The lower
degrees were thought of as *‘less real’’ than the higher. The theory of simple inter-
mediate colors, however untenable in other respects, is not burdened with this absur-
dity.
Such transitions are only apparent in our sense-experience. What we have is in fact
mixed experience whose elements are discrete qualities. Whether in fact there can be
such things as simple intermediate qualities is another question. If we say there cannot
be such things, we must assume that transcendent qualities of the external world, the
qualitative properties of bodies, cannot undergo infinitesimal qualitative change.
Brentano, it would seem, does not go that far. In the two essays that follow, he main-
tains that contraction of perfectly dense masses is associated with a specific qualita-
tive change which must be conceived as continuous in order to account for the elasti-
city of elementary corpuscles. This is in line with his thesis that simple intermediate
colors are not absurd as such, but that their rejection is justified on empirical
grounds. Compare the Untersuchungen zur Sinnespsychologie, and the appendix en-
titled ‘‘Zur Frage der multiplen Qualitit’’ (pp. 159-161). Brentano does not rule out @
ppriori the possibility of simple intermediate qualities, but he points out that one can-
not postulate the existence of simple qualities situated between qualities which are
such that by their nature they rule out the’possibility of such intermediates. As he put
it, ““Either all simple qualities or none are such that they car be intermediate between
other simple qualities.”’
If every shade of violet were a simple color, each would differ from the others in
respect of teleiosis. But, if violet is a composite color, its blue and red components
being situated imperceptibly close to one another in space or in time, then no spatial
or temporal point partakes of violet in any degree, but the majority of them are either
red or blue in full plerosis. A minority of them form the surface boundaries where one
color begins and the other ends. These boundaries are both red and blue, but neither
color is in full plerosis.
Brentano has described this essay and the two that follow as addenda to his doctrine
of intensity. He discusses the question whether his own theory of intensity, as out-
lined in the preceding essay, should be revised to account for the phenomena of com-
pression and elasticity. His answer is no. He continues to maintain that the traditional
doctrine, according to which qualities can vary in intensity without varying in any
other way, is self-contradictory. Genuine magnitudes, he insists, must have parts. The
intensity of sense qualities is a function of the parts of sensible space [Sinnesraum].
The real places, with which the physicist is concerned, are filled with something
transcendent to us, of which we have no specific idea, but which falls under the con-
cept of quality. These transcendent qualities (and we must assume that there are many
species of them) are associated with measurable effects; the latter are often divisible
into parts and thus can strictly be called greater or lesser. And so in relation to these
parts, we may speak of a greater or lesser intensity of the forces that produce them.
But these forces themselves are transcendent qualities, which may be constant or va-
riable. The intensity of the effect they produce need not depend on how densely a giv-
en quality fills its space; it may also depend on variations in the quality itself. In the
case of genuine elasticity, as is exemplified in the ultimate corpuscles of matter, con-
tinuous qualitative changes correspond to degrees of compressibility. Such qualitative
changes are in a way similar to the different degrees of teleiosis characterizing the pla-
ces occupied successively by bodies moving with different velocities.
What Brentano means here is that the places occupied by a body after compression
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are changed not gua places, but in respect of quality; they are not filled in the same
way as they were before compression.

What follows until the end of the essay is an extract from Uber die Unmoglichkeit
mehrfacher Erfiillung desselben Raumes, a dictated text which bears no date but pro-
bably belongs to the same period as does the preceding material. Brentano’s purpose
here is to show that his theory does not contradict the principle of impenetrability.
Brentano’s theory of axioms is discussed in Ernst Foradori, ‘‘Franz Brentano’s Lehre
von den Axiomen,”’ Archiv fiir die gesamte Psychologie, Vol. 81 (1931), pp. 179-232.
Subsequently Brentano held that only place serves to individuate; but he continued to
maintain that neither non-localized colors nor unfilled places can be intuited.

See Branislav Petronievics, Principien der Metaphysik (Heidelberg: Carl Winter,
1912).

One and the same place cannot be filled by two different species of the same genus —
for example, red and blue. Brentano does not here take up the question whether one
and the same place might be filled by different species of different genera — for exam-
ple, red and warm. He notes elsewhere that the principle of interpenetrability does
not rule out the latter possibility; it is possible for one and the same place to have
several qualitative accidents provided the accidents are heterogeneous. There is no
example of this, however, in the space of our experience. What if it were to happen?
Would we fuse two heterogeneous qualities, thus seeming to find, for example a sim-
ple intermediate quality between red and warm? There would be no occasion for such
fusion; for there is no a priori insight which would lead us to try to correct such an
ostensible perception.

One does this when one ascribes degrees of strength to volitions or beliefs. But this is
something very different from the intensity that is manifested in the loudness and
softness of a note, Unfortunately this ambiguity in the term intensity is not sufficient-
ly recognized. Compare Anton Marty’s subtle analyses in ‘‘Uber Annahmen,’” Ge-
sammelte Schriften, vol. 11, part II (Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1920), and his Unter-
suchungen zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie
(Halle: Max Niemeyer, 1908), pp. 244ff.

*‘Substantial differences’’ is a better expression than ‘‘essential differences’” for what
Brentano means here. Even if the transcendent bodies which fill real places are held to
be accidents (as Brentano was later to hold), the requirements of physics are taken in-
to account by the hypothesis that they differ qualitatively. The inclination to ascribe
such qualitative differences to the ultimate elements of matter appears to be increas-
ing among natural scientists. It is manifested in the opposition on the part of the so-
called energists to the mechanistic conception; compare also vitalism. See the appen-
dix to the present work (‘“The Nature of the Physical World in the Light of the Theo-
ry of Categories’’).

The assumption that physical substances are all the same with respect to quality is im-
probable in relation to the assumption that there is no single cause of the origin of the
physical world. It is also improbable in relation to any optimistic theism which holds
that the world is infinitely rich and varied.

Here we have again what Brentano calls teleiosis; see note 101. Brentano often thus il-
lustrates differences of teleiosis with examples drawn from the domain of color. He
was fully aware of the fictive character of such examples; as we have seen, he denies
that there is such a thing as a color continuum. But he believes that what he says of
colors, is actually true of qualities that are transcendent to us. He also believes that
the phenomenon of elasticity indicates something similar.
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sentence. There is an unpublished treatise by Brentano on Mach’s Erkenntnis und
Irrtum. Publication of this treatise would provide an opportunity for coming to terms
with this new form of positivism. Its representatives include many experts and many
penetrating thinkers, who are to be praised for their energetic opposition against the
decadent but widely acclaimed “‘idealistic’’ philosophy.

The term ‘‘essence’’ is used in this sense by Locke.

This essay is especially important for understanding the doctrine of substance and
accident. It is an excerpt from an undated dictation headed Von der Seele.

This observation supports my contention that ‘‘substance’’ is not a genuine name, for
there are no negative ideas. Compare Psychology, pp. 294-5.

It may be noted that Scholastic logicians often treated the specific differences as
something independent and separable from the genus. Those who treat the substance
enriched by an accident as a collective composed of two parts, namely, substance and
accident, are indulging in a similar fiction. The second part that is supposed to be
added to the substance is treated as a separate individual and is called an accident;
and the specific difference was treated as a new thing added to the genus. Given the
latter fiction, some philosophers thought of the specific difference as a part of the
species, conceiving the latter as a compound of two concepts, the genus and the
specific difference. They could thus maintain consistently that the difference does not
contain the concept of the genus. But this is all fiction. If we restrict ourselves to
examples which belong to the domain of simple concrete concepts we will not fail to
recognize the fictive character of such divisions. But one is easily misled if one makes
use of examples involving transcendent things, for one then appeals to genera and
species which are mere surrogate concepts. An example will best illustrate what I
mean. Think of a man who was born blind and who formed the general concept of
quality on the basis of sensations other than visual. He knows the difference between
a genus and a species of quality; he has concepts, say, of a musical note and of the
note C, and he can clearly distinguish C from any other note on the scale. Having
realized that he is sightless, he tries to form an idea of the advantage sighted persons
have over him. The concept of sound and that of temperature belong to series which
have their ultimate species. It now occurs to the man that there are other such series.
He cannot form any concrete representation of the visual series, but he makes use of
surrogates. Then he may think of color as being the object of a sensation that is
caused in a certain way, say by something falling within certain wave lengths, and he
will think of red as something more determinate in this area. He may apply the term
difference to the psysical concepts which he thus uses as surrogates in his construction
of the genus and species transcendent to him; but this sort of ‘‘difference’’ cannot be
said to contain the true concept of genus. In dealing with things in the external world
we often reason like this blind man. More particularly, in the domain of the
descriptive natural sciences we use surrogate concepts which must replace the actual
genera and species that are transcendent to us. Now Aristotle himself draws upon the
transcendent domain for his examples of the relation between genus and species,
especially in zoology. He frequently mentions differences which do not conform to
the law according to which the difference coincides with the species and contains the
genus. His observation 7o yorg yévos ob Soxei peréxerv 7aw diapopav. (*“The genus is
not thought to inhere in its differences’’; Met. Z, 1037b18) seems to deny, not that the
genus is contained in the difference, but rather that the difference is part of the
comprehension of the genus. Hence Lasson’s (German) translation of the passage is
correct: ““The genus, it would seem, does not contain the conceptual difference of the
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which co-determines the kind of result that will be produced performs this function,
not in the manner of the causing thing, but, as one might say, in that of the thing that
is being affected and continuously altered. We can speak of the continuous coinci-
dence of temporal boundaries here, for this is the only sense in which opposites can be
said to exist in a given thing at the same time.”’

If a conscious state, say an act of seeing, is to persist through a period of time, then
the process which is the efficient principle of the conscious state must also persist
through that time. Brentano puts this fact by saying that all conscious states have the
character of undergoings and are thus passions. In the physical sphere it is also
impossible for the process of causation to be momentary — that is to say, it cannot
begin and end in the same moment, but must continue for some finite period of time.
But it can happen that the effect persists longer than the causal activity. Thus one can
speak in a certain sense of the tranquil persistence of the activity of causation. An
example is this: one body has been put in motion as a result of the impact of another
body and then, after the impact and in accordance with the law of inertia, the first
body continues its motion with the same speed and in the same direction. Or one
could say in a more precise sense that the causation persists without change if a
moving body has been brought to rest as a consequence of an impact with another
body and then remains in this condition. Generally speaking, when the causal process
continues after the impulse has ceased, then the result is not a constant changeless
state; rather the body which is affected undergoes a continued transformation as long
as the causal activity continues. If there is to be a changeless state while the causal
activity continues then this activity must be paralyzed by some counteractivity. This is
illustrated by the body which continues to be affected by the force of gravity but is
prevented by some support from falling. Without such counteraction, gravity would
lead to a continuous alteration in the spatial position of the body.

As in the case of the previous section, one should beware of a possible confusion with
respect to the co-temporality of cause and effect. Consider a process wherein the
cause is gradually transforming the effect. If I think of the cause as it as at the
beginning of the process and the effect as it is at the end, then I could say that the
cause and effect are temporally separated. But that would not be to speak exactly.
For if we analyze the process more closely, we see the following: both the thing that is
exercising the causation and the thing that is being acted upon change from one
moment to another; but at each moment of this process there is a state C of the caus-
ing thing and a state E of the thing being acted upon which are such that the cause Cis
co-temporal with the effect E.

Brentano is concerned in this paragraph with an ‘‘opposite,’’ say a color, which
persists unchanged. The expression ‘‘undisturbed rest,’”’ which occurs in the first
sentence, refers to the case where a thing is unchanging with respect to quality. Con-
sider a thing which is at rest at a certain place and which for a certain period of time
remains the same with respect to color. If the thing is red then this red thing at any
later moment during this period is conditioned as a result of the same red thing in the
same place at the previous moments; but we cannot say that the later thing is acted
upon or effected by the earlier thing, any more than we can say, in the case of a trans-
formation from red to blue, that the red thing is an efficient cause of the blue thing.
One can speak of a cause as a result of which something comes into being (see para-
graph 3); and similarly one can speak of a cause as a result of which something
persists. Where one opposite in transformed into another, the two opposites can be
co-temporal only in that the temporal point at which one ends is the same as the
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continuous interaction with each other, the result of which is their mutual change of
color. Consider any particular phase of this process — for example, that wherein the
first thing has the violet-nuance V7 and the second thing the orange-nuance O’, Then
they are co-temporal with each other in the sense of persisting for a time together, and
not in the sense of temporal contact between an earlier thing and a later thing. But
each stands also in the latter type of relation with the nuance from which it had just
been transformed. Thus ¥/ and V?are related as earlier and later, and so, too, are O’
and O*.

In the next paragraph, a fictional case is cited as an example: two completely inelastic
bodies of the same magnitude collide with each other and thus come to rest. At the
moment of collision an effect of finite magnitude is produced (for, however slowly
they may have been moving, the things were separated by a finite interval from the
state of absolute rest). One may object: isn’t the production of such a finite quantity
in a single moment inconsistent with the principle according to which cause and effect
must persist together through some period of time? Brentano does not formulate this
objection, although he replies to it in saying: ‘‘But then the two causing things must
have existed previously, either unchanging or in a state of infinitesimal change, and
the two things being acted upon must continue to exist subsequently, either un-
changing or in infinitesimal change.’’ And so even here the two bodies, to the extent
that they collide and act upon each other, persist together in time and are thus not
related merely by temporal contact. But the final phase of the motion of each body is
in temporal contact with the first phase of its being at rest; and so one can say that
motion applies to it as ending and that rest applies to it as beginning. The things
affected directly are the outer parts of the colliding bodies — hence those parts which
come into contact. The other parts are affected indirectly. They all come to rest in the
same moment.

The concern here is with passive affections or passiones — with those cases in which
the effect continues only so long as the cause persists and indeed, with those cases
which do not involve a further result [ Werk]. (See the discussion in the Third Draft of
the Theory of Categories.) Any act of consciousness is an example. Thus if a certain
idea is produced in a certain thinking thing, then the causation which produces this
cannot be merely momentary. If the cause ceased to act at the moment at which it
began to act, then the thinking thing would have the idea for only an instant, which is
absurd. The thinking must last a finite time, however brief, and therefore the causal
activity must also last during this time. Wherever something new is thus produced, as
distinguished from those cases where there is a transformation, then an effect of some
finite magnitude is produced at each moment. If a soul begins to think some general
concept, then there is already an effect of some finite magnitude, for no preceding
condition is thinkable which would be distinguished only infinitesimally from this.
And if the soul had first just had an idea and then went on to accept or affirm it, then
in this moment another effect of some finite magnitude is brought about. What shall
we say now of the case, for example, where hearing increases continuously in inten-
sity? It is clear that at the moment at which the hearing begins there is an effect of
some finite magnitude. But it is also the case that in every succeeding moment, some
such finite effect will be produced. For there will be no enduring effect upon the
hearing unless the causal process continues, and this process will affect the entire
hearing at any moment —even if the result of the continuous increase intensity differs
only infinitesimally from one moment to another.

Brentano is here speaking of causation which is not transforming but rather produces
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something that is new. Here, then, we have an undergoing or passive affection
[Leiden] in a narrow sense of the word. But the case is supposed to differ from that
considered under (c) in that: magnitude has been produced. We could imagine this
example: the idea of a triangle is gradually awakened in a certain soul by starting from
the apex of the triangle. In each moment the effect would be infinitely small and
would gradually grow to a finite magnitude.

See note 283, and the Philosophische Untersuchungen zu Raum, Zeit, und Konti-
nuum. Brentano does not mean to say here that we have no concept at all of an
absolute temporal determination. But he says that our concept is completely general;
it is identical with the concept of a something, a thing, an ens reale. Specific temporal
differences as such are given to us only in the sense of temporal intervals and in the
sense of earlier and later. But these do not yield complete determinations. Thus if we
say that one event is separated from a later event by an hour, then this description
would fit countless pairs of events which differ from each other with respect to their
absolute temporal determinations. Everything that there is has the same temporal
species; otherwise certain things that there are would be temporally separated from
other things that there are. Hence all things undergo temporal change in complete
uniformity, as Brentano notes later on in this section. This is a basic point of the
theory of continuity and of that of the temporal continuum. To elucidate it further, 1
quote from a dictation of 4 June 1907, having the title ‘‘Can One Speak of a Velocity
of Time?’’ Brentano insists that the question must be answered affirmatively. He
writes:

We may speak of a thing enduring for a longer time or for a shorter time. And this tells us that
during the unchanging persistence of the thing time itself has changed to a greater or to a lesser
degree. Consider three things A, B and C which exist through a certain period of time . A
persists without change through this period of time ¢; B continually changes; and C also con-
tinually changes but the change is double the change that occurs in B. It is clear, not only that
the changes in B are related to those in C with respect to speed, but also that both sets of
changes are related to the period of time ¢ with respect to speed, just as they are all related to the
simple duration where the speed of change is zero. If I think of the changes in B and C, not as
being uniform but as taking place more and more slowly, then the speed of each would
approach this null point in infinity. Or if I think of the changes as continually increasing, so that
they will reach any degree we choose, then their distinction from the state of complete rest will
become indefinitely great. Any change that is thus distinct from the state of absolute rest will
have some definite degree of speed.

Now time is also distinguished from the state of rest in that it is changing; hence if it exists
then it, too, must be represented as having a certain degree of difference from the state of
absolute rest. Hence it must be that, if we think of the change of B as becoming more and more
slow, ad infinitum, or as becoming more and more fast, ad infinitum, then in some one of those
moments it will undergo the same degree of change as does time itself. If we think of this degree
of change as remaining constant, then B at the beginning of the period of time during which the
change takes place will differ from B at the end of this time in the same degree in which the
beginning point of the period of time is separated from the end point. Every slow change of B
would be slower than the process of time and every fast change of B would be faster than the
process of time. Now everyone knows that velocity is a function of the amount of change that
has been completed in a given time. But time itself changes from moment to moment and the
more so the longer it lasts. And it is certain that, since time itself undergoes a certain amount of
change then this amount of change also takes place in time. Therefore, it, too, has a certain
velocity; this is as certain as it is that change as change is different from rest. But since the rate
of this velocity is always the same, we tend to think it isn’t there and hence to think that there is
no speed of such change. The relation of the amount of change that time undergoes to the time
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Brentano is thinking of predication as the synthetic function of judgment which re-
mains the same no matter what the object of judgment may be. But the point about
the categories is that the predicate is the accident, and the subject is the substance.
What accounts for the ambiguity is that in the so-called natural predication, the sub-
stance is made subject of a predicative judgment.

With respect to the question whether the ‘‘is’’ in existential propositions has the same
synsemantic function as that of the copula, Brentano wavers, because he has two con-
ceptions of the structure of the predicative judgment, and he sometimes prefers one
and he sometimes prefers the other. According to the one conception, a predicative
judgment is a combination of an affirmation [Anerkennen] with a modifying
affirmation [Zuerkennen]; and, in the case of negative predicative judgments, a com-
bination of a rejection with a modifying rejection [Absprechen]. Affirmations [Aner-
kennen] and modifying affirmations [Zuerkennen] are accordingly primary differ-
ences of judgment, but they are both dependent upon simple thetic affirmation since
they both include it. This theory of the so-called double judgment [des Doppelurteils)
was accepted and developed by Marty (compare his Untersuchen zur Grundlegung
der allgemeinen Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie, pp. 341 ff., also his Gesammelte
Schriften,vol. 11/1, pp. 227 ff. and 309 ff.). In Brentano’s Psychology, pp. 281 ff.,
we find the second conception of the structure of the predicative judgment.
According to the second conception, there is such a thing as an identifying idea or
presentation, a synthesis which, as such, is not yet a predication —not yet an iden-
tifying belief. Where such an idea is the matter of an affirmative judgment, we have a
predication. Hence, according to this theory, the modifying affirmation [Zuer-
kennen] does not strictly have an intrinsic difference characteristic of the act of
judging; the synthesizing function is primarily at the level of presentation
[Vorstellung] and only secondarily at the level of judgment. It is only from the stand-
point of this second theory that the “‘is’’ in genuine predications can be sais to have
the sense function as the “‘is”’ in the existential proposition.

Another question is whether Zusprechen is to be interpreted as an affirmation of
what is identified presentationally [ein Anerkennen von vorstellend ldentifiziertem],
and whether an Absprechen (the case where a predicate is denied of the subject, as in
“‘Sisnot P’’) is to be interpreted as an affirmation of what is differentiated presenta-
tionally. Such interpretations would hardly be tenable and, if I have understood
Brentano correctly, they are not to be attributed to him. It was his opinion that
Absprechen is to be interpreted as a mode of judgment. Concerning the interpretation
of ““Sis P,”” compare the editor’s note in Band II, of the Psychologie, pp. 299 ff.
[This note does not appear in the English translation.]

From the dictated text Zur Metaphysik (16 December 1915). See the remark at the end
of note 329.

Brentano holds that two inherent qualities of the same species (e.g., blue and red) are
incompatible; therefore, he would say that, if both were seen at the same place, we
would simply have a proof of the deceptive character of sense perception.

The point is this: it is a psychological fact that we cannot accept and reject the same
thing at the same time; one might attempt to explain this fact by reference to a law to
the effect that accidents belonging to the same category are incompatible; he would
have to maintain that, because acceptance and rejection of different things are com-
patible, such acceptance and rejection belong to different categories, which is certain-
ly absurd.

Compare Bretano’s criticism of Marty in paragraph 23.
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of relative accidents is now considered. But this is done in the negative rather than the
positive sense; what is discussed in greater detail is comparative determinations inso-
far as they contain denominationes extrinsecae. Nor does paragraph 13 contribute
anything positive to the classification of relative accidents. For insofar as conscious
states stand in a relation of continuity to one another, they yield, as is stated explicity
in paragraph 13, no particular mode of predication. Where, then, are the other
relative accidents to be found? Obviously in the class of inherencies. These include, in
addition to the transformation relations already referred to, still other relatives.
Examples are those referring to directional connections and differences in velocity
which were previously discussed under the heading of relative accidents. It must,
however, be recalled that the relations of continuity belong to the domain of acci-
dents only insofar as the secondarily continuous is in question.

Ever since Aristotle, theorists of relations have tended to view relative determinations
as having a lesser being [ein minderes Sein] than absolute ones; some even say that
although relations actually exist, they are not real, thereby directly contradicting
themselves. Moreover they characterize relations as possible objects of thought,
whereas this can correctly be said of relatives, not of relations. So far as relatives
having *‘less being’’ is concerned, it should be noted that even God could be called a
relative to the extent that he thinks and to the extent that he stands in a temporal
relation to himself. Where contingent things are in question, relatives are found
among substances as well as accidents. The contigency of substances shows that they
are relative in the sense of being continually re-produced by the directly necessary
principle.

The absolute place of a body would be a substantial attribute in specie specialissima if
it were within our power to grasp it. In actual fact we have to content ourselves with
relative attributes of place, which specify a given body’s distance from others in terms
of magnitude and direction. Even these relative attributes are substantial; but they are
universal since countless pairs of bodies can be separated from each other in the same
ways. In the case of such a relation between two bodies, whatever we state
incidentally about the relatum is of course a denominatio extrinseca of the referent.
The same is true of attributes of time. The absolute point of time is transcendent to
us; what is @ priori certain is that such a point must be specifically the same for all
things that exist. Therefore, to say that one thing has the same absolute time attribute
as another is to specify an attribute at once relative and substantial. This is also the
case when we say of an event that ts occurred a year ago. This attribute serves as a sur-
rogate for the absolute temporal attribute which is transcendent to us and which the
event had had (to be sure, the event does not now have the attribute). The attribute
was then a substantial attribute of the event. If, in referring to the past event, we
should also refer to some present event, such as the word being at peace, and if we
were then to say that the past event was a year earlier than the present event, then we
would be citing a denominatio extrinseca of the past event.

Here Brentano still tacitly presupposes that our sensory intuitions are individually
determinate; he later gives this up (see note 297). Brentano here says: *‘Inner percep-
tion shows us the substance as contained in its psychical accidents and only in accord
with the most general concept of substance.”” It would have been more nearly
accurate if he had said that it shows us, however indeterminately, something con-
tained as subject in its psychical accidents; see notes 187 and 189.

Space [der Raum] is substance which is contingent and not directly necessary. Not all
possible places can be actual together; and since the notion of an infinite space in actu
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*“... the controversial question of whether the ether is carried along by the bodies moving
through it or remains at rest. A series of experiments proved it to be stationary. Moreover it had
been taught by classical mechanics that the motions of bodies within a closed system must lead
to entirely similar relative consequences whether that system’s centre of gravity be at rest or in
uniform motion along a straight line. But it was held that when the ether is involved, then the
results in the two cases must be very different. Hence the astonishment was considerable when
the Michelson experiment and others related to it showed that in certain cases the expected
deviation did not occur at all. The inescapable consequence seemed to be nothing less than a
complete revolution of the most fundamental principles of classical mechanics despite their
outstanding successes. It was held that this revolution could be brought about in the following
way: one would set up a new law of relativity, according to which the processes of a system in
motion would run their course just as do those in a system having a centre of gravity at rest. The
simple principles of classical mechanics would have to be completely transformed in order to
bring about this consequence —however painful it may be to give up such a simple system.

According to some theorists ‘‘finite space’’ is a contradiction in terms: for, it is
assumed, such a space would be bounded and at the same time there would be
nothing to bound it. They fail to take into account the differences of plerosis. The
outermost boundaries of finite space, in contradistinction from those surfaces which
are inner boundaries, are not boundaries in every direction; in other words, their
plerosis is incomplete.

Brentano here raises the question: Why should a finite system be in a specific initial
state of motion rather than in a state of motion corresponding to one of the
conceivable mirror images of this system? Since two such systems differ in no
significant way, the question seems unanswerable; but, as Brentano observes, it is
unanswerable only under the assumption that space is infinite. This assumption in-
volves two absurdities — that of the infinite in actu, and that of absolute chance. It is
true that a finite space with absolutely uniform boundaries, like those of a sphere,
would be absolutely contingent; but if we assume that the boundaries of the homo-
geneous substance are not uniform, then a cause of its initial state of motion is
conceivable. For the relevance of determinism to these questions, see Vom Dasein

Gottes, p. 453 ff. and 459 ff.
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