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Abstract .

A RELATIVISTIC THEORY OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION:

A SELF-REFERENTIAL, TRANSCENDENTAL APPROACH TO

CONCEPTUAL PATHOLOGY

Steven James Barﬂett

The principal objective of the work is to construct an analytically precise
methodology which can serve to identify, eliminate, and avoid a certain widespread

conceptual fault or misconstruction, called a "projective misconstruction' or

""projection'' by the author.

it is argued that this variety of error in our thinking (i) infects a great number
of our everyday, scientific, and philosophical concepts, claims, and theories,
(ii) has largely been undetected, and (iii) when remedied, leads to a less controver-~
sial and more rigorous elucidation of the transcendental preconditions of human
knowledge than has traditionally beeﬁ possible.

The dissertation identifies, perhaps for the first time, a projective
variety of self-referential inconsistency, and proposes an innovative, self-
reflexive approach to transcendental argument in a logical and phenomenological
context. The strength of the approach lies, it is claimed, in the fact that a
rejection of the approach is possible only on pain of self-referential inconsistency.

The argument is developed in the following stages:

A general introduction identifies the central theme of the work, defines the
scope of applicability of the results reached, and sketches the direction of the
studies which follow, The preliminary discussion culminates in a recognition of

the need for a critique of impure reason,




The body. of the work is divided into two parts: Section I seceks to develop a
methodology, on a purely formal basi‘s, which is, on the one hand, capable of
being us‘ed to study the transcendental foundations of the special sciences, including
its own proper transcendental foundation, On the other hand, the methodology
proposed is intended as a diagnostic and therapeutic tool for dealing with projective
uses of concepts.

The approach initiates an analysis of concepts from a perspective which views

knowledge as coordination, Section I describes formal structures which possess

the status of preconditions in such a coordinative account of knowledge. Special

attention is given to the preconditions of identifying reference to logical particulars.

The first section attempts, then, to provide a self-referential, transcendental
methodology which is essentially revisionary in that it is motivated by a concern
for conceptual error-elimination,

Phenomenology, considered in its unique capacity as a self;referential,
transcendental discipline, is of special relevance to the study. Section II accordingly
examines a group of concepts which come into question in connection with the

central theme of phenomenological constitution. The ""de-projective methodology"

developed in Section I is applied to these concepts which have a foundational
importance in transcendental phenomenology. A translation is, in effect,
proposed from the language of consciousness to a language in which preconditions
of referring are investigated. The result achieved is the elimination of self-
defeating, projective concepts from a rigorous, phenomenological study of Lhe
c‘onstitutive foundations of science,

The dissertation was presented in a two volﬁme, double-language format for

the convenience of French and English researchers. FEach volume contains an

analytical index,



Science is the

"knowledge of things possible"

- [Vinci 1: 20]



A RELATIVISTIC THEORY OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION:
A SELF-REFERENTIAL, TRANSCENDENTAL APPROACH

TO CONCEPTUAL PATHOLOGY

In the honor of Edmund Husserl, who saw
"the infinite'open country of the true philosophy,
" the 'promised land' on which he himself. ..

never set foot''*, and to those who
will respect this dedication to the
tasks of the Glasperlenspiel.

* [Ideas I: 29



Es ist schon ein grosser und ndétiger
Bewels der Klugheit oder Einsicht,
zu wissen, was man verniinftigerweise
fragen solle. Denn wenn die Frage
an sich ungereimt ist und unn&tige
Antworten verlangt, so Hat sie
ausser der Beschamung dessen, der
sie aufwirft, bisweilen noch den
Nachteil, den unbehutsamen AnhOrer
derselben zu ungereimten Antworten
zu verleiten und den belachenswerten
Anblick zu geben, dass einer, (wie
die Alten sagtensg den Bock melkt,
der andre ein Siedb unterhilt.

-[Kant 1: B 83]



S*fil fallait attendre de connaitre
en tous ses détails la question
étudide, nul n'oserait écrire le
peu ‘qui lui est connu. De temps

a4 autre, quelques vérités se
révélent, minimes cubes de l'énorme
mosalique des choses. Divulguons
la trouvaille, si humble soit-
elle; d'autres viendront qui,

. faisant récolte, eux aussi, de

quelques parcelles, assembleront
le tout en un tableau toujours
agrandi, mais toujours ébréché
par l'inconnu. .

~-[Fabre 1: X 119]
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0-1 The absence of a unitary methodologyv.

- Perhaps the day will [(LJa littérature philo-

. come when philosophy sophique s'est, en effet,
can be discussed in accrue d'une maniére
terms of investiga- démesurée tout en man-
tion rather than con- quant d'une unité de

““troversy, and philo- méthode au point qu'il
sophers, like scien- Yy a presque autant de
tists, be known by philosophies que de
the topics they study philosophes.
rather than by the . -{LFLT Intro 10]

views they hold.
-[Goodman 2: xiv]*

Divergence of beiief'and practice among philosophers
engaged in theoretical mattérs is itself strong evidence
that clear thinking'on many fundémental problems has not
spread very far. An unscientific profusion of incompatible
philosophical systems obstructs an integrated comprehension
of the world. For more than two millenia a perspicuous
grasp of the synthetic nature of the world has been the
purpose of philosophy. In its ancient sense, philosophy is
a search inspired by love for the architectonic 'design of

things.

* For an explanation of the reference style used
in this study, consult the Bibliography, pp. 282ff.
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In times of fragmentation, in a world where great
values are remote, and a chasm widens between conviction

and rationality, where “principles and conduct are un-

equally mated”, this bhilosophia, tQ survive, must discover
anew sound and resilient principles of 6rder4and totality.
Frequently, a translation of mature but forgotten ideas

into modern form may accomplish this task; occasionaliy,

"a fresh approach and vision are required to meet the needs
of novelty and change. Whether through translation or
creation, a unitary methodology must be developed: hope and

philosophy point that way.

0-2 The quandary of the special sciences.

In the absence of clear knowledge of the
meanings and relations of the concepts
that we use, we are certain sooner or
later to apply them wrongly or to meet
with exceptional cases where we are
puzzled as to how to apply them at all.
-[Broad 1: 16]

The individual sciences increasingly are confronted
with a disturbing ignorance of the nature of objects they
investigate. It is not unusual that the special sciénces
are unable to say in any final sense what the objects they

study are, or what a study of such objects itself must
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prgsuggose.l This tendency on the part of the special
sciences to utilize methods of investigationvwhiqh are

not fully explicated, in connection with objects the nature
of which is not effectively understood, ultimately leads,
to recall Russell's words, to disciplines "in which.we

never know what we are talking about, nor whether what we

' . . 2
. are saying is true.”

It is an unimportant question whether the special
sciences shirk a responsibility of realizing a self-
conscious clarity concerning their own fundamental concepts,
or whether such a foundational elucidation is the more

appropriate subject-matter of philosophy. What is important

l. "[Les sciences positives] sont donc incapables de
dire, au sens propre et dernier, quel sens a l'existant dont
elles parlent, quels horizons du sens cet existant pré-
suppose, horizons dont elles ne parlent pas et qui pourtant
contribuent & déterminer ce sens.” [LFLT Intro 20] *[LJes
sciences en vérité sont dans un manque total de clarté a
1'égard de leur propre sens,” [LFLT Intro 24]

2. His full statement is given here: "We start, in
pure mathematics, from certain rules of inference, by which
we can infer that if one proposition is true, then so is
some other proposition. These rules of inference constitute
the major part of the principles of formal logic. We then
take any hypothesis that seems amusing, and deduce its
consequences. If our hypothesis is about anything, and not
about some one or more particular things, then our deductions
constitute mathematics. Thus mathematics may be defined as
the subject in which we never know what we are talking about,
nor whether what we are saying is true."” [Russell 8: 71]

-



‘is that certain unitary methods be developed to contribute
to the task of determining what these foundations of science
are, and how the basic structures of the various speéial
sciences interrelate. It should matter little to anyone
under what particular branch of learning insight is gained,
provided what is learned is made available in the interests
of a unified effort.

A concern for this task and for its intrinsic relation
to the ancient meaning of the philosophical enterprise
motivates the present study. An attempt to make a fresh
beginning on the foundational'level should arouse both
doubt as 'well as a sense of hope. Doubt, in the light of
the large number of formér, and often unsuccessful,
undertakings; hope, if the end is not, as is so often
thought, uﬁshakable conclusions, but rather some . measure
of enlightenment stemmming from a realization of the
scope of the great issues, their subtlety, variety, difficulty,

and richness.

0-3 " This gtudy. .

Nous...sommes toujours aux commencements.
-[RL III vi Intro 12]

Even the most elementary mistakes have
yet to be made. -[Goodman 2: 218]

A philosgophical systém is a function of the range of

questions and problems which it can illuminate. Similarly,
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the sense of the present study may be understood in relation-
to the group of questions and problems with which it is
concerned. The general framework in terms of which this

study proceeds will be described briefly.

A. The subjects considered in the subsequent chapters
serve to open the way for the development of a rigourous
scientific philosophy having as its final object the ‘
articulation of a rational theory of scienée.

The resolution of philosophical issues is at times
like solving a puzzle. There may be some parts of ﬁhe
pattern which fit easily into a clearly defined order.
Sometimes, there are a few obétinate portions of the pattern
that resist one's efforts. One searches for the missing
elements, and then, in a flash, sees that the lacking
pieces can be.supplied through a complete change in those
already accepted.

The problem of determining the rational foundations
of science closely resembles the solution of such a
puzzle. If one is fortunate, it may be possible td locate
a few hitherto missing élements; occasionally, however, .
' previously accepted elements must be rejected. Sometimes

by addition, sometimes by subtraction, the order of things

discloses itself. The emerging pattern is the structure of
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- experience, the framework of coherent théory. It is the
purpose of this work to address the pattern and bid it

show itself.

B. An elucidation of the rational foundations of science
involves three‘interconnected subjects which I shall
identify under the headings of "epistemology®, "formal
"mathesis”, and "analysis of primitive concepts”.

Under the first, I understand "reflection on and
criticism of the very means by which knowledge is obtained".
In particular here, this means investigating that by
virtue of which a science is a science. Since the purpose
of all science is to describé the unitary structure of

experiencel

» a scientific inquiry into the rational
foundations of science comprises a science of science
which must comprehend how experience may come to know its
own unitary structure.

The pure formal character-of this structure is

1. "The object of all science...is two coordinate our
experiences and to bring them into a logical systemee..
The only justification for our concepts is that they serve
to represent the complex of our experience:s; beyond this
they have no legitimacy.” [Einstein 43 2f]

2, "...une discipline nouvelle et.,..complexe, dont
le propre est d'étre la science de la science et qui,
précisément pour.cette raison, devrait &trme plus stricte-
ment qualifide pour porter le nom d'épistémologie." [RL I
$ 5 13] Cf. also [RL I § 10 25; § 62 2477
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constitutive of a mathesis in the generalized sense of
Leibniz.l The essential structure of science studied

| through an analysis of possible forms of theory constitutes
‘such a formal mathesgis. The rational foundations of
science express the formal unity of science in general.

The formal unity of science is essentially dependent
upon groups of "primitive concepts” which render possible
the objective-theoretical connectiéns of knowledg,e.2 An
elucidation of these fundamental forms of connectivity
is part of the tasks:.of a formal mathesis. A discussion of
many of the primitive concepts conditioning the formal
unity of sciende provides the subject-matter of various

later chapters.

C. Together, the three subjects of epistemology, formal
_mathesis, and analysis of primitive concepts combine under |
the rubric of a science which sets the task for itself

to investigate the conditions of possibility of science in

general. The rationale behind this task emerges as a

1. Cf. [RL I § 60 238ff; é)? 67-72 263-279], [Leibniz
passim], [LFLTmé 23{p) 102; § 35{b) 140; § 1O 148f; ¢ 52
187£f], [S. Bachelard 1: 80, 103].

2. "Qu'elles sont les "possibilités” primitives dont
est constituée la "possibilité” de la théorie, en d'autres
" termes quels sont les concepts essentiels primitifs dont
est constitué le concept, lui-méme essentiel, de théorie?"
[(RL IJ{) 66 261] See also [RL I.§ 67 263ff] and [S. Bachelard
l: 95]. '

B T T T T
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concern to eludicate the conditioning structurel, the

constitution, 6f the plurality of objects studied by the

special " sciences. The constitution of these objects
.expresses the nature of the domain of possible experience,

and forms the basis for a general theory of objects.

D. The above conception of philosophy owes its original
inspiration to Descartes. Descartés observed the need

to establish a scientific program whereby the foundations of
the special sciences might be elucidatéd by means of a uni~
.tary and’ rigourous methohology.?

To carry bﬁt this program, it is first necessary to
determine guidelines in relation to which inquiry can |
commencé with a radical purchase on a given matter. Second,
a unitary methodoloéy must be developed which can, with
minimum risk of error, insure the systematic disclosure

of constitutive structures. Third, there are basic principles

which this methodology should embody in order to avoid

1. "...systéme qui confére aux sciences leur sens
possible en tant gue sciences authentiques." [LFLT Intro
24,] Cf. [RL I § ?o 270f ],

2. ¥"[T]he Cartesian Idea of a universal science
beginning from an absolute foundation...is nothing other
than a necessary and indubitable beginning and an equally
necessary method - which, at the same time, allows delineating
a system of problems that may be set up without absurdity."
[MC Epilogue ¢ 64 178; in [Ricoeur 3: 139n] ] "[TJhe
greatness of Descartes...lies in his having produced the
project of a philosophy which is at the same time a science
and the ground of all sciences within the system of one
universal science.” [Ricoeur 3: 83]



biased and dogmatic constrictions of scientific inquiry,
while certain lapses from rigour are prevented. Significant
-among these principles are the following: (i) what I shall
term 'the principle of fallibility' which denies the
possibility of the absolute truth of assertions having
an unlimited range of applicationl; (ii) an attitude of
practical indifference which unfetters analysis from a
" concern with immediate, applicable results®; (iii) "the
principle of minimum assumption" which curtails inessential
postulationé3; (iv) a principle or, strictly speaking,
group of principles according to which the truth (or
falsity) of assertions can be confirmed with a maximum
reduction in ambiguity.h
These principles are pressed into the service of a

radical philosophical beginning, with respect to which the

present study forms an introduction.

1. See § 1.60
2. See below, 0-9.

3. See pp. 23, 89ff. "Most generally speaking, the
purpose of constructing a system is to interrelate its
predicates. The same purpose is served in reducing to a
minimum the basis requirede.... [TJhe motive for seeking
" economy is not mere concern for superficial neatness. To
economigze and to systematize are the same.” [Goodman 2: 59]

ke See §§ 1.k, 2.4.



xi

E. Science may be defined as a systematic disclosure
of the order of things. The end of science is to enlighten
reason and to convince understanding. The aim of a '
gcientific book, then, is to reveal to reason systematic
features of the world, and to convince understanding of
the validity of the thoughts it expresses. The first
task it endeavors to achieve through a simplified expression
of reality in theory; the second, it can accomplish only
thrdugh accurate description, rigourous analysis, sound
argumentation,‘and consistent reasoning.

Theory and the ways in which theory can be
evidenced provide the means whereby researches into the
structure of experience are rendered possible in
hitherto'inaCCessible regions. It is thus in large part
my intention ﬁo impart a certain visioh of the world
through a form of philosophical analysis, rather than to
suggest something along very detailed lines about both a
narrowly comprehended method of analysis and a éorrespondingly
small element of the general pattern. My'reason for this
preference rests in my belief that 50 long as a rational
vision of the world is lacking, any method in the final
analysis remains opaque, while in any position obscurity

is latent.
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0-4 The normative nature of science.

Methodology should represent, as it
currently does not, a systematic

catalogue of...constraints. .
~[Wilkinson 2: 89]

Methodology of science expresses a system of normative
prescriptions which generally legislate that rigour is ‘to
be preserved, error avoidéd, and consistency achieved.
Incompatibles are to be resolved or dismissed, absufdity
and nonsense are promptly rejected. Whenever possible,
ambiguity is to be evaded; 'propositions are analyzed with.

regspect to criteria of decidability, provability, or

verifiability.l

Science is normative in that a set of directions

must be followed if investigations are to claim scientific

soundness. Such a statement 1is tautologous in character.?

1. "C'est...l'essence de cette science normative de
fonder des propOSltlons generales qui nous indiquent des
critéres flxes par rapport a une norme gervant de base -
par exemple 4 une idée ou a un but supreme - critéres dont
la possession garantisse l'adequatlon a.cette norme ou, au
contralre, adjoigne une condition 1ndlspensable pour cette
adequatlon' ou aussi de fonder prop051tlons s'y apparentant
ol 1'on prenne en considération le cas d'une non-adeéquation,
ou bien dans lesquelles l'on affirme la non-existence de ces
‘états de chose.” [RL I § 11 26] L

2. § 1.4 and passim.
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The normative structure of science reveals the rules which

must be respected in order to hold a certain end in sight.

0-5 The_structure of theorv.

Die logischen S&tgze beschreiben -
das Gerlist der Welt, oder viel- .
‘mehr, sie stellen es dar.

-[Wittgenstein 1: 6.124]

.The theoretical foundations of science entail certain
idealfguarantees of the possibility both of the objects
invegtigated and of the investigation itself of those
objects. The constitutive structure of theory represents'
a systematic order of possibilities. Unless those
ﬁossibilities are admissible, theory is impqssible.

The normative structure of theory expresses certain
ideal restrictions or constraints limiting the range of
possibilities involved in an investigétion of a particular
class of objects. The ideal restrictions on a range of

possibilities determine the structure of a theory.

0-6 General tradition behind the present work.

It is a call to reason to undertake anew
that most difficult of all its tasks,



namely, that of self-knowledge, and to
institute a tribunal which will assure
to reason its lawful claims, and dismiss
all groundless pretensions, not by
despotic decrees, but in accordance with
its own eternal and unalterable laws.
-[Kant 2c¢: A xi-xii]

The tradition to which the present study belongs is

xiv

very old indeed. The way this study approaches. the central

- problem of that tradition - namely, how to elucidate the

structure of the world ~ may contain something of the new.

There is a tradition in philosophy running from
Protagoras through Kant according to which ﬁind is
constitutive of the structure of feality. A second curre
of thought in philosophy views man within the network of
things and events of the physical universe, and attempts
to explain his outlook as the effect of the dynamic
universe of physical things upon his nature and its
conscioﬁsness. Both of these views I shall be concerned
to combat. Neither the being of consciousness nor the
being of external things can provide a rational starting-
boint for scientific philosophy. In fact, it is my
contention that the idea that scientific philosophy must
have a "starting-point® is itself critically mistaken.

The cantus firmus of this work is the philosophical

thought of Husserl. In addition, I have benefitted -

particularly from the investigations of Bridgman, Carnap,

nt
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Einstein, Quine, Reichenbach, Russell, and Strawson.

0-7 Scientific wisdom.

The price of wisdom is eternal criticism,
-[Buchanan 1: 184]

The love and search for truth in its systematic
aspect is science; the self-conscious clarity of
understanding which may come during this exploration
(for it is interminable) is wisdom. The comprehension
of the architectonic structure of the world, within the
compass of a rational vision, describes the ideal of
scientific wisdom.

The task of philosophy as a science is never
finished, but advances carefully over the terrain of
insight and error of the past. The discrimination of the
achievements from the mistakes is the work of criticism.
Philosophy must therefore elucidate critically the

systematic structure of things.

0-8 The limitations of knowledge.

Si 1l'on songe combien limités sont les
moyen intellectuels de l'homme et plus
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précisément combien restreinte est la
sphére a l'intérieur de laquelle se
trouvent des complications encore
pleinement compréhensibles de concepts
abstraits, et combien 11 est déja
difficile de parvenir & la seule
compréhension de complications de ce
genre, réalisées selon le mode qui
leur est propre; si l'on songe en outre
combien nous sommes limités, d'une
maniére analogue, dans notre congep-
tion véritable du sens des enchainements
de propositions, ne seraient-ils. méme que
peu compliqués, et plus encore dans la
réalisation effective et évidente de
déductions qui ne sont que moyennement
compliquées; si 1l'on songe enfin combien
restreinte est a_fortiori la sphére dans
laquelle peut se mouvoir originairement

' la recherche active, vue & pleine, gul

) stattache- partout aux 1deeo elles~-memes:

alors l'on s'étonnera plutot du fait

u'il a été possible, d’une maniére

générale, de mettre sur pied des théories

et. des sciences ratlonnelles a une

certaine compréhension. ~[RL 54 147

At any one time, a.systematic disclosure of“the
structure of the world can be supplemented. The domain
of possible experience is, however, unbounded, and thus,
where there is knowledge, the unknown cannot be far off.
Science therefore carries with it its own challenge, for
its vision always possesses a horizon of unfulfélled;
possibility. -
.This recognition is fundamental to the prihciple

of fallibility, which recommends that the results of

scientific investigation maintain a certain self-conscious
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"modesty" in the suggested range'of their applicability.l

Science is never final; mystery always remains at hand.

0-9 The intuitive and the useful.

[OJne must avoid the error of assuming
that the sense behind familiar notions
is obvious. -[Ipsen 1l: v]

[TJhat which is a matter of course for
common sense must become astonishing for
reflection. ~-[Ricoeur 3: 136]

[Any systematization calls for departures
from the circular ruts worn by common
ense; s.e.othere is no need to show that
any proposed system is the most natural

in all respects. =-[Goodman 2: 147{]

A high degree of sensitivity to the counter-intuitive
has been one of the major stimulants of dogmatic slumber
in philosophy. It ought not to occur again that in the

desire to suppress the counter-intuitive, it should fall

l. The intimation of what is yet not amenable to
scientific elucidation is perhaps best accomplished through
moderate usage of literary style in descriptions of fact.
"Frenchmen are probably right in insisting, in scientific
inquiry, on the incorporation of empathetic methods and
the use of literary language. At any rate, this is part of
most non-Anglo-Saxon science. Was sich sagen ldsst, ldsst
sich poetisch sagen becomes an important methodological
principle, entirely apart from the (perhaps debatable) point
that the categories of a language are not immaterial to what
is formulated with its help.” [Wilkinson 2: 100n]
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under "the tyranny of custom"l, as with the philosophers

of Padua, to Msearch after the truth by comparing texts"‘

and to refuse to look through the newly invented telescope,

for fear of confusion;2 | |
Similarly, philosophy chained to the practicalvis

shortsighted, while theoretic breadth suffers.3 The

significance of insight does not,.I believe, lie in

" immediate utility. Wisdom and engineering touch only

at rare intervals. Critical philosophy is "useful” only

in the important sense in which any clarification of

frequently employed concepts can throw light upon the

. nature of their employment and, hdpefully, indicate how

better to employ them.

1. [Ipsen 1l: 162].

2. "“[I]ntuition is not a safe guide: it cannot
properly be used as a criterion of either truth or fruit-
fulness of scientific explorations.” [Nagel 1: 14])
"Reference to a...habit does not supply an epistemological
argument.” [Reichenbach 43 82]

3. "[I]l sied mal au philosophe, défenseur par
excellence des intéréts de la théorie pure, de se laisser
influencer par la question de l'utilité pratique.” [RL II.2
iv 137] ¥The rigidity of logical necessity loses its
romantic and sentimental aura and gets put to work in
human experience without losing its soul to the pragmatic
demon,." [Buchanan 1: 140]
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0-10 Empirical objects as ideal possibilities.

Unsere Probleme sind nicht abstrakt,
sondern vielleicht die konkretesten,
die es gibt. -[Wittgenstein Ll: 5.5563]

A scientific philosophy which serves to elucidate
the general constitutive structure of scientific invegs-
tigatioh thereby also describes certain regulativei
principles of possibility. These regulative principles
express the forﬁal structure of objects studied by the
special sciences. Thus, in the framework of a particular
science, a given object may be studied as an eiemplar,
as an ideal model, of the formal structure of that'science.l

A descriﬁtion of a science is a function of the

ensemble of objects in which its interests lie. Ideally,
a plurality of objects selected from that ensemble -
when consideréd as exemplars of formal structure - can

provide a basis for an analysis of the formal constitution

1. ™A model of a phenomenon represents a schematization
of the true occurrences.” [Gukhman 1: 1]
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of the science in question. In this sense an investigation
of the formal constitutive structure of a science rests
upon an analysis of empirical objects as archetypes of
ideal possibility.r

Similarly, the conditions of possibility of science
in general may be elucidated through a study of the various
special sciences as theoretic archetypes of a higher order.
The essential connections between these archétypes are

constitutive of the formal unity of science.

0-11 Towards a critique of impure reason.

But bhefore building, one must destroy.
-[G. Bachelard 2: II 572]

Pour suivre la pensée scientifique, il
faut réformer les cadres rationnels et
accepter des réalités nouvelles.

~[G. Bachelard 1: 50]

Fairly recently, through the work of Gauss, Bolyai,

Lobachevsky, Riemann, and Gﬁdel,'attention"was called to

1. Accordingly, Ythe fact is no longer anything but
an example of pure possibility.” [Ricoeur 3: 108] *L'idée
la plus generale d'une theorie des multiplicités est d'@tre
une science qui donne une forme déterminée aux types essentiels
de théories (ou, suivant les cas, de domaines) possibles, et {
qui recherche les relations, conformes a la loi, des unes avec
les autres. Toutes les théories véritables sont alors des
spécialisations, ou, suivant les cas, des singularisations de
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the fact that proofs are possible in mathematics of the
impossibility of proving certain propositions within a
given system., In philOSOphy,.in a somewhat similar
fashion, proofs are possible of the impossibility that
certain concepts, propositions, or assertions are
méaningful within a given system,l Normally, however,
such proofs involve the application to a plurality of
cases of a general “criterion of meaning” which itself may
stand in need of justification.

It is one of the principal tasks of this study
.to call attention to a widespread fault, or miscohstruction,
in conceptualiéations.2 This misconstruction is such that
it can be demonstrated meaningless in a given system without
recourée to a criterion of meaning defined in a manner

extrinsic to the system in question. In a certain general

formes de théories qui leur correspondent, de méme que tous
les domaines de la connaissance élaborés théoriquement sont
des multiplicités isolées.” [RL I § 70 270f] “[IJ1 n'y a
qu'une philosophie unique, qu'une science véritable et
authentique unique et en elle les sciences particuliéres
authentiques sont justement des membres non-autonomes.”
[LFLT § 103 362] See also [S. Bachelard 1: 97, 100, 256].

1. Bridgman observes in this connection: "It constitutes .
a great advance in our critical attitude...to realize that
a great many of the questions that we uncritically ask are
without meaning.... [OJne is making a significant statement
about his subject in stating that a certain question.is
meaningless.” [Bridgman 4¢ 29f]

2. My foremost concern is not to analyze the structure
of language, but rather, as it were, to reinforce faulty areas
of a given conceptual structure.
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sense, this misconstruction involves the assertion of a
dissociation which in principle is impossible.l
It is consequently a major purpose of this study to

lay the groundwork for a kind of “philosophical pathology”

which would remove obstructions to a rational understanding

. 2 . a . .
of reality. The raison d'8tre of this task is the

description of a scientific world view, to which end

' subsequent chapters comprise a propaédeutice.

012 Zu den Sachen selbst .

The true philosophical beginning must
have been irretrievably lost in begin-
ning with presuppositions of a positive
kind. Lacking as did the traditional
schemes of philosophy the enthusiasm
of a first beginning, they also lacked
what is first and most important: a
specifically philosophical groundwork
acquired through original self-activity,
ang therewith that firmness of basis,
that genuineness of root, which alone
makes real philosophy possible.

~-[Ideas I: Preface to Eng. ed. 28]

1. In this very loose sense, one may be reminded of
Laporte, who warned "against the kind of abstraction by which
we think of as isolated certain things which are not made to
exist alone.” [Stern 1: 28]

2. "Philosophy...appears as a criticism and a corrective,
and - what is now to the purpose - as an additional source of
evidence in times of fundamental reorganization."” [Whitehead
2: 299] : -

3. f[Log. Unt. II 6].
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The systematié disclosure of constitutive structures
therefore involves a radical approach %o an investigation of
objects as archetypes of ideal possibility. The formal .
structure of a sc¢ience is manifested in a range of objects
which express that formal structure. Investigations of
constitution in general require, in this sense, an
empirical foundation. A description of the formal
structure of a particular science may therefore be seen
~to derive from the cbnsbitution of the investigated'objects.

These empirical foundations are necessary in order that
science may have a subject-matter. With the removal of
obstructions to a rational understanding of reality, these
empirical foundations are disclosed for scientific study.

To permit the elimination 6f impediments to sclentific
thought; these foundations must be approached in an
epistemologically neutrél manner.l For this reason,

the methodology proposed here may, in a restricted sense,
be regarded as providing a translation- or transformationf
- schema from, for example, the language of consciousness
and intentionality to tﬁe language of logical requirements

. . ' 2
for certain sorts of reference.

l. Cf., €«g., [Carnap 1: 104ff].

2. I owe this characterization of the present study to
Professor John J. Compton of Vanderbilt University.
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0-13 This work as a theory.

The method of Philosophy...resembles
that of pure mathematics, at least in
the respect that neither has any use
for experiment. =-[Broad l: 19]

We are rapidly reaching a stage when
experimenting with theoretical
formulations is becoming a distinct

discipline in itself,
-[Bender 1: 116]

The present study articulates a theory concerning
the structure of possible experience. It is a theorvy
in that it does not purport to express structural
descriptions having universal application, but rather res-
tricts its own application to a definite range of
possibilities, where the structure of these possibilities
is conditioned by certain regulatory principles. If one
.prefers, the investigations which follow: have a theoretical
content in relation to a possible framework with which they
are compatible. The theoretical content represénts the
ideal systematic relations which a plurality of objects

bear to one another. This work does not purport to be a
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theory in the sense that given the theory its empirical
foundations can be reproduced.

The theory proposea is said to be relativistic,
but this characterizaﬁion ought not be construed to
imply in any way a form of "relativism™. The‘distinction
which I intend here corresponds to that between reliable

knowledge, the scope of which'is defined, and purely

" provisional knowledge.

O0-14 On _the theory of experience.

[TJhe most fundamental task of Philosophy
is to take the concepts that we daily use
in common life and science, to analyse
them, and thus to determine theilr precise
meanings and their mutual relations.

' ~-[Broad l: 16]

An investigation of the foundations of science can
serve as a key to a systematic undérstanding of the order
of things. Ultimateiy, a rational theory of science and
an integrated comprehension of the world are indistinguishable.
The elucidation of the foundations of science discloses
the unitary structure of experiehce, the study .of ‘which

itself is the task .of science.l

1. "[L]a logique a besoin d'une théorie de l'expéfience -
si elle doit pouvoir donner un éclaircissement scientifique
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The domain of possibilities has a peculiar
"recurved structure” which renders possible this
capacity for experiénce‘to interrogate the world and
find in this its own étructure. An inquiry into the
constitutive structure of the domain of possibilities
forms a theme of distinctive magnitude in subsequent

investigations. :

0~15 A note to the recadere.

[TJhe temptation to be interesting
rather than technically effective is
a dangerous one. -[Russell 9: I 262]

One of the main reasons which can be given for the

- rather slow growth of interest in scientific philosophy is
that, generally, philosophers have not béen scientists:

the scientific framework has been alieh to them, and their
pfeparation has not provided them with the background

and tools by means of which to undertake philosophical
inquiry in a scientific spirit. The success of scientific
philosophy depends upon the acquisition by philosophers
(and not by investigators in the special sciences, since
the task is philosophically inspired) of the requisite

preparation. Of equally great, perhaps greater, importance

pour les fondements et les limites de la légitimité de son
a griori et par conséquent pour son sens légitime. [LFLT § 86
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_is the acquisition by philosophers of a disinterested
intellectual curiousity in their inveétigation, which is
common to genuine men of science. But of eminent signi-
ficance is the, at times difficult, responsgibility to
hold fast in a scientific context to the meaning .

and to retain the broad perspective of philosophia in the

ancient sense. .

In the study which follows I have, mostly in Section
One, attempted to supply a few stepping stones to subsequent
levels of analysis. However, the work progresses in a
circling, spiral movement, attempting gradually to free
itself from those initial supports which suggest “entrances”
to'what ultimately is hermetically self-enclosed, not
admitting the possibility of *entrances™ and "exits".

The’hermetic character of the subject-matter itself
should suggest the extraneousness of employing the device
of explicit controversy. However, 1 was persuaded not
to make uée of explicit controversy for several other reasons
as well, among them: the difficulty of an adequaté
exposition of variant philosophical positions without
destroying, through undue expansion, the unity of the
analyses made; the frequent fruitlessness of explicit
controversy, usually the result of the inability of
philosophers to understand one another; finally, the simple

dirth of research which would reflect the same general values
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and purposes which I have enumerated in connection with the
tasks of scientific philosophy. As a conseqguence, this
essay proceeds in the spirit.of independent inquiry.

Scientific philosophy, in the sense in which I
propose to develop it, is difficult in that some alteration
in atbitude‘and‘in way of thinking may be called for to |
follow and to continue the analyses described. This difficulty
is multiplied when departures dre required from what common
gense holds to be intuitively evident.

No finality is claimed for the theory developed;
however, I believe that were modifications or additions
come to he needed, this discovery will be the result of
egsentially the same methodology as that which establishes
the foundation of their present possibility. It is on this
ground that I should ask the reader to be tclerant of
incompleteness.l

I hope the reader, much as he may be desirous of a
short-cut to an understanding of the universe, will with
patience discover in those philosophical microcosms this
study approaches rich and rewarding overtones'of the general
macrocosm, and will comé to see that humbie beginnings often
are of equal, and perhaps of greater, interest than the

eventual conclusions to which they lead.

l. On incompleteness, see § 1.6 and passim.
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" 0-16 The place of this study in future work.

Thanne arn ther the vertues of
feith and hope...t0 acheve and
acomplice the gode werkes in
whiche he purposeth fermely to
continue.
~-[Chaucer: Parson's Tale,
par. 61]

This work forms an introduction to a series of
investigations. In the present sﬁudy, a methodology is
developed and employed with respect to a specific group
of philosophically .rnignificant questions and problems.

But no worthwhile task is ever finished, and much remains

to be done. The architectonic design of things is the
greatest conception to challenge intelligence; there,
something is said 6nly by virtue of what is omitted.

| Among what I ém aware calls for further study are
the'following: To the degree that a rational theory of
science can be fully developed in relation to the present
special sciences, a detailed elucidation of the constitutive
structures peculiar to each of the clearly distinguishable

gciences must be undertaken, a program which clearly



demands a plurality of investigators. The place this
study occupies in relation to the following investigationé
which I myself would anticipate, is dictated by the

bounds of duration, the inclinations of interest in

terms of the demands of the architectonic structure of
things, and, to be sure, the subtle restrictions of all
human endeavor - evidenced in the 1imitations of
knowledge, skill, discipline, etc.s

(i)} an elucidation of certain of the
foundational structures of the formal-
mathematical disciplines, with respect

" to which the formalizable content of
the methodology developed here can be
gtudied;

(ii) an investigation of the consti-
tutive structures of the special and
general theories of relativity, which
exhibit constitutional peculiarities
analogous to those manifested by the
domain of possible experience, as the
latter is described in the present
work; :

(iii) a systematic description of the
_principle of complementarity in
connection with the articulation of
a general theory of experience;

(iv) a scientific study of methodo-
logy in psychiatric theory, particularly
in the recently established branch of
phenomenological psychiatry; and

(v) an elucidation of foundational
structures of axiology.

l. P. 233 and passim.
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0-17 The organization of this study.

This study has £wo parts: thg first consists
primarily in formal considerations which provide the basis
for a group of investigations in the second. Each
section is preceded by a short introduction which gives
a summary of the material dealt with in that sectioh, and
includes some preliminary discussion of coﬂcepts fundamental
to subsequent analyses.

Successive chapters rest upon the foundation of
preceding ones; it is usually not possible adéquately
to understand a chapter out of its given order.

Sometimeé the style is reminiscenﬁ of that of a manual
or handbook. Because this study claims no more than to
be an introduction to a field of research, my aspiration
ig that it may:be of use to other investigators, rather than
be viewed as a statement ending with a fipél punctuation of
its own.

I have from time to time used more than one term when

the recurrent use of one would produce terminological

monotony. The introduction of closely related terms,



e LA e

xxxii

for example, 'function', 'parameter', 'context', 'framework',
and so on, has the further justification that by means of
the associated sensesof such terms; various levels of nuance
and emphasis are possiblc.

| As alfeady noted, criticism is miniéized in part
to avoid extensive exposition of discrepant positions;
thege positions arelfrequently mentioned in the notes. It
is a matter of indifference to me whether the thoughts I
have had have been anticipated by someone else. References
are therefore given simply as an aid in orienting the
reader in relation to pertinent literature, and to indicate
clear or ostensible departures from previous thought. An
explanation of the reference style'used in the footnotes
is given at the beginning of the bibliography.l

Double quotation marks [ * ] are used for the

following purposes: to'signify the unusual (or inappropriate)

employment of an expression, to emphasize an occurrence of a

technical_expression; or to show that a passage is a direct
quotation. ‘Single quotation marks [ ' ] are used to indicate
that a term is referred to, or mentioned, rather than useq.
Occasionally, single quotation marks may be used to indicate

a quotation within a quotation. Brackets [ [] ] are used

1. P. 282.
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in citations, and to set off inserted matter as an
editorial interpolation. ‘

'The bibliography is followed by a terminological
index which gives an inventory of key expressions, lists
the pages on which those expressions occur, and draws
attention to the pages on which a given expression is

defined or clarified.
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INTRODUCTION TO SECTION ONE



INTRODUCTION TO SECTION ONE

Before the plan of this section is described, it will
be useful to introduce several concepts fundamental to the
considerations which follow.

Genérally speaking, the first part of this study is
dedicated to analyses of pure formal structure, i.e., of what

shall be called 'logic of structure'. Together, these

analysesﬂcan be regarded-as constituting a general system of
natural deduction for the essential relations studied in _
Section Two. The methodology which these analyses yield
will be purely scientific in the'broad sense that "science
deals only with the description of strugtural properties of
objects."l

The concept of logic of structure will be defined2 at
the outset. The logical, or pure theoretic relational,
scaffolding of the theoretic content of & system constitutes

that system's logic of structure. To be more precise, the

1. [Carnap l: 19] *...every object of science can be
uniquely characterized within its object domain through mere

structure statements. ([Thus] all genuine science is structural

science. [Carnap 1: 43]
2. I take 'definition' in the sense of ' established

correlation between two or more terms and a relation between them
of synonymy'. How such a correlation is in fact established in a

particular case will depend upon circumstances and certain
empirical correlation procedures. For the foundation of such

correlations, see § 2.5, Cf. also [Quine 1l: 24-27 and passim].

1



logic of structure of any system S consists in the strict

axiomatic system or group of such systems in which all pri-

mitive relations and functions of S are implicitly defined ‘
by the axioms.
Here 'structure' has the familiar sense of "une entité

"2, "un tout formé de

autonome de dépendances internes
phénoménes solidaires, tels que chacun dépend des autres et

ne peut étre ce qu'il est que dans et par sa relation avec
eux”3, "la formule constitutive ou le degré d'organisation

du [systéme]...considéré"h. That which is common to ‘
isomorphic relations, the class of these relations, will here
also be called their gstructure.

It follows that the specification of the logic of structure
of any given system, or context, does not of course require an
exhibition of all possible contexts similarly constituted,
but rather involves the determination of the coordination—map.

of that given particular matrix, so that other contexts of

1. For a description of "implicit definition" see
[Nagel 1: 12f].

2. [Hjemslev 1: v; 2: 69ff; 33 638ff].

3. [Bastide 1: 13; from M.A. Lalande, Vocabulaire de la
philosophie, éd. 1926, III, s.v. "Structure", pp. 1010-11].

L. [Bastide 1: 146f; quotation of M.D. Lagache]. See also
the definition of 'structure' in [Saussure 1l: 157].
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the same formal type are, in principle, identifiaer.l Thus,
a logic of structure is invariant in relation to all structurally
isomorphic systems.2 | _
It is important to note that the logic of structure of
a determinate system describes the relations which are ideal
conditions of the possibility qf the system. The relational
character of logic of structure will ffequently be referred
to in terms of the fundamental functional organization of
the structure of a given system.3
This study represents a theory in that it sets out to
research the world of ideal possibilities.“ Structural analyses
contained in the present work have as objective correlates
theoretical multiplicities determined insofar as all possible
objects of each multiplicity are coordinated by certain o

connections and fundamental laws. The objects remain, here,

completely undetermined.>

l. The determination'of such a logic of structure will
include several factors left unmentioned here. Cf. pp. 39ff.

2. On a similar thought, compare [LG 180].

3. Such a functional organigzation can be likened to what
Husserl calls "constituants essentiels de toute science en tant
u'unité objective théorique® [RL I § 42 173] "Chaque science
gans son travail théorique a en vue exclusivement des formations
'logiques', des formations du logos théorique. En ce sens elle
est elle-m@me une 'logique's ([LFLT § 5 39

L. "Nous entendons...par théorig...un certain gonteny
idéal de connaissance possible.ﬁ [RL I § 66 260]

5. Compare [LFLT $ 28 124,£] and [RL I ¢ 70 270-1].
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The methodology developed in this section is intended
to isolate and eradicate certain Procrﬁstean notionsof
theory, and can be appropriately viewed as an application of
Descartes’ maxim to restrict judgment to the sphere of
adequate understandinge. I shall argue that analysis conforming
to this methodology is epistemologically fundamental, while
explicit departures from this approach are hyperbolically
self-defeating. The Jjustification of this methodolegical
framework is found in the present section; it will, generally
speakipg, be assumed epistemologically .unobjectionable in
Section Two. '

-Language consgiderations will enter the analyses which

alitere Various positions have been vaken
P

(¢a)

follow only i
respecting the status of language in an analysis of pbilosophical
questions. Among these, those positioﬁs may be distinguished
which treat language as a system of signs the analysis of

which can lead to a clarification of the relation between this
system of signs and "the world."” A second position is
interested in a clarification of philosophical problems by
recourse to analyses situated wholly within a (frequently,
naturall) system of language. This form of analysis procedes

by inspecting the use of certain problematic words in order

to clarify the nature of problems which are thought to depend

l. See [Beth 1].



essentially upon the linguistic medium for their possible sense
and solution. The first position is that of Frege, Russell
(Logical Atomism), and the young Wittgenstein. The second
position was developed, in great part, in the later works
of Wittgenstein, |
' Both these approaches are rad;cally distinct and remote
from the type of analysis to be found here. The subsequent
studies providé the foundation for a wide variety of structures,
the designation of the language for the expression of which
is left arbitrary. It 1s a fact that thege structures are
charactérized in a particular natural language supplemented
by various particular logical and metamathematical notations.
But languaées are notﬂthe subject to be analyzed here, nor do
I feel that the range of relations expﬁgssible in a language
determines in any interesting or significant manher the
conclusions reached. The structures described as fdrmally
constitutive of a given context will provide certain of the:
necessary foundations for the possibility of semeiotic and
of levels of language; that the medium for the expression
of these structures is a particular linguistic system need
hot be a cause of distress, since this is simply a contingent
fact.

At this point, it will be helpful to distinguisp the
six principal phases of analysis in this section. The first'
phase is anhinquiry into the logic of structure necessary

both for the possibility of making identifying references to
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logical particulars, and for making recurrent identifying
references to such particulars. For this purpose,.the
concept of a goordinate system is elaborated as the system
necessary for the possibility of identifying reference.
The logic of structure of such a system is analyzed,
and several forms of logical relativity are described: the
necessary relativity of coordinate to doordinaﬁe system;
the relativity of the context, within which identifying
reference is made, t0 the system allowing for the possibility
of such reference; the relativity of logical particulars
to the coordinates which are determinants of reference
within the coordinate sysﬁem, within which the coordinates
are applicable. These forms of relativity regulate coordinations
which are necessary for the possibility of identifying
reference. A projection is here given ; preliminary definition
as an improper coordination not in accordance with thé
essential relativistics (i.e., with the relativistically
constituted logic of structure) of the system in question.
Dé-projection is then introduced as a method for the clarification
and restoration of the regulation of coordinations in
accordance with the structuring principles essential to the
system.

The second phase consists of an analysis of the referential
character of coordinates. The notion of yector is introduced

to focus analysis upon the logic of structure necessary for
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" the possibili ty of phe referential character of coordinates.
The notion of vector can subsequently be used in the de-
projective analysis of any possible particulare.
| The third phase is a development of the concept of a
logical particulare. Particularg are characterizable
‘functionally; their logic of structure is consequehtly
definable in terms of a calculus of logical functions. The
conditions necessary for the possibility of particulars
are delimited. The notion of coordinate family is introduced
as an analytic means for inquiring into functional unifications -
into pa'rticulars or simpie or complex contexts constituted
of particulars. By virtue of thé notion of coordinate
family, it becomes possible to approach the question of
differentiability in continuous functlions. This discussion
later becomes the foundation for the-tﬂ;ory of the generalized
field or region. |
The fourth phase is specifically concerned to give a
more precise definitioh'of'projectioﬁ than could be given
earlier. The nature of de-projective analysis is then
clarified. De-projection is shown to be a tautological
formation operation in which a given coordination is required
to conform to the logic of structure of the coordinate system
‘necessary for the possibility of the coordination. De-projec-
tion is shown to satisfy the specific conditions for tautology.
As a tautolbgical opefator, de-projection is not truth-functional,
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but relies upon a rule of verification. The various stages of
de-projection are outlined. De-projective methodology is then
shown to be in accordance with the principle of minimum éssump~
tion; |

The fifph phase explores the notion of yalence, as the
structure constitutive of orders of possibility. A general
foundation for research into conditions of poséibility is
described. '

The sgixth phase of this section is an analysis of the
logic.of structure of the space-time manifold. This logic
of structure is articulated in accordance with the forms of
relativity previously described. The essential relativiﬁy

of spatio-temporal identifying reference is showne. The

" logic of structure of the space-time manifold is considered

with a view toward indicating possible projections which can

occur relative to this sgystem of coordination.
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THE GONCEPT OF COORDINATE SYSTEM



THE CONCEPT OF COORDINATE SYSTEM
Studies made from the perspectlve of a discipline are
conditioned by the total structure of that discipline.l Thisg
total structure, taken in general," will here be called the
'frame of reference'! proper to that discipline. Frames of
reference can be talked about in a variety of different ways:
interest here is in the morphology of frames of reference, or
again, with what it means for a thing to be a frame of

referencee.

Skeletal anatomy seeks to describe the supportive
structures of an organism; similarly, a frame of reference is
ultimately that which supports propositions articulated from
that standpoint. Any question or statement ultimately depends
for its meaning ﬁpon the frame of reference from which it is
made.2 To ask about the nature of frames of reference is to

ask about the nature of meaning.

l. "...no content can be %rasped without a formal frame."

[Schilpp 2¢ I 240; q. from Bohr] Cf. also [Quine 1: 10].

2. "...the total meanings'of terms are determined'by the
matrix in which they are embedded." [Bridgman 2: 58]
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Things which have meaning - for example, symbols - are

meaningful only in terms of the system(s) of relations

organized by the patterns of use of these symbols, and

derivatively, in terms of the specific contexts in which they
are used.l .
Each discipline admits of a frame of reference since

2 Reference

each inquires into the nature of a class of objects.
to a class of objects involves a frame of reference from the
standpoint of which the class and its members can be indicated.3
Now, if the nature of frames of reference is put into question,
the frame of reference thereby established 1s described by
the notion of a coordinate isystem. This, for the following
reasonss '

A frame of reference is the constitutional system that
gives to an investigatory enterprise its structure, while
it both insures the possibility of the enterprise~having a
point, a direction, a sense, and allows for identifying
references within the total structure of the framework itself.
An identifying reference is such that an ascription to that
which can be the subject of an ascription establishes that what

is ascribed and that that to which ascription is made are

1. YAny...system...must have integral components, the
presence of which are necessary for the maintenance of the
system state.' [Barron 1l: 163]

2. "...une homogénéité matérielle des noyaux, quant a
leur sens...a nécessairement une relation & une sphere unitaire
d'expérience (& un domaine unitaire de chose)." [LFLT § 91 299]

3. Such a reference is later termed 'semantical'. See pp. 111ff.
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coincident. Such an ascription determines the references
to that which is thereby identified such that the subject
" of the identification is fixed within a structure which allows

l, or re-identifi-

for the possibility that recursive reference
cationz, can be made to the same sub:ject.3 This possibility
is essential to the constitution.of'the structure within
" which an identifying reference can occur. |

. The possibility of making identifying references within
a framework is essential. to the constitution of its structure,
for without a guarantee of the possibility of identifying

references, stemming from the nature of the structure itself,

the notion of a frame of r?ference would not itself be possible.

1
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Thus, 4t is upon
guaranteed by the logic of structure of a frame of reference,
that the possibility of any scientific investigation depends.
There can be no scientific inquiry without the essential
guaranitee that 1ts frame of referegce provides for the
possibility of identifying references within it. That this
is the case not only for the sciénces, but for any framework,

should be clear.*

1. Cf. § 1.6,

2. "...une détermination [qui peut 8tre] identifiée
d'une maniére répetée et évidente.” [LFLT ¢ 73 251)

3. I.e., ®eee0bjet feconnaiséable comme le mémeeece’ s
[(RL III § 5 34] '

4o Note that 'identifying reference' is so defined that
it provides the necessary foundation for both determinate
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Now, a goordinate is a determinant of reference to that
which can be the subject of an identifying reference. A
coordinate is therefore essentially identifiable within the
coordinate system which provides for its pOSSibilitYol A
coordinate is always a coordinéte in some system, and a
coordinate in itself entails a frame of reference having
a constitution derived from the essential struétures of the

coordinate system to which the coordinate belongsp.2

osgtengive and definite descriptions. It is clear that such
descriptions are generally posgsible to the extent to which
scientific discrimination itself is possible. The notion of
identifying reference will later be seen to include as
special cases both Strawson's unambiguous speaker/hearer
identification [ Strawson l: I] and Husserl's intention
déictique [RL III § 5, 33, 37; ¢ 24, 109; I*® éd. 295].

1, Akin to this is H. Mehlberg's proposition that
'chaque systéme de coordonnées effectivement définissable
suppose l'emploi d'un systéme de référence, c'est-a-dire
d'un certain nombre dfeléments individuels servant de points de -
repdre.” [Mehlberg 1: 1L, 187] ‘

2. The following distinctions between frame of reference
and coordinate system will, unlegs otherwise indicated, be
observed: The term 'frame of reference! is used more flexibly
than the term 'coordinate system'. In the main, a frame of
reference is to be considered such because of its essential rela-
tion to a definite class of objects ~ for example, the frame
of reference proper to a material body, from the standpoint
of which changes in momentum of a ‘second material body can be
recorded. Unless there are clear indications to the contrary,

a frame of reference is constituted, the conditions for its
possiblility being provided, by the coordinate system from the
standpoint of which the possibility of identifying reference

to those particular objects of the class is insured. In other
words, a coordinate system is a particular form of constitu-
tional system, a system which ingures the possibility of

certain forms of identifying reference essential to the logic

of structure of a given frame of reference; a frame of reference,
~on the other hand, is principally a system from the standpoint
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In other words, a coordinate bears the structuring principles

.of its coordinate gystem; a coordinate is a determinate, -

germinal duplication of the overall coordinate system.l

This latter point should be taken in the following

2

sense: insofar as a particular® to which reference is made

(a coordinate being a determinant of such feference) entails

the -overall coordinate system required for its posgibility,

reference to that particular is an abbreviated reference to , ;
the system. By the 'germinal duplication of the overall

coordinate system®, the synonymous sense of Yabbreviated

reference to the system'! is intended. The phrase fabbreviated
reference to the system® must not be misconstrued to suggest .

more than the complete gystem entailed by reference to the

of which certain forms of identifying reference are possible,
although these forms of identifying reference may not be those
forms essential to the possibility of reference to the definite
class of objects peculiar to the given frame of reference. A
coordinate system may therefore be termed the 'transcendental
foundation' for the logic of structure of a given framework.

It will consequently be possible to use 'frame of reference’
and 'coordinate sub-system' interchangeably. {(See below, p. 28 n.k)
To avoid terminological monotony, in those contexts in which

a consgtitutional system is unambi%uously intended, 'frame of
reference' and 'coordinate system' may sometimes be used
synonymously.

1. Compare: ™A proposition can determime only one place
in logical space: nevertheless the whole of logical space must
already be given in it...." [Wittgenstein 1: 3..42] Y[E]very partial
domain characterizes the total fielde...." [Reichenbach 1: 103] "[Adny’
factor [the essential structure of which relates, necessarily,
to the backdrop of fact, apart from which reference it is not.
itself] necessarily refers to factors of totality other than
itself." [Whitehead 2: 308] See also [Mach 1: 2867].

" § 2.' A more precise characterization of this notion follows
n lefo
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~particular in question.l
For example, a coordinate (x,y,z) of a three-dimensional
Cartesian coordinate system expresses the structuring principles
of that system by being itself constituted by specific references

to the coordinate system, which is entailed by any.of its
possible coordinates. Consequently, the essential structure
of the coordinate system jig implicit in any coordinate of that
system. This fact both permits the use of coordinétes
without explicit mention of the coordinate systém they
implicitly entail, and is constitutive of the complex wherein
a coordinate has sense.

If any particular is ¢onsidered in relation to its proper
coordinate system, the particular must be specifiable by
certain coordinates. It is evident that there can be no
rticular not a_particular with_ specifiable coordinat .2
This is evident because (a) the essential possibility of

& particular necessarily involves the possibilitQ of identifying

l. For, from the standpoint of another referential
gystem, to say that a reference from the standpoint of the
initial system to the particular in question was a reference
in abbreviated form to the second system in its totality as
well, would constitute a serious misconstruction. This will be
congidered in detail later. It would be well to note in this
connection Husserl's proposition: “Des parties secondaires
sont des parties primaires de parties primaires, des parties
tertiaires sont des parties primaires de parties secondaires,

etc. Leg concepts de cette gérie sont manifestement incompg-
tibleg leg ung avec les autreg.” [RL Il.2 iii ¢ 19 57]

2, "It is impossible to represent in language anything
that 'contradicts logic' as it is in geometry to...give
coordinates of a point that does not exist.” [Wittgenstein 1: 3.035]
The argument here follows Quine's dictum: "no entity without
identity.” [Linsky 1: 271

Note a similar point in [RL III ¢ 65 240]: "...il
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reference, (b) the possibility of identifying referencé is
guaranteed only by'tka logic of;structure of a frame of
reference, and (c) identifying reference requires coordinate
specification. A particular is a particular only if it has
éertain specifiable coordinates, for a particular is that

which can be the subject of an identifying reference.

.Thus, a particular carries with it, as it were, the overall
structure required for its very possibility.

The enumeration of the references essential to the
possibility of a particular constitutes a description of the
coordinates of that particglar, and, similarly, the frame
of reference established by inquiring into the nature of
frames of reference is described in describing the nature of
a coordinate system. There can be no coordinates "unattached”
to a particular, for a coordinate is "a determinant of reference
to that which can be the subject of an identifying reference.".
What does not satisfy this requirement is not a coofdinate. |

Recapitulating briefly, mention has been made of the
nature of frames of reference, of the nature of meaning and its
essential relation to the complex insuring its possibility.

It has been seen why a desciption of the nature of frames of
reference i3 at once a description of the notion of a

coordinate system, whose constitution provides for the possi-

est absurde d'imaginer dans la pensee signitive la Q_gglhili&g
d'un cours du monde contraire & la logique et de pretendre par
13 que cette possibilité est légigimg, et de supprimer pour ainsi
dire du méme coup les lois qui conférent une valldlte a cette
possibilité comme & toute pogsibilité en generale.
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bility of identifying reference within its structure. The
nature of a coord;nate has been characterized simply,in relation
"to its proper coordinate system. Note was made of the manner
in which a particular depends upon and, in turn, entails the
coordinate system within which it is meaningful. And, lastly,
it was seen that an eﬁumeration of the references essential
"to the possibility of a particul@f is a description'of the
coofdinates of the particular. What I should like to do at
this point is to sketch out a way in which a method for
improving the accuracy of dealing with frames of reference
emergés from the nature of the structures under examination.
There is a tendency to forget or disregard the coordinate
systemg entailed when reference ig made te different kKinds
of particulars.* Most frequently, this amounts to a disregard
of the presuppositions involved in those systems, and,
derivatively, in any of the various branches of intellectual
concern. When the presuppositions pasksinvolve are overlooked,
when there is neglect to render explicit the coordinates of
a particular or class of particulars, reasoning is vulnerable
to a variety of misconstructions, the most significant of

which I shall call 'projection'.

l. "Il est certain que, d'une part, l'impossibilité
d'enchainements théoriques entre domaines hétérogénes, et dlautre
part l'essence de l'hétérogénéité en question, n'ont pas été
étudides au point de vue logique.” [RL I ¢ 43 180n.] :
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A projection appears to characterize some or all of the
coordinates of a particular as independent of the coordinate
'sysﬁem entailed by these coordinates.

Projections are to be found in the conceptions of
virtually all disciplines. If projections are made in
ignorance, and the nature of projective misconstructions
is not clan fied, analyses can be highly inaccurate. It is
therefore important to clarify the relation between the
notion of coordinate system and the notion of projection.

Agy coordinate is meaningful and valid only if applied
within the limitations Pfesc%ibed by the logic of structure

of the coordinate gsystem proper to it. If a coordinate is

principles different from those of the coordinate, the
result is meaningless and invalide. If an attempt is ﬁade
naively to express the Cartesian coordinate (x,y,z) in a
Polar coordinate system, without trangforming the system of
reference of the first fo that of the second, an absurd,
illogical task resultse.

Particulars consequently are necessarlly relative to-

1 which provides for their possibility. -This

the context
relativity, in turn, is essential to the structural

constitution of any coordinate system. Perhaps this can be

1. What is meant here by a context bears strong similarities
to Husserl's concept of tout or g_gg;_pgncg des gontgngg [RL II.2
1ii § 21 61] See Nel, Pe 34e -
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clarified by the following considerations.

Particulars frequently involve implicit reference to
more than one framework: for example, an object moving with'
reference to another object is expressible in terms of the
coordinate system proper either to the moving or to the
stationary object. As the Lorentz transformations testifyl,
these two coordinate gystems are not constituted identically.
Here a projective misconstruction (resulting in inaccurate
physical predictions) would involve the assumption that the
two coordinate systems :are directly compatible with
one another, and that a partgcular with coordinates proper
to the one is directly understandable, in terms of those
coordinates, in the other. A simple understanding of the nature
of a coordinate system mérks this assumption as erroneouse.

When mention is made of the two coordinate systems relevant
to the moving and to the stationary objects, the resulting frame'of
reference is constituted by a coordinate system allowing
for the possibility of particulars having coordinates pertaining
....to the two 'coordinate sub-systemg'. For example, the coordinate
system, which is necessary in order to provide for the
possibility of the framework within which the Lorentz equations
are operative, simultaneously bears reference to the differently'

constituted particulars proper to each coordinate sub-system,

_ 1. A discussion of these equations is set aside for eluci-
dation in another connection,
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]

and provides for the possibility of identifying reference to
those particulars. Similar treatment can be extended to the
‘case of multiple sub-systems - an unlimited number of which
being in principle poésible.

| Generally, then, the coordinates of a particular may
entail any number of possible coordinate sub-systems. From
what has been said about the essentially necessary relativity
of a particular to its contexﬁ, whi¢h provides the grounds
for the posgsibility of the particular, it can now be seen
that projection stems from an insufficient understanding
of the nature of the coordinates of a particular or class
of particulars. Put differently, projective misconstrucéions
result from ignoring, or from ignorance of, the essential
relativistic constitution of coordinate systemse.

It is possible to avoid.these misconstructions by
applying a procedure which makes explicit in practice
affirmation of the essential relativistic constitution of
coordinate systems. This procedure will be called 'de-pro ction'.

Through a description of the constitutive elements of
a particular, de-projection retrieves to that particular -
its coordinates which, gua projected, are regardéd as
independent of the coordinate system entailed by these coor-
dinates. Consider the role of de-projection in accurate
description.

In describing a particular or class of particulars, an

attempt is made to enumerate the coordinates prbper to that



particular or class. A4s already noted, this involves a
description of the references esgsential to the possibility
of the particular. De-projection specifically relates to
the referential character of coordinates. S3ince the
referential character of coordinates is essentially a
relative matter, de-projection is a tool for deaiing with
the relativistic nature of coordinate Systems..

The essential references of a particular may entail
one or more coordinate systems. Clearly, de-projection is

facilitated in cases where only one coordinate system

20

(which may invelve two or more sub-systems =« at least two being

necessary for projection to be possible) is necessary for
a particular both to have sense and to express validly the
coordinative structure of its system. That case is taken
as paradigmatic of the others.

Consider first a coordinate systen whose structural
principles are known, since it will facil;tate the discusgsion
here to avoid having to deduce them from a given particular.
For example, consider again a three~dimensional Cartesian
coordinate system which allows for the possibility of length,
width, and height expressed by the four coordinates (x,y,z),
(xl,yl,zl), (xz,yz,zz), (x3,y3,23) which describe a tetra-
hedron whose vertices lie at thoge four points. Here is a
framework which permits use of the language of yolumeg.

Insofar as volumes are describable in terms of similarly
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ordered coordinates? volumes so described are limited to this
particular coordinate system for their sense and validity..

| Suppose now that a second coordinate system expresses
volumes of the first by "projecting®” the coordinates limiting
those volumes upon a concave surface, say a section of a
sphere. A grid on the surface permits reference to the

points so formed. Assuming that no two vertices of the

tetrahedron “project” upon the same point on the surface,

there are four coordinates (df,A8), (et1289 ), (a5,8,), (d3,ﬁ5)
which correspond respectively to the ®projected” vertices:
having the same subscripts in Cartesian notation.

Now, if it is thought that the coordinate system proper
to coordinates (o ,8), (“l’ﬂi)’ CPY (dB,ﬂ') allows talk of
"volumes", an instance of a projective misconstruction is
encountered. For the pointsg on the concave surface certainly
do not describe volumes at all within that coordinate system.
The concept of volume is restricted.to the original Cartesian
system which allows for the possibility of references to
volumes. Insofar as the coordinates (x,¥,z), (x3,¥7s21)s
(xz,yz,zz), (x3,y3,z3) refer to their correlates on- the
concave surface, and in so referring result im the above
confusion, the Cartesian coordinates are "projective", in the

gtrict sense of the word. But the sense in which they refer

to (4,8), (#7,68;), +oc is not in dtself sufficient to explain

1

the above misunderstanding; references- expressed by

1. To denote the reference of (x,¥,z) t@ (2,8), the
former is written '(x,y,z)P'.

21 .
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(x,¥2)7, (xl,yl,zl)p, s can be described in a third
coordinate system, K, in which specific principles express
rélationships between all éight coordinates. The projective
misconstruction here is necessarily founded upon such a |
coordinate system which at once provides thetconditions
necessary for the initial two coordinate systems. The
misunderstanding vanishes when it is recognized that the
coordinates (x,y¥s2), (xl,yl,zl), oee entail a qoordinaté
system in which volume is a permissible concept, and that
the cogrdinates (4,8), (alsﬂ&), soe entail a coordinate
system in which 'volume' ig meaningless and the application
of this term invalid.

E .-

context for a projectioii.

ey

hie system K, then, is th
But as soon as the constitution of its coordinates is
" understood, once its coordinates have been de~-projected,
_the references essential to particulars in system K are

found to be implicitly relative to that system for their

validity and sense, and are articulated acbording to the
__principles governing the respective constitutions of-its

two sub-systems. And once this is recognized, projective

misconstructions in the system are eliminated.

The above example is an extremely simple case in
contrast to cases of projection occurring within the
disciplines of philosophy, physics, history, etc. The projection

in the above example is contrived and its error sufficiently
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obvious that projective misconstructions following upon it
would probably nevef take pldce. However, the simplicity
of the example should not give way to the idea that much
more subtle problems do nsgt underlie the confident approaches
and analyses of the various disciplines. The nature of some
of these projections and the misconstructions they have led
‘to will be the subject of later digcussions.

Essentially, de~projection is an intrument intended
to clarify the structures necessary for the possibility
of the.referential character of coordinates. As seen,
the descriptive enumeration of these references at once
describes the constitution of the coordinate system which
permits such references, The relativity of a coordinate to
its proper coordinate system(s) is a relativity constitutive
of the logic of structure of the coordinate system(s). When,
therefore, the misconstructions implied by disregarding this
constitutional relativity are circumvented by heeding the
constitutional principles necessary for the possibility of
the structures examined, analyses will introduce, as it were,
no supplementary content, presuppositions, or aésumptions.l

In general, then, de-projection is implicitly in agree-
ment with Occam's principle of minimum assumption, but de-
projection does not adopt this principle as a procedural

presupposition. Rather, the essential constitution of

l. See § leke
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coordinate systems will be seen to provide the grounds
necessary to guarantee the validity of the principle of
minimum assumption.

De-projection is strictly empirical to the extent that
its analyses are directed toward empirical subject-matter;
it is logical to the extent that the logics of structure
énta;led by sets of particulars are explicitly treated; it
is scientific to the extent that constitutive elements and
relations are brought to light as essential structures
necessary for the possibility of the empirical subject-
matter itself.

De-projection is further justified by the fact that
it leads to eventual tauﬁologyo This is the tautology
every accurate description entails - for in making explicit
the constitutive elements of that which is accurately
described, de-projection reaches a point where it is clear
that the affirmation of a particular must at once be an
affirmation of those constitutive elements guaranteeing
the possibility of the particular. Consequently, the
tautological nature of de-projection is never trivial in
the sense that mere truisms or redundancies are. The
significanbe of the constitutive structures of coordinates'
ig clarified and, with this clarification, the essential
meaning of a particular or class of particulars can be
gtudied.

Conseéuently, a clarification of the coordinate systems

. entailed by the specific object or class of objects with which
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any investigation deals is necessary for the possibility of
accurate investigation. To reach this clarity, the tendency
t0 project must be countered by methodologically rendering

explicit the. coordinate systems entailed by different kinds

of particularse.



Section 1.2

THE CONCEPT. OF VECTOR
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THE CONCEPT OF VECTOR

In the previous chapter .concerned with the concept of
coordinate system, ﬁhe'nature of a coordinate as a determi-
nant of reference to that which'can be the subject of.an
identifying reference was examined. In this chapter, I will
be concerned to extend that discussion by spécifically
regarding the referential character of a coordinate.

" The referential character of a coordinate to that which ,
is not explicitly specified by the coordinatel is here called
. a yector. As already indicated,.the enumeration of the
references essential to the possibility of that which can be
the subject of an identifying reference constitutes a
description of a set of specific coordinates. ‘This description
involves those particulars which are necessarily referréd
to by the fundamental structure of the particular specified.
This description is "open-ended"2 since an exhaustive
enumeration of the references essential to the possibility

of a particular ultimately involves an enumeration of an

l. See below, pp. 29, 77ff.

2. It can be described as an “1ndeterminate set." Cf.
[Reichenbach 5: 110]. -



27

indeterminate number of references constitutive of the set of
particulars required for the initial description. Reference
here will therefore be made dnly to the first-order references
originating in the structure of the given particular.

These first-order references can be of two g;neral
sorts: those pertaining to particulars having the same
coordinate structure as the given particular, or those
pertaining to particulars héving a coordinate structure
different from that of the given particular. Either kind of
reference’is specifiable by a vector.l To each of these
kinds of reference corresponds a class of vectors which can
- be similarly distinguished here: the class of vectorsu
which are referential characters of coordinates pertaining
to particulars having the same coordinate structure as the
given particular, and those which are referential characters
of coordinates having a coordinate structure different from

that of the given particular. The former are termed ‘uni-

contextual vectors', and the latter, 'multi-contextual vectors'.

Uni-contextual vectors are those referential characters
of a coordinate which refer to that which is not explicitly
specified by a coordinate and which implicitly belong to
the same coordinate system. The vector, which refers from

a coordinate (x,y,z) on the front face of a cube to any and all

l. Given a relation.R, if g has that relation R to b,
Russell characterizes the b as being reached from g by an
"R-vector.” See [Russell 4: 48]. o
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' coordinates establishing the plane of the opposing face, is
a uni-éontextual vect.or.1 .

A certain type of uni.-contextual vector merits comment
here. A particular is frequently determined in part by
references to particulars essentially undetermined within a
given context. The determinant of reference of such a
particular will bear essential reference to ekplicitly
indeterminate functional organizations. These "margins of
.indeterminacy"2 are often termed 'fringes'.? The vector=-
constitution of such fringes is uni-contextual and such
vectors will be termed 'uni-contextual fringe vectors'.

Multi-contextual véctors are thogse referential characters
of a coordinate which refer to that which is not explicitly
specified by the coordinate and which implicitly do not belong

to the same coordinate system. Muiti-contextual vectors

relate, therefore, to two or more coordinate systemshg and a

l. Something of this was indicated by Husserl. For example,
MQuand je vois un dessin incomplet, par exemple celui de ce
tapis qui est partiellement recouvert de meubles, le morceau
que j'ai vu est, en quelque sorte, chargé d'intentions qui
renvoient a des compléments (nous gentons, péur ainsi direg ue
les lignes et les formes colorées continuent dans le 'sens e
ce qui a été vu); mais nous n'attendons rien.” [RL III § 10 56]

2. See below, p. 128.

3. See [RL II.1 ii § 38 2417, (Ideen I §§ 27, 35, 36, 69,
79, 82, 113]. "Le marginal, le latent, le potentiel, le '
sédimentég tout cela a un role actif dans la détermination du
sens de l'objetee..." [S. Bachelard 1: 270, 301]

4o To eliminate a possible ambiguity, it should be noted
that ?sub-sgystems' is used when there is an explicit description
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- description of a multi-contextual vector involves an enumeration
of the references essehtial to a particular, which are
implicitly given within the structure of that particular and
which pertain to mere than one coordinate system. A thorough
examination of both vector types will be found in later
discussionse.

Vectdrs, then, describe that portion of the struéture
of a particular which necessarily depends upon that which is
not explicitly épecified by the coordinates of that particular.
The place 'explicitly' plays in this formulation is important.
When an analysis of the essential referential structure of a
particular is made, it ié frequently the dase that these
references do not terminate in that structure, but tend to
branch out and to penetrate contexts or areas other than
the initial context of the particular (the context as it was
first approached ‘analytically). The key which opens these
.areas to analysis is the concept of vector, as follows. Each
time a coordinate is found to be essential for reference to
a particular, that coordinate is to be ingpected for signs that
it refers to contexts haviﬁg a coordinate structure different
from that established by -the initial coordinate. If such |

vectors are found to be constitutive of the structure of the

of the coordinate system within which these are sub-systems.

When reference is made to more than one "coordinate system,"

it is implicitly recognized, unless otherwise spe¢ified, that
these are sub-systems of a coordinate system guaranteeing

. their pOSSibilitYo Cfo. Cefey [RL II.2 iii § 1 7]0
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)
- particular, it will be the task then to determine whether
these vectors are uni- or multi-contextual.

It is intimated that a context is an aggregate of all the
essential featufes of a particular (a) their constitution
being commonly guaranteed by the coordinate system to which
they belong and (b) all of which having common coordinates.

It is possible that twb particulars may have two different
.sets of coordinates, and yet the possibility for both sets of
coordinates is guaranteed by one coordinate system. Both
sets of coordinates still establish but one context. Thus,
condition (a) must be satisfled for particulars to be grouped
within one context; (b) must be satisfied, stating as it does
the principle of identity.

Condition (b) is of special interest; it is here sub-
divided under several headings, as follows:

o The coordinates specifying.a particular
have a common “point of attachment®: together,
the coordinates of a particular are responsible
for the determinability of the particular
within its coordinate system. Vectors pertaining
to that particular therefore also form a unity
ingofar as they together allow for the possibility
of the referential character of the particular
to other contexts. All that refers explicitly
to the particular is bound together in what is termed
a 'coordinate family': If A,B,C relate in some
way to the coordinates of a particular, it is found
that ADB-B2>C-C2A, and/or COB'BDA-ADC, etc.,
such that A,B,C have common coordinates which specify
the particular. (See pp. 53ff)

B A context having only uni-contextual vectors
is bound together by a "cocrdinate family." If
ADB'BO>C'CDA:DP] represents the unity of
constitutive elements of one particular, then
‘the coordinate family of a context of particulars
may be represented by P;D P,D P3:DP1, where Pj ,Py,

P3 are the particulars of that context. o ,



therefore, is the special case of a particular-
context which can form a sub-system within a
single context, of either a uni- of a multi~
vector sort. There may be many "particular-
contexts” upon which the possibility of a context
of type # depends.

It is important to emphasize the fact that vectors are
fundamentally "attached” to the particulars of which they are

constitutive elements. The nature of a vector prohibits

reference to a vector without implicit reference to the
particular of which it is a vector. This is to say that

vectors do not have coordinates, but are rather referential

characters of coordinates. Vectors, in the original sense
of the word, are bearers of certain special kinds of
F references. There cannot be non-contextual vectors, neither

can there be vectors which do not bear references to

particulars; a vector ig essentially contextual and
referential.l
Due to this essential relativity of a vector to the

coordinate(s) permitting reference to a particular or group

of particulars, the notion of a vector-signature will come
~-to-be ‘used in later analysis to emphasize the referential
character essential to the constitution of a given particulare.

It may be helpful in this connection to take specific care in

avoiding a possible misunderstanding: It is not as if a

le "...a connection does not exist in addition to what

is connected, supposing the latter does exist." [Meinong 1: 79].
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particular possesses a vector-signature which points beyond
that particular in the sense iﬁ vwhich an indicator or pointer
would. Rather, the notion of vector provides the necessary
foundation for functional organigzation in general. A vector
is, as it were, a meta~-conception constitutive of any
organization of particulars as a group or as a plurality of
groups. As a consequence, for éxample, any element of a
continuum is said, as an element, to have a vector-constitution
which conditions its relation to the continuuﬁ in‘which it
has membership.

‘It will be useful to foresee the distinction between

the notion of function-vectors and yector-functions of higher

order. The notion of vector has so far been limited to

function-vectors, to vectors of particulars which can be
arbitrarily unified in the fashions described.l However,

this is but one context in which the notion of vector plays

a significant role. It will later be impdrtant to describe
certain vector-functions of higher order, which include those
referential systems which provide the foundation necessary for
identifying references to a plurality of inter-connected
particular-contexts.2

It is because of vectors that there can be wholes, or even,

for that matter, part3.3 For identity of any sort is ultimately

1. On the distinction between *function' and 'particular?,
see below, Pe 34,y n. 1.

2. See § 2.5.

3. On whole/part relations, cf. [Bolzano 1: § 58 251f],
[RL II.2 iii § 1 7], [Twardowski 1: § 9 49£], [RL II.2 § 19]. See
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conditioned by vectors which allow for its possibility. The
self-identity of a particular, of a particular_ggg particular,
and the identity by virtue of reference, a “this" in contrast
to a "that"l,,rely upon the vector-constitution of particulars
and classes of particulars. Summarizing thus far, the notion
of vector permits a description of the various ways in which
particulars or classes of particulars entail themselves' and/or

other particulars or élasses of particulars.

ne 3, pe 48+

1. "For a thing to be at all...it must be this rather
than that, and the ‘rather than that' belongs. as truly to its
essence as the 'this'. [Bosanquet 13 II 476]. Cf. [Hegel 1:
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THE CONCEPT OF PARTICULAR

The notion of particular was introduced in previous
sections and now stands in‘need of clarification. The term
'particular' denotes a context, determinate functional organi-
zation, or "situation™ which caﬂ be identifyingly referred 0.t
It does not refer to structures of the subject-predicate
type insofar as these structures expressly involve the predica-
tion of attributes of a subject. A particular is the foundation
for the possibility of such predication; a particular may,
though not always, pfovide for the possibility of subject-
predicate structures to the exteﬁt that these emerge from a
given context which is itsgelf fﬁnctionally characterized as a
particular. A particular is that which is referred to when an
identifying refe?ence is made. Identifying reference may be

made to component elements of the particularz, so0 that not

l. In. general and unless otherwise noted, the terms
'particular', 'function', and 'context' have the following senses:
the term 'particular! is used primarily as interchangeable with
'uni-contextual function'; 'function' has the sense of 'matrix
of one or more possible subjects of identifying reference
unified as ordered relations in some manner according to rule';
'context! refers to a determined summation of adjacent-member
elements of a functional organization. It is immediately evident
that the three terms overlap in sense, and are occasionally used
synonymously in the text.

2. A system may, from the standpoint of a system of higher
order, be stratified into elements, each of which is then
considered a unique object of reference. Such stratification is
not universal: "...tout objet n'a -.+ pas nécessairement des
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all identifying references pertain to fully given particulars.
The term 'particular' 'is accordingly not limited to the
case in which an individual something is identifyingly |
referred to. 'A particular is a funcﬁional marker. Different
particulars distinguish one function from another functione.
In the expression 'f{x)', 'f' may be called such a.functional
marker. The role which it plays, in relation to the
x—variable, is that of a constant. Where the 'x!' occupies
the place for which an arbitrary individual something can be
subsﬁituted, the 'f' with its asgsociated variable is to be
regarded as representing a clearly determined function.
If f£(x) and g(x) are both determined functions, 'f' and
'g! signify that two distinct functions, or particulars, are
considered., x is a functional variable for which certain
substitutions may be permissible; y is a second functional
variable which allows a second range of possible substitutions
to be made.l The two fungtional markers or particulars, f and g,

are respectively self-identical and constant .2

parties, d'ol la division idéelle des objets en objets simples
et objets composés.” [RL II.2 iii §l 7]

Thus, I do not limit the term 'particular' to ultimate
simples as does Russell. See [Russell 5: 193ff].

The question involved here is how it is possible to
distinguish "partially" indicated particulars from "fully"
indicated particulars. This issue will be considered later on.

1. In f(x), x varies by condltlons fixed by f. See
[Buchanan ‘1: 39].

. 2. ",..les noyaux..squi...restent dans une généralité
indéterminée comme un quelque chose...identique dansg les
identifications.” [LFL% 43 1627 On self-identity (genidentity)
and variation, see [LFLT §42 153]: [(Reichenbach 1: 53], [Lewin l],
[L ewin 2 J o ) ) i
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What individuals maf satisfy the functional variable

clearly depends upon the particular that is identifyingly

- referred to. In other words, a determined function £(x)

prescribes precise conditions which permit only specifié
substitutions to be made for the x-variable. If

x = (X1, X35 X35 «ss), then, for example, x; can be substituted
fo? the original functional variable x, and is a singular
expression of the function, constituted in an individualiied

sense. This instantiation operation is called the

individualigation of a function. The above individualized

function is written 'f(x1)'.

If A, B, and C are constitutive elements of a particularl,

then A, B, and C are individual elements of a determined
function without which the function would be impossible.

The function is said to be essentially;individualized by A, B,

and C.

A function is essentially formulated in terms of the
structural principles whidh allow for its possibility. These
structural principles permit distinctions to be drawn between
distinct functions without requiring recourse to the respective
non-essential individualigzations legitimated by each function.?

It is by virtue of these structural principles that the precise

1. See jo 30. .
2. See below’ Pe 2‘.5.
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requirements can be indicated which must‘Be satisfied if
individualization of the function is to be possible. Given
that v is a determined function of x (e.g., ¥y = x+1), any
single value of y defines a corresponding value of x.t

Consequently, the structural principles of a function allow
the constitutive elements of a particular to refer to the one
determiged function. These principles form, as it were, the
guidelines which unify the contents intrinsic to the |
function.

Now, it is not only the possibility of the reference of
each constitutive element to the given function that must be
4explained, but also the possibility of reference to each
constitutive element. The function itself entails a coordinate
system, articulated in accordance with its structural principles.
It is this system of reférence that allows for the
possibility that A, B, and C refer to the one function in
question. |

This system of reference is included as a sub-system within
a largér coordinate system which, in turn, allows for the
possibility of reference to A, B, and C as constitdﬁive
elements, each being a possible subject of identifying

l. This functional relation, between any given value and f

a second specific value,is here termed a 'correlation.' (See, €.g.,
[Reichenbach 5: 82].)A function, in its general formal capacity

to associate fields of variability, will be called 'coordinative.'
Correlational and coordinative functions will therefore be distin-
guished on .the basis of their "material' and "formal"
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reference. Without this larger coordinating system, it is
impossible to refer to A, B, or C, since reference to A
implies A is identifyingly referred to from a standpoint
other than that of the parﬁicular-context to which A belongs.l
Now, if A, B, and C refer to the same determined funétion,
they must possess coordinates of.a type that relates them all

to- that single context of attachment. The notion of a

coordinate family is intimately tied to that of a function, and

permits a determination of the structures necessary for
A, By and C to refer to the same function, while each
constitutive element of that function can be identifyingly
referred to. The question at hand is consequently that
concerning the relatiqn between the sub-system, represented
as a particular-context, and thé larger coordinating
structure. This relation is expressible in terms of the

- notion of coordinate family.

The sub-system expresses a function which is unified

by virtue of the common coordinates of all of its elements.?

constitution. The explication of a function will involve a
description of both its formal coordinative and its material
correlation structures. See below, pp. 139f.

1. Exception will be made to this proposition in § 1.6.

20 See (b), P 300
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The phrase "common coordinates" signifies that this system
is linked together by "overlapping coordinates™ which allow
for the possibility of a continuous function, a function

which is essentially identifiable as a single function. A

function is a continuum which, when bfoken down into elements,
requires that each element be essentially constituted by
reference at least to its adjacent-member élements. If g and
r are adjacent-member elements, g has an r-directed vector
constitutive of q's referential character, and r has a
gq-directed vector constitutive of r's referential character.
When an identifiable element of a continuous function
"is such as to satisfy condition of (p. 30), it is said to

1

belong tc an object-series, more neutrally called a general

o-series. An element of a given o-series is constituted

B& reference at least to its adjacent-member elements; it has
the character of representing a part within an organized
totality, components of which are coincident, i.e., the sum

total of the elements of the continuous function goincide

in their coordinate-signatures.2

1. .This term was suggested by Carnap: "...it is essential
to each object that it belongs to certain order contexts; other-
wise it could not...exist as an object of cognition." [Carnap 1:
26317. See also [Carnapl: 258]  _ "...the object of
science is...a reference structure...constituted by categories.”
[Reichenbach 1: 49]

2. The term 'coordinate-signature' is used to emphasize
the essential relativity of the coordinate(s) to the particular(s),
to which identifying reference is thereUy guaranteed.
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An o-series has a uni-contextual vector-constitution,
a recursive characterl, thus an order defined in terms of
relative specific difference of each element in relation td
other elements of the context?, and is possible only within
'a differentiable context. Thus an o-series is possible where
limits of the series are defined3, and where the relation
between the elements of the series follows according to rule.
As such, an o-series is parametric, involving as it does the
specification of one or more identity conditions and a field
of variability within which possible values are related
according to one or more regulatiVe'principles.4 An identity
condition is, generally speaking, a relation constiti ive

of a variation pattern or rule of order, here serial in nature,

lo See belOW, ppo 107-80
2. See p. 59.

3., This is a restriction-condition only: it does not
imply that the series can or cannot continue beyond the
initially established boundary conditions. Series which can so
continue will be called 'open series'; those which cannot are
closed series. ‘

L. "The central principle [of the notion of parameter] is
variability limited and controlled by identity conditions. ...Such
identity conditions have been called conditions of possibilityess,
principles of synthesis for a manifold or multiplicity of
particulars.” [Buchanan l: 48] In parametric formulae, "“one
- can discriminate (1) ...an identity condition or constant, (2) a
class of particulars...called the field of variability, and (3)

a rule of order, or set of relations...which holds between the
particular determinations or members of the class.” [Buchanan 1:
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and is a differentiation within the range of varigtion of a
parameter of higher order. The identity condition restricts
and regulates the range of variability. The determination of
the order of a parameter through an identity condition is
made in terms of parameters of higher order, as such
detefmination requires a coordinate system.from the standpoint
of which differentiability is guaranteed.® The ordering
relation of an o-series is established according to the’
regulative principles of its coordinate system; such a series
can be described in terms of any continuous functioh possible
in that coordinate system. o | .

There are several interesting consequences. First, an
- o-series expresses an identification schema for any object of
rc_aferenceo Wnen a coordinate system of two or more sub-
systems permits identifyihg.reference to a plurality of objects
of reference, and when these objects of reference belong to
the same o-series, they will of course bear relations to one
another as conditioned by the o-series. It is poséible then
to define? the objects of reference as features of that o-series
qQua (relative) whole. Two objects of reference are accordingly
said to be features of the same relative whole if aﬁd only if

they are in the same o-series.> This constitutes the basis

1'4 See below, pp. 55ff.
2. See p. 1. |

3. In Rugsell and Reichenbach, the principle of abstraction
is defined in terms of any group of things connected by a definite

symmetrical relation, e.g., color-similarity. Cf. [Reichenbach 5: 209].
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for regarding two things as the same®.t

When an object of reference entails an essentially open
o-series, it will be termed 'transcendent'. The distinction
between transcendent and non-transcendent objects of reference
will thus be correlated with distinct forms in their respective
o-series. This point will becomé'significant in later analysese.

I return now to examine in greater detail the larger
coordinating structure, which permits identifying reference
to the constitutive elements of. a sub-system, a given
partibular-context. It is within this larger system that the
essential structures of the sub-system can appear as constitutive
elements of that sub-system, to each of which identifying
reference is in principle possible. Let this larger system be
called 'system-J', and the sub-system, 'system-I'., System-dJ
constitutes a sipgle context of elements A, B, and C. Within -
this system itself, these elements are linked together by a
family of coordinates which places.the various elements within
a Single groupe.

However, what is significant is the fact that each element,
A, B, or C, inc;uded within that context essentially refers to

the particular-context of system-I, the sub-system.

l. "...the law of identity...means that the limits of
variation fixed by the parameter shall remain the same in what-
ever relatlons it is involved." [Buchanan 1: 50]
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To allow for the possibility that the vectors of system-J,
i.e., the referential characters of the family 6f coordinates of
vsystem—J, essentially refer to system-I, a larger coordinating
system is necessary.l This system-K is of interest structurally
insofar as it can be of assistance in understanding the notion
of é coordinate family. For within system-K, references are
possible between its two sub-systems -~ hamely, system-J and
system-I. What is observed is a schema in which system-K
allows for explicit references from system-J to system-I, and
system—J‘allowsibr'the‘possibility of identifying references
to those elements constitutive of the "innermost" sub-system,
‘system-I.

Each of these systems is unified by a distinct family of
coordinates. System-I and system-J, from the standpoint of
system-K, are seen in esseﬁtial relation to each other.?
Explicitly, this relation is founded by the multi-contextual
vecﬁors -~ for whose possibility system-K allows - which express
the essential connection obtaining between the two sub-systems
of system-K. The identifiable relations between such systems

as I and J are themselves unified, from the standpoint of

l. The objection might be made that this reasoning invites
an infinite regress. Later chapters explicitly dealing with
phenomenological relativity can be considered a reply to this
objection.

v 2. "Si v est une partle dépendante du tout G, il est aussi
une partie dependante de n 1mporbe quel autre tout dont G est une
partie.” [RL II.2 iii §14, Théoréme L, p. 47] System-K may be
thought of as a "comparative meta-system" for reference to its two
sub-gystems. On comparative metalanguages, see [Martin 1: 73].
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system—Kl, by a complex coordinate family which, gg;i by virtue
of system-K, permits identifying reference to elements of
systems I and J, while these elements, in their essential
interrelations, are themselves identifiable as elements
functioning in a specific constitutive manner.

. Coordinate families consequently lace together and are
essentially involved in the repfesentation'of constitutive
elements of functions. The notion of coordinéte families
further elaborates the notion of contexts, and at the same

time, provides further means to deal with the nature of

uni- and multi-contextual vectors.

The individualization of a function therefore reqdires
for its possibility a logic of structure like that of the
I-J-K‘system above. In dealing with the constitutive elements,
or the essential individualizations of a function, reference
to this type of structure will be useful.

An individual, which is a legitimate functional individuali-
zation, is itself specifiable by a set of coordinates which
gllow for the possibility of identifying reference to that

individual. For the present, an individual so legitimated

by the structural principles of a function may be considered a

l. This may be viewed as a transcendental system insofar
as its sub-systems are concerned. A transcendental system will
be understood as the system necessary for the possibility of
its sub~sgystems.
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"functional property" - the property of tﬁe functional context
with the specific coordinates in question.l
The referential characters of particulars are vectors
which can conséquently be viewed as vectors essential to a
given function. Yhe vectors essential to any function will
be of two types: those netting ﬁogether the essential and
non-essential individualizations of the function, and those
referring to particulars other than that expressed by the
given function. The latter reference may be of a sort either
to those necessarily entailed, or to those contingently
>1mplled. by the fundamental structure of the function.
Essential individualizations can be considered thoée
pertaining to the fommal structure of the function; non-
essential or contingent individualizations can be |
considered those pertaining to non-formal identifiable
referents.® This distinction should not be construed as
saying that the non-formal individualigzationsare unnecessary

to the function, per se, for contingency is essential to its

constitution.3 And, essentigl to this constitutive contingency

l. It is immediately evident that the difference between
a functional property and a particular-context is one of relative
degree, not of kind.

2. This can be illustrated in terms of a function f(x) which !
has the essential individamligzation xj. A non-essential individua-
lization may refer to a functional property which is purely
adventitious to x, for example, that 'x1' as symbollzed is printed
rather than in script.

3. See, for example, [RL §65 257], where [les]'tonditiong de
la poosibilLte d'une connaissante théorique...sont en partie réelles,

en partie idéales.”

V4
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are the various adventitious functional properties individualizing
it.

Since a functional pfoperty is~essentially a possible
subject of identifying reference, it might appear at first
glance that a vector essential to a given function cannot
itself be looked upon as a functional property. It should be
recalledl that vectors do not themselves have coordinates,
but are rather referential characters of coordinates. If
vectors do not have coordinates, can a vector be characterized
as a functional property? Clearly, it is only by virtue
of the essential bond between vectors.and the coordinates of
which they are referential éharécters that vectors themselves
can be identifyingly referred to. Since the essential
functional properties of a function must be specifiable
in coordinate-terms, and since vectors are referential
characters necessary for the possibility of coordinating
systems, vectors must need be involved in.the analysis of
functional properties. |

'From the standpoint of a context functionally constituted
(i.e., the constitution of the context as regards the particular

per se = the restriction to first-order references onlx2 still

.holds) solely by uni-contextual vectors, vectors can be -

considered "functional properties" only insofar as they are

l. Cf. p. 31.
2 Ppe 27.
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entailed by the essential coordinating structure of that
context. On the other hand, from the standpoint of a
context functionally constituted by multi-contextual vectors
as well, vectors may there be considered functiongl properties
in their own right. This can be the 6ase only if the context
in question involves the relative "dissociation" of the various
vectors from their relaﬁions'in%he purely ﬁni-contextual
vector context.

To be more precise, consider a context-system of the
I-J-K type. System-J, from the standpoint of system-K, places
the vectors constitutive of sub-system-I in a dissociated
relation, such that the vectors can be expressly characterigzed
as functional prdperties, while these same vectors bear
intrinsic relation to the subofdinate system-I. In other words,
vectors can be characterized in a highly abstract, dissociated
state to the degree that their membérship in subordinate
systems becomes part of their inherent structure. Their inherent
étructure is opposed to the explicit structure permitted from
the standpoint of system-K. The degree to which such
dissociation can occur is inversely proportional to. the ‘extent
to which essential relatedness to a subordinate context is
explicitly indicated.

It will later become mar e significant that once given
a system of the I-J-K type, it is possible to describe the

principles essential to, for example, the vector-structure
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of the system. The principles necessary for the possibility
of the subordinate systems always bear an essential relation

to these systems, since it is only by virtue of these

systems that the principles can be derived.l

Since the principal task of functional analysis is the
discovery and description of constitutive elements, it will
be important to return to the subject of the individualization
of functions. When a particﬁlar has been reduced to its
constitutive elements, these comprise component factors
which are essential individualizations of the function in question.

As already noticedz, a determined function constitutionally

‘prescribes certain conditions which render legitimate

only certain individualizations.J When those elements
which are essential to the constitution of the function are
considered, it is clear that explicit attention should be
paid to the matter of the regulation of individualizing
substitutions. In order to deal with this issue, it will be
necessary first to consider thdse'factors without which
particularity would be impossibie. |

This investigation will procede as follows: In order

to arrive at a general-formulation of the principles governing

l. This will later be considered in terms of the empiricism
basic to the present approach.

2. Pp. zéffo

- 3. . The field of possible individualigzations coincides with
the range of variability of a function. Such individualigzations
may be regarded as "parts' which are possibilities with respect
to their corresponding "wholes" which are hierarchical systems
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individualizations of functions, the nature of particularity
will fifst be examined. The conditions necessary for the
possibility of particularity are those which essentially
govern functional individualizations. To spell out these
conditions, again the Question1 arises as to how to distinguish
fpartially” from "fully” indicated particulars. This is an
issue important both to the fqrmulation of the principles
governing individualizationé of functions and to the nature
of functional analysis, per ge. If a function is to be
analyzed, there must bg standards by means of which to judge
whether the analysis is complete and adequate, or incomplete

- and inadequate.

It has been no‘oed2 that an "exhaustive" enumeration of
the references essential to any given particular would involve
an indeterminable number of distinct particulars and their
interrelations, which together are required for the possibility
of the initial particular. Consequently, discussion here will
.remain limited to the first-order references originating in

the structure of the given particular. The reason for this
stipulation is based upon the fact that particulars form
contexts which are differentiable continua insofar- as distinct
coordinate families are essential to each context. In order
of pogsibility. Substitutivity will consequently be founded upon
whole-part relations. These relations form the necessary ground
for distinguishing between valid and invalid substitutions. Cf.

[Buchanan 1: 81, 85] and below, ¢ 1 5
1. See n. 2. Po 3100 ' -

2. Ppo 26fo

/
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to indicate the standards by reference to which an analysis
of a given function can be judged complete, it must be
discovered what kinds of structures allow for identifying
reference to one function. And it must furthef be specified
that such an identifying reference must not simultaneously
involve in analysis any adjacent-member functions of the'
context, within which the particular in question is given.

. As notedl, particulars are such that they link together,
forming continuous functional contexts. The notion of a
coordinate family was found useful in considering contexts
and interrelations between diverse contexts. Coordinate
families provide a basis for analysis of cases where
functions have a common context of reference. What must be
~ considered at this point are not structures by virtue of
which functional linkage is possible, but rather those
structures providing for the possibility of functional
differentiation, of particularity. ”

The notion of particularity fequires the concomitant
conception of limits, of borders, which can be said to
establish a determined zone which is that proper to a particular,
and beyond which pertains to that which is not the particular.
Without implicit limits, particularity would be impossible.
By developing the notion of functional limits, it. will be

possible to consider the structures essential to functional

1. £, pp. 30-1.
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" differentiation.

Particulars, as functional markers, may be identifyingly
referred to by virtue of the distinct coordinate families
proper to each particular in question. Given a context providing
for reference tomore than one particular, the coordinate
family proper to each particqlar is structurelly linked to
the coordinate families of the other particuiars given in
the context. This linkage takes the form of that between
adjacent-member elements of a coordinate family. By nature
of this sort of linkage, the coordinates which are remote
from the common bond between two adjacent-member elements
must be essentially disﬁinct.l

Té illustrate this, the segment of linkages considered
earlier2 will be expanded: q,_f, s, and t are member
elements beionging to a determined continuous function. q is
adjacent to r, r-is adjacent to s, s is adjacent to t, and
q and t are not adjacent to each other.3 Take r and s as
representative adjacent-member elements, adjacent to g and

t, respectively. From the standpoint of r, then, there is a

l. Recall that coordinates are determinants of reference
to possible functional individualizations.

2- P’o 390

. 3¢ "...A may lie within the threshold of B, and B within

the threshold of C, even though A does not lie within the
threshold of C." [Menger, in [Schilpp 2: II 4731] As Poincaré put it
the relation A = B, B = C, A is less than C, may be regarded as :
a formula for a continuum. See also [Mengsr 2].
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q~directed vector and an s-directed vector,'both constitutive of
r's referential chafacter; from the standpoint of s, there is an
r-directed vector and a t—dirécted vector constitutive of s's
referential character. The.vectors can be spoken of as functional
properties in their associated state'only insofar as they are
entailed by the essential coordinating structure of the context

to which they belong. In other words, the connection between each
vector and the coordinates of which the vector is a referential
characten is a necessary, essential relation.

Since the function is continuous, each element is
essentially constituted by reference at least to its adjacent-
member elements. It follows that adjaceht-member elements,
having nothing wﬁich can be the sﬁbject of an identifying
reference "separating"l them, are differentiable only by
virtue of having as distinct the courdinates remote from
their common bond.2 An r-directed vector links g to r. As
a relational character of the coordinates of q,vthis r-directed
vector can be specified as '(f;:f:)'; where Xq and X, are

x-coordinates for q and r, respectively. The g-directed

l. On the relation of "betweenness"” see [Goodman 2: 2,0],
[Russell 4: 38ff, 58], [Russell 2: § 203 and passim].

2. "If two objects have the same logical form, the only
distinction between them, apart from their external properties,
is that they are different.” [Wittgenstein 1: 2.,0233] For the notion
of particulars as "carriers of numerical difference”, see [Allaire 1:
19ff, 31] and [Martin 1: 162].
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e 4
vector of element r would be (Xr,Xq); the s-directed vector
et o Y

of element r would be (X.,Xg); the r-directed vector of

—— -
element s: (X ,Xy); the t-directed vector of element s:
———e e
(XgsXg); the s-directed vector of element t: (Xi,Xg)e

As the elements are continuous, X., and X  are but different

ways of representing a common zone.l If the x~axis is
considered to be a determined function, then coordinates of
that function would specify zones along the axis. (A zone
is understood to be the limiting case in which continuity is
preserved. To consider each coordinate here as representing a

point, would defeat the purpose of discussing structures at

~once grounding continuity and particularity.z) Each

l. And thus at least two coordinates are necessary to
specify an overlap.

2. Alternately, a zone can be considered constitutive
of a serial order of sub-parameters which are regarded as
equivalent to a parametric totality. (See [Buchanan: Poss 147].)
This approach is characteristic of those theories which
similarly avoid starting with given points, and instead
introduce points as classes of specified entities with given
relations. Of such theories, that of Hausdorff bears the
closest relation to the notion of coordinate zones. As a
neighborhood class or topological space, he denotes "a set T,
whose elements are called points, in which certain- distinguished
subsets are associated with the points. Each distinguished
subset associated with a point x is called a neighborhood of the
point x. It is asswmed that '
1. Each point x of T is element of at least one
neighborhood of x, and each neighborhood of x contains
the point x.
2. If Uy and Vx are two neighborhoods of x, then
there exists a neighborhood of x which is a subset both of
Uy and Vy. .
3. If y is a point contained in the neighborhood of
Ux, then there exists a neighborhood of y which is a
subset of Uy.
L. For each pair of distinct points x and y, there
exist two neighborhoods, U, and Uy » which have no point
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coordinate can therefore be regarded as being differentiable
from the other coordinates in this series by virtue of distinct
terms in;the first-order relations.

Let '(...Xq, Xps Xgs Xg» Xyeoo)' represent a series of
coordinates representing the function. Each coordinate is
" constituted by references to the coordinates adjacent to it:-

oo X &> X, X=X, Xsaxg... .
By considering only the first-order relations - that is, from
the standpoint of r, only Xr<h5Xq and X <>Xg (and not, e.g.,
Xge> Xg) - differentiability within the continuum of the
function can be established as follows:

If "YpesXg! repreéents, as it were, a zone common to
(ig:f;) and (Xg,Xy), then from the standpoint of that zone,
Xq can be said to be differentiable from Xy. There is, then,
a system of three adjacent gzones:

 q—r, r—3s , s—1t .
Any two adjacent coordinates constitute a zone, and given
three such'overlapping zonesl,‘the end terms, here g and t,
can be said to be differentiable while 'still themselves

respectively entailing zones. q and t are the distinct terms

in the first-order relations described in the above series:

in common."” [Menger 2: 80f] Cf. [Hausdorff 1, 2]..
For a closely related paper, see [Wald 1J}.

l. Y"If and only if two individuals x and y overlap is
there some individual z (i.e., any individual wholly contained
within x and within y), such that whatever overlaps z also
overlaps x and y; that is

A x0vye £ (Iz{w)(wo z>. wo x.wo y)."
[Goodman 2: 43f] See also [Martin 1l: 188f].



PLEASE NOTE:

This page unintentionally left
blank: Page 55 contains no text of
the dissertation.



56

constitutive of the multi-particular context in questional

Within thié context, the group of particulars form a
continuum in which eaéﬁ particular is constituted at least
by references to its adjacent—ﬁ;ﬁg;fmgzéments in the context
(other particulars). Without having to reformulate the
X--case, it 1s clear that in a like manner it can be concluded
that each particular belonging to the context can be identifyingly'
referred to by virtue of the coordinating system which expresses
each: particular as a unique functional zone.? Recalling that
a particular is a functional marker will make this clear.

At this point it may be indicated by virtue of which
structures it is possible to determine whether in a multi-
functional context, all individualizations proper to one
function have been gathered together such that the analysis
of that function can be said to be complete. A description
has been given of those structures which allow for the possibility

of determining whether certain individualigzations of a multi-

particular context are proper to one function or to another.

"l. The distinction between a series of individuals
and a single individual is to be found in the distinctiy
established boundary conditions of vectors in the two contexts.

2. Cf. p. 40. Each unique functional zone expresses a
possible differentiation within the range of variation of
a higher order parameter. (See p. 3. Consequently, the
notion of parameter serves here as a regulative rule of
possibility, permitting differentiation between parts in a
whole. Cf. [Buchanan l: 95f].
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)

L oof any given individual,

By virtue of the boordinate—signabure
it is possible to indicate the function proper to that individaal.
The basis for determining this lies, as indicated, in the
coordinating system entailed by the essential structure of
any function or functional individuaiizatiom. Functions, in
relation to multi-functional contexts, and functional
individualizations, in relation to multi-‘or uni-functional
(particular-) contexts, both are constituted by essential
references to the contexts to whih they belong. Coordinate
families of different types provide the foundation for
identifying reference both to unitary functions and to the
" elements which constitute them.

The problem of determining whether an analytical description
is complete and adequate can therefore be answered simply,
in empirical terms. The nbn-repetitious speccification of all
first-order functional individualizations of' a particular
comprises a complete description of that particular. Suppose
information is desired as to wﬁether a descriptive enumeration
of the first-order individualizations of a function is complete
from the standpoint of a given context. It is complete—if, |
within the given function, it is not empirically pESsible to locate
additional functional individualizations which essentially

refer to the given function.® On the other hand, if an !

1. See - p. 39, n. 2. h -

2. How this observation with a view to locating additional
essential functional individualizations is ecarried out will
depend upon the phenomenological region in guestion. This
problem is given explicit treatment in § 2.3.
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enumeration of the formal constitutive elements of a function

is wanted, disregardihg the contingent elements (which, from
their own standpoint, still are essentially constituted by
reference to the function to which they belong), the descriptive
enunieration of these elements is complete when it is no

longer necessary to take into consideration additional elements
in order to explicate the essential coordinating structure of
the given function,

The notion of coordinate families permits precise
indication of the determinate zone which is properlto a
particular, and beyond which'ié not the particular. Coordinate
families therefore provide a means to refer to the limits
of a function. Implicit functional limits are required, as
observed, for functional particularity. The structures
thch are implicitly functional limits, while permitting
identifying reference as it has been described, are those
structures essential to functional individualization.

The structures providing for the possibility of
particularity are the structures required for the possibility
of identifying reference. Identifying reference is )
impossgible not entailing particulars, and, inverséiy,
particulars require that they can be identifyingly referred to
in order to,qualify as partlculars. |

The notion of coordinate famllles is b331c to functlonal
continuity and dlfferentlabllltyg Thls may be regarded as the

basis for the possibility of‘unity and difference. A particular-
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context is itself an expression of self-identity. Particulars
are necessary for the possibility of identity; they are the
constitutive units of the possibility of identity. Self-
identity without particulariﬁy is impossible. On the other

1 Qgifferentiability

hand, within a multi-particular context
is implied. That context, by virtue of the types of

coordinate families neceséary to its constitution, forms

the basis for difference.

A particular can be considered to have a "quantifier-
signature” when that particular is given in a.multi—particular
context. By viewing a particular as having a quantifier-
 signature, the essential constitution of a function which
permits distinctions to be made is pointed to. Insofar as
a multi-particular context allows for differentiation between
the elements.composing it,.each element may be said to have
a quantifier—signature which expresses the specific difference
of the element in relation to the other elements of the context.

On the other hand, to specify the sense of functional
continuity of the term 'particular', a particular can bg
considered to have a "qualifier-signature" when that particular

is given in a multi-particular context. A particular gua

l. A context comprising the elements e:ssential to a
particular-context may be regarded as a multi-particular context,
since the elements within the context in quesstion fulfull the
requirements for particulars in their own right. -

See, e.g¢, [Husserl 3: 225]. ,
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qualifier-signature specifies the essential constitution of
a function which allows for functional continuity. Insofar
as a multi-particular context allows for continuity between
the elements composing it, each element may be sald to have
a qualifier-signature which expresses the qualifying relation
between an element and the rgmaining elements. Each element,
from this standpoint, can be specified in terms of its qualifying
reference to the others. A‘qualifying—signature, like a
quantifying-signature, is a functional vector property.

A multi-particular context is fgunded upon the nature of

the coordinate famili es which unify the various particulars

~within that context. Such a context will have particular-

contexts as sub~-systems, tb meet the conditions of a multi-
particular context. Inversely, a particular-context requires
a multi-particular context, in order that it be possible to
identify the particular-context as singular. There is, therefore, .
a reciprocal implication between the grounds providing for the
possibility of difference and unity. |

Earlier it was said that the necéssary conditions for
the possibility of particularity are at the same p}me the condi-
tions which essentially regulate the individualigation of
functions. Once it can be determined whether a descriptive

enuneration of the first-order individualizations of a function
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is a compléte descriptive enumeration, it is also possible
to indicate that the condiﬁions such a description must
fulfill implicate the set.of conditions essential to the
regulation of the individualigzation of functions,

It was seen that a descriptive enumeration can be called:
complete only by virtue of the féct that the coordinate
families of a context supply grounds for the determination
that no other members of the context need be coﬁsidered other
than those already specified in the descriptive enumeration
in question. The coordinate families of the context may
be said to "label", as it were, those members of the context
that essentially are linked to the context. Consequently,
any possible individualization of a determined function
must be such as to meet the requirements established by the
coordinating structure of that context. Any individualization,
which is in primc iple possible as an individualigation of
- a determined function, must be structured in such a fashion
that it can be identifyingly referred to within the context
proper to that function. That which regulates thefindividualiza-
tion of functions is at the same time the structure that is
responsible for the implicit limits constitutive of a function
and responsible for the possibility of particularity and
differentiability. And, once again, this relates to the

ordering principle of ahy context, namely its coordinate families.
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In short, a member element of a function is possible
only when the element structurally conforms to the structure
essential to that function.l For a function to be
individualized, for a contextual element to be regarded as
belonging to a function given in the context, tﬁe coordinating
structure of the individual must entgil the coordinating
structure of the function in question. In ansense, this 1is
a reformulation of the essential relativity of a particular
to the context which provides for its possibility.?

. This relativity is much more thoroughgoing than it
may first have appeared. It is a relativity essential
ﬁot only to the possibiiity of particulars, but also to

the possibility of continuity and differentiability.

l. Cf. p. 14, A ,

2. Thus, for Skolem, what is meant by 'set' is always
relative to a given axiom system in a given interpretation
(mengentheoretischer Relativismug). Cfe. [Skolem 1,2,3] and
[(Berry 1]. . ~ .
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Earlier

1

DE-PROJECTION

s, mention was made of the tautological

character of de-projection. This subject will now be

treated explicitly.

'Tautology' may be defined as follows:

1.

(1) A tautology is true for all possible cases,

(2)

o~
AWS)
L

(%)

for all possible worlds.

A tautology remains true no matter
whether the various cases that comprise
it are true or false, or have truth-
values other than these (logical
modalities). A tautology is thus
apodictic.

A fanfolgg} does not say anything about

matters of fact, about actual situations
or things in the world. A tautology is
empty of content; it is purely formal.

A tautology does not depend upon

. experience in order to be validated.

(5)

(6)

It is true a priori because true
necessarily.

At once formal and g priori, a tautology
has the character of a logical law.
‘Tautologies do suggest something about
truth, about permissible combinations

of their constitutive propositions. A
tautology indicates that this combination
is equivalent to this other combination,
or that it implicates it, or that it is
incompatible with it.

Since a tautology is a logical law for

the operation of non-specific cases, it
permits transition from one formulation
to another, while guaranteeing their

fqulvalence. All sciences require such
aws.

See Po 22{-.

63
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(7) It is precisely because a tautology is empty
of content that it can authorize these trans-
formations without risking the introduction
of error. A tautology is useful becaguse
devoid of content .l

A few additional comments will be useful for clafity.
Since tautologies cannot be false, they are absolutely reliable.
This property of necessary truth is a consequence of the
structure of the tautology. The truth-value of the tautology is
&iggh for all possible truth-values of the constitutive
propoSitions. Therefore, a tautology does not stipulate
restrictions of the truth-values of these propositions. These
can §ary for &11 values.

Although tautologies are empty, they are not devoid of
meaning. They pogsess determinate truth-values and are
meaningful. The truth-value for contradictions is iglég
for all possible truth-values of their respective constitutive
propositionse.

It is impossible for observation to come into conflict
. with a tautology. All possible oﬁservations must conform
to the tautologyz; the verification of a tautology is
not based upon empirical observations of the world, but
is based upon the structure of the tautology itself.

In other words, it is impossible that any experience could
result in the truth of one side of the tautological equivalence

1. “"The logical product of a tautology and a proposition,
says the same thing as the proposition." [ Wittgenstein 1: 4.465]

2. See & 2.4, 2.7.



65

and the falsity of the other side. Since all tautologies
are empty of contenﬁ and necessarily have the same truth-
value, it is said all tautologies have the same meaning,
or are "equisignificant." |

A tautology can be called a logical law only if the
convention is accepted that logical rules are éstablished
for the purpose of indicating true statements. By
'logical rule' is understood 'a directive sanctioning or

prohibiting certain operations in logic.' If the aim of

such rules is to find true logical formulas, a Justification
of a rule is a demonstration that the rule results in

tfue formulas. A justification is a proof that the—rule

is true. As such, it can be considered a lgy. A law is
not a directive or a convention as is a rule. A tautology
can be justified as true for all cases and consequently

is considered a logical law.

Two formulas may be called egguipollent when each is

derivable from the other.l (From (x)f(x), £(x) can be
.derived, and vice versa.) Formulas which are tautologically
equivalent are also equipollent;.not all equipollent- relations
are also tautological relations. In the latter case (e.g.,
in 'f(x) = (x)f(x)'), the relation of equipollénce becomes
the logical expression of equisignificance. |

Only when the range of applicability is delimited
(the logical scope) can formulas be considered equipollent.

In other words, the context within which the propositions

1. After [Reichenbach 5: 107f].



66

appear must be considered in order to detérmine their
equipollence.l From the standpoint of languagé structures,
only assertions can be considered equipollent, since an
assertion requireé a context within which the use of

the expression is determined.

Because all tautological equivalences are equipollent,
an equivalence comprises or ehtails a context to which its
meaning is necessarily relative. The demonstration that
the equivalence holds for all truth-values entails a
meta-system from the standpoint of which the pautology is
“identifyingly referred to. Ié is thié meta-context to which
the meaning of the Jjustification is essentia lly relative.

The relationship betweenhtwo contexts, where one
‘context is a sub-system of the other, cannot be said to
be one of equivalence. If a particular-context is a
sub-system within a larger context which permits
identifying réference to the'sub-system; there is a
coordinate family which coordinates the identity-, similarity-,
or difference-relations between the two contexts. From the
standpoint of ﬁhe framework allowing for rgference to these
relations, the determined meanings of these relations within
the contexts can be considered. UWhere the meaning of a
relation in one system is the same as a corresponding relation
in the other gsystem, the two relations are said to be

equisignificant. They are not equivalent, since they entail

l. Cf. leO regarding the relativity of meaning to the
context.
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distinct contexts.

When, from a framework allowing for referénce to two
formulations expressing relation, it is found that both
entall the same single context, within which they have the
same usagé, they may be said to be tautologically eguivalent.
Equivalence is here taken as a formulation of the
identity-relation, to be diséussed later.

Equipollence-relations consequently include mutually
derivable, determined references which may have the same
range of application {tautological equiQaiences) or
o&erlapping ranges 6f application. Within the overlap area,
ﬁhere references correspond in their ranges of application,
they may be called equisignificant.

| Equipollence-relations may therefore be found when
one context is a sub-system of another, or when'a single
6ontext is referred to, as in the respective cases of
equisignificance and tautological equivalence.

Systems structured in such a way as to allow reference
from system to sub-system may be said to have a hetero-
genegus logic of stfucture. Systéms not so structured have

a homogeneovs logic of structure. Equipollence-relations

may have a logic of structure of either sort; equisignificance-
relations which are not tautologous require a heterogeneous
logic of structure; tautological equivalences require a

homogeneous logic of structure. A homogeneous logic of
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structure may be gimple or complex, depending upon whéther

one or more than one context is identifyingly referred to.

If more than one context is feferred to, it is understood

that explicit reference is made only to contexts not

sub-systems within the other contexts to which reference

is made. Any heterogeneous logic of struc;ure is complex,

since more than one context must bé identifyingly referred to.
- The relation of tautological equivalence is determined

b& the structure of the tautology itself. A tautological

expression is definite since it can never be false; its

truth-value is.fixed; The range of application of the

relations constitutive of the tautology is specified by

the homogeneous logic of structure which it entails and to

which it is essentially relative. The logical rule expressed

by a tautological equivalence is a directive-formulation

of the range of permissgible applicatiohs of the

constitutive relations under_which the necessary equivalence

holds. | _

As already noted, it is customary usage thét prescribes
that logical rules are éstablished in order to specify the
conditions for true cases. There can be no question as to
whether this practice is itself "true" or "false": it is
purely a matter of convention.

When a set of conditions fulfills the réquirements

prescribed by the rule, it is permissible to describe this
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situation as meeting the criteria of a true case. If
the requirements laid down by the rule are not satisfied,
it is prohibited to describe the case as true.

The formal structure of a context specifies a definite
pattern of coordination of the relations constitutive of
the context. A function essentially delimits a system of
coordination acoording to which contextual elements are
uwnified by the coordinate families of the context. The
structural organization of the contextual elements may or
may not be in accordance with a specific logical rule.

The relations constitutive of the context may bé
coordinated in a way such that a certain combination

of contextual elements satisfies the conditions of
acceptability formulated by the rule. These combinations
can therefore be called “true.” Other combinations

may not follow according to the rule. These are false in
a bi-valent truth-gystem.

If the contextual combinations of elements are
compared, on the other hand, with a rule stating the
conditions which a meaningful combim tion must satisfy, .
certain of the contextual combinations may be descriﬁed |
as -absurd or meaningless and others as meaningfhl.

The rules formulating conditions for the possibility
of meaning are termed 'rules of sense'; those fbrmulating
conditions for truth are rules of truth.l Contextual

combinations conforming to rules which have been justified

1. A detailed analysis of these rules lies outside the
gcope of this studye.

~



70
(laws) are called 'valid.'l -

It is important to realize that the designation of any
contextual combinations‘according to rules of sense of
truth itself requires a coordinating system. Constitutive
of this system are the given context and the criterial
organization; both are necessary for the possibility of
determining the sense- or truth-value of any contextual
" combination. Insofar as a sense- or truth-value is
associated with a contextual combination, refgrence is
made both to the given context and to the rules by means
of which the sense- or truth~-determination is permissible.
A context which allows for the possibility of denoting
certain combinations of its elements as true or false,
meaningful or absurd, itself entails a specific formal
pattern of truth/sense coordination.

The rules of sense Oor truth prescribing this pattern

of coordination may be said to constitute truth or sense

functions. A function is a cobrdinative structure; truth

and sense functions are therefore coordinative structures which
have logics of structure explicitly described by their
respective rules of sense and truth.

A coordinate, which is a determinant of reference to

1. "As long as the parametric system reproduces analytically
the relations discerned in the actual whole without violating
'%23 criteria of analysis, the system is valid." [Buchanan 1:
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that which is subject to an identifyiné reference, must
be expressed within a coordinating structure having a common
logic of structure. Such an expression of a coordinate
is valid. An invalid coordination occurs when a>particular

is coordinated in a multi-particular context, and where the

‘logi¢ of structure of the particular is in fundamental

opposition to the logic of structure of the context.

When a coordination is in opposition to the truth
rules of the overall context, the coordination is invalid
in the sense that it is a contradictory formulation and,
relative to these rules, will be always false. If a. coordina-
tion is in opposition to the rules of sense of the overall
context, the coordination is meaningless. An absurd
coordination, then, is devoid of sense and violates the
logic of structure of the context (here, the contextual
syntactics).l Since a meaningless formulation cannot have
a truth-value, it will also be considered contfadictory in
the sense of being incompatible2~with5possible'truth-determi

nation.

~ 1. "Quand on dit qu'une affirmation '-s'annule elle-
meme ', qu'elle est logiquement absurde, cela signifie que

son contenu particulier (son sens, sa signification).est en
contradiction avec ce gu'exigent universellement les catégories
de signification qui s'y rapportent avec ce qui se fonde
universellement sur leur signification universelle.” [RL I §37

133]

2. "Inconciliables...sont des contenus quand ils ne
peuvent s'accorder dans l'unité d'un tout.” [EL III §32 134]
"Un contenu de l'espéce g n'est jamais incompatible purement
et simplement avec un contenu de l'espéce p, mais, quand on
parle de leur incompatibilité, on se réfeére toujours a une
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If the coordination follows according to the rules
expressed in the logic of structure of the context, the
coordination can be considered meaningful and true
relative to the contextual syntax. A demonstration that a
coordination follows the rules of sense and trgth of the

context constitutes a verification of the coordination.

A demonstration that the rules of truth lead to true
coordinations constitutes a justification of these rules.
A coordination not according tb the rules of sense of the
context can be verified incompatible with these rules.l
The chief property of rules of sense and trﬁth is
that they restrict contextual combinations by excluding
those combinations which are untrue and meaningless. The
context within which a valid coordination is made mﬁst
be éoherent - that is, it must be possible to depend upon
the rules of sense and truth of the context such that if a
coordination follows according to these rules, untrue
and meaningless contextual coordinations are necessarily

excluded.?

combinaison de contenus d'une espéce determlnee G(d'ﬁ%...,p)
[ou 'G' désigne Ganses J qui contient p est & laquelle Q
doit aussi venir s 1ntegrer." [RL III 832 135] M...des
contenus P, q seesont appeles 1ncompat1bles, non pas dans
1'absolu, mais en considérant qu'ils ne s' "accordent' pas
dans le cadre d'une unité quelconque...." [RL III $33 137]

1. "...p0551b111tes sont, comme les possibilités idéales
en générale, définies par des lois, en ce sense que certaines
impossibilités jdéales leur correspondent en vertu de certaines
lois."” [RL III 562 2267 Cf. [Wilkinson 2. 89]

L 2. This is called 'the problem of consistency' in modern
ogice 4
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Contextual coherence is necessary in order for

coordination according to rule to be pogsible. In other
words, contextual syntactics and contextual coherence muct-
go hand in hand. A justification of a rule requires
reliability of the logic of structure of a context. GClearly,
this reliability is not demonstrable, since any demonstration
would of necessity cuppose contextual consistency'or coherence .+

- Contextual coherence is made possible only by virtue
of the nature of comextual syntactic evidence. Téutological
equivalences are empty; however, the statement that a given
exprcssion is a tautology ic not empty. The demonstration
that the expression is tautologous may be invoived,'and must
depend upon reliable evidence. The verification of the
tautologous character of the expression is made possible only
by a rule of verification of the form 'if x belongs to a
.class Y, then x will demonstrate specific characteristics essential to
any member of clasc Y.' If an expression is a tautology, its
tautclogical character must be evidenced by certain necessary
characteristics.? The presence of these characteristics are

conditions which must be satisfied in order for the expression

to be considered a tautological equivalence.

1. Compare the following: “Consistency proofs...seem
circular in the sense that we allow ourselves the use of'...the
deductive procedures of the very language whose consistency we
seek to prove.” [Martin 1: 274L] See ¢ l.6.

2. See above, pp. 63-4.
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Such/?ule of verification is possible only when
contextual coherence is assured. It would not be possible
as a rule if contextual coherence were not dependable.
The wish to justify this rule leads to circularity, since
the justification must itself presuppose the rule. In
other words, any justificatioh of the justification procedure
itself is inconsistent, énd its formulation necessariliy
‘absurd. Rules must be relied upon in order that they can
be questioned.

I turn now to a discussion of de-projection in the
light of the above considerations. The following discussionA
has four principal phases: a delinition of projections,
a definition of de-projection, the formulation of a de-
projective rule, and its replacement by a law of de-
projection, justifying the rule.

A projection was previously described as "appearing
to characterize some or all of the coordinates of a particular
as independent of the coordinate system entailed by these

coordinates.” This notion may now be further explored.t

l. It should be noted from the start that my use of
the term "projection' has virtually nothing to do with
Wittgenstein's "method of projection” as a means “to think
out the sense of a proposition.” [Wittgenstein l: 3.11] Here, he
compares projection in geometry to expression in language:

A geometrical figure may be projected in many ways, each
corresponding to a different “language,” vyet in each the
grojective properties of the original figure remain unchanged.
hese properties are analogs to what a proposition and a fact
must, in the Tractatus, have in common if the proposition is

f
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A coordinate is valid if and only if it is applied
according to the restrictions defined by the logic of
structure of the coordinate system proper to it. This
follows according to what is meant by the term 'coordinate'.

If a coordinate is expressed in terms of a
coordinate system having structural principles incompatible
with those of the coordinate system proper to the coordinatel,
~the coordination involved in the expression is invalid.
Essential to the coordination is the referential character
of the coordinate, its vector-signature. The coordination
in question determines a specific reference between-
contextual elements of the coordinate system within which
the coordination is an invalid expression.

The rules of truth and sense of the context do not
_regulate this given coordinétion. The coordination is
possible only when it does not follow according to all
restrictions imposed by the contextual syntaétics. A
coordination which does not follow the rules of sense

to assert the fact. Cf. [Wittgenstein 13 3.12, 3.13, 4.01413. This
use of 'projection' by Wittgenstein must be carefully
distinguished from its wholly different sense here.

1. "La violation de ces conditions logiques atteint
manifestement son maximum quand il fait partie du sens de
la thése théorique de nier les lois dont dépend la
possibilité rationnelle de toute thése et de tout fondement
d'une thése en générale. ...une théorie se détruit elle-
méme quand, dans son contenu, elle va a l'encontre des lois
sans lesquelles le mot de théorie n'aurait absolument aucun
sens 'rationnel' (¢onsistant)." [RL I $32 121)
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‘and truth of the context coordinates an improper combination
of contextual elements. A coordination is then made in a
fashion contradictory to the syntactical directives of the
context. As such, it permits an invalid combination
which, when explicitly expressed as such, is observed to
be meaningless and cbntradictory.l |

However, certainly not all meaningless and contradictory
‘contextual combinations are projective. A projection is
a particular kind of coordination which must satisfy

the following additional conditions:

(1) A_projection requires as a condition of
its possibility that a particular be
disconnected from certain of its essential
relations to the coordinating structure
required for its possibility. In other
words, there must be a severing of the

1. "Le plus grave reproche qu'on puisse élever contre
---une théorie, et surtout contre une théorie de logique, est
d*aller a 1l'encontre des conditions evidentes de la
possibilité d'une théorie en général. Poser une théorie et,
dans son contenu, expressément ol tacitement, contredire les
propositions qui fondent le sens et la legitimité de toutes

les théories en général - ce n'est pas seulement faux, mais.
totalement absurde." [RL I §32 119] Husserl calls 'théories
sceptiques' - a special case of projection - "toutes les
théories dont les théses énoncent expressément ou impliquent
analytiquement que les conditions logiques...de la possibilité
d'une théorie en général sont fausses.' [RL I §32 121] "Il
résulte clairement de sa définition qu'il appartient au concept
‘de théorie sceptique d'@tre absurde.' [RL I §32 122] He goes on p
to say of théories sceptiques that they "sont absurdes, ...elles
constituent un non-sens, au sens le plus propre et le plus
strict de ce mot. Le contenu de ses affirmations est en
contradiction avec ce qui fait partie absolument du sens ou du
contenu de toute affirmation et qui n'est ainsi séparable,
quant_au_sens, d'aucune affirmation [RL I 935 125-6, italics
mine ]
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essential relativity of the
particular to its context.

(2) The particular must be asserted to
be in certain respects autonomous from
its context. Reference must be made to
the particular in such a manner that
denies Oor ignores one oOr nore _essen-
tial determinants of its contextual
relativity. The coordination is
projective in these respectse

- It must be understood that (1) and (2) are descriptions

of conditions which must be satisfied by any projection
'from the standpoint of an analysis of its essential
structure. It is not as if a projective misconstruction
takes the form of an explicit severing oi essential
corfextual relations (unless in a deliberately constructed
case). This must in fact be necessary omcé the projection
is expressed in the form of an assertion that specific
structures are not essentially connected o the context.

It will be useful here to note in grweater detail the
place the terms 'explicit' or 'express' amd ‘'implicit' or
'tacit' have in the present analyses. When a particular
is said to involve "implicit reference' to more than one
frameworkl, the following conditions are mecessarily granted:
From the standpoint of a system K, it is possible
identifyingly to refer to sub-systems I amd J; where systems
I and J have a given common logic of struature. System-J

is thus isomorphic with system-I, but the former has further

lo SeePpo 18’ 27'8, and paSSiIIh
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a structure such that a set of elements, A,B,C, are
given as constitutive of system-J. Since these sub-systems
have a common logic of structure, from the standpoint of
system-K, -A,B;C can be correlated with system-I, even
though these elements are not esseﬁtially characterized
in relation to system-I.
Insofar as the correlation holds, 'A,B,C are said
to be both explicit constitutive elements of system-d,
‘and implicit constitutive elements of system-I. To
generalize, the implicit has a structure conditibning
_ the range of possible explicit structures which can be
validly correlated with it. In this sense, it can
readily be affirmed that "to analyze is to explicate the
1mpllclt."l
System K, then, provides a possible framework within
which the terms 'explicit' and 'implicit' haﬁe a defined .
essential relationship. An important projective misconstruction

results if a particular is characterized both as (a) having

l. [Ricoeur 3: 99].
Husserl admlts a related use of these tcrms "Dans

la simple perception, on dit que l'objet tout entier est donné
'explicitement' (explizite), chacune de ses parties (partie au
sens le plus large de ce mot) "implicitement' (implizite).
La totalité des objets qui peuvent etre donnés explicitement
ou_implicitement dans de simples perceptions constitue la {
sphere des objets sensibles dans sa plus vaste extension. [RL
III 647 185; his italics]
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an "implicit" structure of a certain sort, and as (b)

having such a stric ture out of connection to system K. To
say of a'particular that it has’'a certain character
implicitly, while reference to systems J and K, to which
"implicit-predication®™ is necessarily relative, is denied or
implicitly neglected, - to méintain this, immediately gives.

way to an inconsistent and absurd misconstruction. Such

‘a misconstruction will be termed a 'projection of the

implicit.'L

‘ Condition (1) above specifies that a particular is to
be ensidered as dislocated from its essential contextual
relativity. Condition (2) specifies that this -dislocation
is to be formulated in the form of an.assertion of the
autonomy of the particular from its coniextc' Condition (1)
can be seen to deny® the possibility of the particular
by separating the particliilar from the context necessary
for its possibility.3 This is an outright contradiction.

Condition (2) asserts the particular while excluding the

grounds for its possibility. This formulation is necessarily

1. For an illustration of this type of misconstruction,
see [RL III 648 186].

2. Such a denial has been called "self-referentially
3nconsistent." Cf. [Fitch l: 217-225]. See also below
106.

3. This separation is strictly speaking of course
impossible; from the standpoint of de-projective analysis it
must consequently be considered a mistaken "separation.”
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meaningless.l

It is significant again to note that the charactér-of
necessary contradiction and meaninglessness of coordinations
satisfying conditions (1) and (2) is a consequence of the
ordering system of the logic of structure of the context. The

fact that the explicit formulation of a projection is

contradictory and absurd is required by the syntactics of

-the coordinating system itself. The determination of

a formulation as being contradictory and absurd is itself
possible only by virtue of the lqic of structure of the
context within which the formulation is considered.? Thus

the inconsistent and absurd character of a misconstruction

is entirely relative to a given context. A region constituted
by such contexts will be said to have a 'projective

constitution.'3

1. Husserl dit que les parties d'un contenu "sont
inconcevables en dehors de toute connexioneee. Il...est
[(un] truisme 'analytique' d'aprés lequel une partie comme
telle ne pourrait exister sarms un tout dont elle serait la
partie. Ce serait une 'contradiction', c'est-a-dire un
contresens 'formel', 'analytique', de prétendre qu'une
chose est une partie guand il manque un tout qui aille avec
elle.” [RL II.2 iii §11 37]

2.A See p. h8, ne 3.

3. It is possible to represent axiomatically the
foundations of such a region. The present study provides

“the theoretical basis for such an undertaking. It will suffice

to note here that certain projective misconstructions are
possible only after one or more projections are assumede.
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From the standpoint of a group of systems having a
common logic of structure, a given essential relation
constituted relative to this logic of structure is said to

be c¢ovariant over the group.l The explicit characterization

of that relation out of connection to the context
conditioning its possibility (here! the group over which it
is covariant) constitutes a type of misconstruction which
will here be termed 'projection of covariance'.

Now, the elimination of projections follows according
to the rules given in the coordinating striucture of the
context within which the projection occurs.® There are
three distinct moments of analysis which are priér to the
de-projective correction of the misconstruction. (a) The
constitution of the logic of structure of the context must
be adequately described. This description must specify
the essential restrictions imposed by the logic of structure
upon poésible coordinations. (b) The assertion involved‘
in the projective misconstruction must be explicitly
formulated. The formulation will specify the nature of
the projective demand by designating the asserted autonomy
of a particular from its context. ({c) The opposition of

the projective demand to the rules of sense and .truth of

l. It is immediately evident that in a projectively
constituted region, an axiomatically primitive projection is
covariant over that regione.

2. The elimination of projections therefore also follows
rules for coherent parametric analysis. For example, "(1) that
parameters...must be unambiguously defined and (2).the limits
of their variability, hence their application and extension,
must not be violated.” ([Buchanan 1: 176]
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the context must be verified to result in a contradictory and
meéningless formulation.

Together, these preliminary analyses render explicit
the constitutive structure of the given context and demonstrate
that reference to the particular in question must at once
be a necessary reference to ﬁﬁose constitutive elements
-guaranteeing the possibility of the particular. The de-
projective analysis is completed with (d) a reconciliation
of the logic of structure described in (a) with the
céordination which was originally not in accordance with
this structure. This final phase of de-projection

therefore involves a correction of the projective

coordination, imposing upon the coordination regulation
according to the contextual syntax, necessary for
contextual reference.

It should be élear that this treatment is possible only
for cases which are but partiai deviations from—the logic of
structure of the context. 'This is, however, a necessary
restriction, for only cases which yet remain under sufficient
organization according to rule are identifiable as
"coordinations®.l A complete departure from the organizing

logic of structure would not be so identifiable, and would

1. The conditions necessary for a "sufficient
organization according to rule' cannot be deduced at this
point, and must be postponed for the treatment of particular

case-analyses.
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not therefore qualify as a "projection".
(a) and (b), respective formulations of the contextual
syntactics and projective demandl, will be called the initial

de~projective phase of analysis. (c) involves a comparison

_between the projective assertion and the restrictions
prescribed by the logic of structure of the context. It

may be considered the diagnostic phase of de-projection.

(d) involves the correction of the projective coordination
by the imposition of the syntactical restrictions. (d) may

be called the corrective phase of de-projection.

The rule according to which de-projection follows
may now be formulated. When certain definite restrictions
are prescribed by the context in question and these .
restrictions are necessary for the possibiljty of valid
references within that context, all valid coordinations
within the context must be in accordance with these
restricﬁions. This statement is tautological; it has the
form?

[k(x)>j(x) ] [J(x)oi(x) ] [kix)> i(x)].

This expression must be true for all cases. (Logical
case analysis may be used to demonstrate this fact.) It has
the character of a logical law, and it therefore legitimatés
the transition from phases (a) and (b) to the diagnostic

phase of de-projection. Since, as a directive, the above

1. A full treatment of the nature of the projective
demand requires the introduction of .certain semantic notions
necessary for a de-projective analysis of volition. See 2.7,
po 2730 . -

2. Recall that a multi-particular context of the I-J-K
type is necessary for projective coordination.
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rule leads necessarily to true cases, the corrective phase
of de-projection is justified.
Consequently, de-projection can be considered to be

1 in which

a tautological restrictive formation operation
a given coordination is required to conform to the logic
of structure of the coordinaﬁing system necessary for
the possibility of the coordination. De-projection can
be considered tautological operator only on the bésis
of satisfying specific conditions entailed by the
character of a tautdlogy. It must rely, therefore, upon
a rule of verification, which cannot be truth-functional,
It is reliable, and the wish to justify this basis of
de~-projection must take the form of an inconsistant
and meaningless demand. (Such a wish exemplifies a
projective misconstruction.)

Since the corrective phase of de-projection results in
a re-affirmation of the logic of structure from the stand-
point of the given coordination, the tautologous character
of de-projection implies an analytic relation between the
syntactical character of the corrected coordinaﬁion and
the syntactics of the context proper to that coordination.

Consequently, de-projection can be considered a tautological

1. 'Operation' is taken here in the general sense of
“the expression of a relation between the structure of its
result and its bases." [Wittgenstein 1: 5.22] Cf. [LFLT § 13c 74,
$73 250]. See below, pp. 108, 116. '
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. operation implicating an analytic relation.l

Any given coordination is essentially.relative to' its
coordinate system. The logic of structure of this system
may have a range of application greater or the same as
that of the coordination, the possibility of whose relational.
character it guarantees. In the former case, the relation
between coordination and coordinate system is one of logical
equisignificance; in the latter case in whigh the ranges of
application are egual, the relation is one of tautological
equivalence. It is by virtue of contextual relativity that
a de-projectively corrected coordination can be consiaered
equipbllent to its propér coordinating system.

1ere t0 note that de-projective analysis

- ~ - L=

It is of interest
provides the foundation for certain features of ”diménsional
analysis."2 ‘Given a set of elements which are to be
functionally related, dimensional analysis can be characterized
as a method of analysis which yields certain informatién
about the necegsary properties of relations deducible from
formal manipuiations with the elements. It is not. necessary
to express the functional relation in great detail, but only

in sufficient detail to enumerate the elements which enter

into the relation.

l. This is reminiscent of the fact that the statement
‘the Forms of Sensibility and the Categories together provide
the necessary foundation for the objective determination of
possible experience?! is analytic. Cf. [Kant 1l: B 526ff].

2. A brief and purely formal description of dimensional

analysis is given here. For a more detailed account, see [Bridgman

1 J, [Campbell 1], [GeN. Lewis 1], [Lodge 1], [Ipsen 1], and
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In dimensional analysis, these elements ars usually
measurable quantities 6n which depend certain significant
relations, for example, the relation between mass and
acceleration. Once all the qﬁantities have been ligted which
are thought to be essential to the indicated relation,
they are combined into a functiq?al relation so that the
relation in question obtains irrespective of variation in
the size (although not in the character) of the units of
measurement. A function of such a form is called a
'complete equation'.l

Dimensional analysis applies only to functions of this
form. A complete equatioh will comprise a definite number
of measurable quantities, certain factors (dimensional constants)
invariant in form (alﬁhough not in magnitude) relative to
variability in the measurable quantities, and a prescribed
system of fundamental units within which the equation is
valide A dimensional constant exﬁresses a relation which
obtains ovef the entire domain of the function - a relation
which is, in other words, sufficiently universal as to
characterize all instantiations of variables of the function.

A dimensional constant shows itself in an equation as a

[(Huntley 1].

For the mathematical foundatlons of dimensional analysis,
see [Quade 1] and [Saint-Guilhem 1].

For a detailed treatment of dimensional analysis and
gimilarity theory, cf. [Sedov 1] and [Gukhman 1l]. The latter
contains a good investigation of dimensional analysis in terms
of the theory of parameters.

l. See [Buckingham 1: 345].



factor of proportionality constituting an explicit statement
of the invariant relation.

The advantage of dimensional analysis is that it is
able to give certain information about the functional
relatedness of a system which can bhe so complicatéd that
detailed methods of analysis are not applicable.

Now, a complete equation which holds for all changes
in the size of the fundamental units so’long as these units
are units of a certain kind, doesgs no longer hold, and is
absurd, in another system of units in which units of another
sort aré primitive. Such a meaningless formulationt might
‘be called a *dimensional projection'. )

The canplete equation of dimensional analysis can be

compared to the loglc of sgtructure of a context by noting the

following: The general coordinative functional relations of a

context, including, in particular, the varicus o-series

of the context, constitute the logic of sgstruacture of the
context. When this general structure is taken in relation

to possible contexts similar in logic of structure to the
first, there results a complete and adequate expreqsion—of
the necessary.constitutive structure of those contexts, which
provide for the posgibility of identifying reference to

o-gseries of similar organization. An o-geries of a certain

l. Bridgman's assertion of the meaninglessness of such
a formulation is undemonstrated. See [Bridgman 1: 37].
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type, appearing within two contextual sub-systems, may be
said to represent'analogously what is meant by the term
'dimensional constant?.

It has been noted that de-projective analysis renders
an incomplete and incorrect formulation complete (the de-
projected formulation is true over the range of variability
of the function) and correct (thé de-projected forﬁulation
accords with the restrictive, regulative rules of the given
context, and is thus valid). Dimensional analysis, on the
other hand, is largely concerned with the study of completely
and correctly formulated expressions, with particular care

paid to the nature of the dimensional constants, where the

| =

nature.
Dimensional analysis, then, is in the nature of

a theory of analysis of functional relations which have

the character of laws over a defiped range of application.

It seeks first to enumerate the elements constitutive

of a certain functional organization, and, second, to give

infarmation concerning formally invariant relations

essential to ihat organigation. As such, it bears strong

similarities to the first phase of de-projection. It further

takes note of the necessary relativity of complete equations

to their respective systems of fundamental units, and

l. [Bridgman 1l: 91f].
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" consequently limits the validity of a complete equation

to its proper system. Although this restriction is
suggested rather than shown, it is basic to the corrective
phase of de-projection.

The similarity of portions of de-projective
methodology with that of dimensional analysis indicates
that-dimensional analysis, in its mosﬁ general form, finds
its necessary foundation in the relations of essential
relativity upon which depends the approach basic to
de-projections

It was stated earlierl that de-projection follows

according to the principle of minimum assumption.2 This

is true in two senses: (1) a description of the constitutive
structures of a context is a description of those and only
those particular constitutive elements without which the
context would be impossible. The description is necessarily
limited to the specific constitutive elements‘satisfying

this condition, and thus only the minimum number of elements

1. Cf. p. 23.

2. After [Kapp 1]. This principle has been known by
many names: ‘'Occam's razor' (“Pluritas non est ponenda sine
necessitate”; "frustra fit per plura quod potest fieri per
pauciora”). See (Occam l: xxf] 'The principle of the
economy of thought'. [Mach 1], [RL I § 52 208; & 54 219; § 56
224] 'The hypothesis of simplicity' in Quine, Reichenbach, and
others. '
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necessary for the possibility of the context are considered.l

When a gfoup of elements that do not condition the
possibility of the context is included among those described:
as constitutive in a de-projective analysis of that context,
an incorrect analysis results.2 It will be recalled that a
de-projective description is verified correct when it is |

shown to accord with the rules of sense and truth of the

3

context.
(2) The tautological character of de-projection
guarantees against the possible introduction of error.k

Since it is empty of content, it assumes no content, and

1. Such a "minimal de-projective description®
corresponds to a kind of "maximal model® in Hilbert's sense.
Cf. [Hilbert 1l: Anhang VI] See also [S. Bachelard 1: 121ff].

2. "™Occam's maxim is, of course, not an arbitrary
rule, nor one that is justified by its success in practice:
its point is that unnecessary units in a sign-language meah
nothing." [Wittgenstein 1: 5.47321] YIf a sign is useless,
it is meaningless. That is the point of Occam's maxim."
[Wittgenstein 1: 3.328] '"We are...told something about the
world by the fact that it can be described more simply with
one system...than with another.” [Wittgenstein l: 6.342]

3. See above, p. 72. Occam argues that "[w]e must
not affirm that something is necessarily required for the
explanation of an effect, if we are not led by a reason
proceeding either from a truth known by itself, or from
an experience that is certain.” [Occam 1l: xx]

ke Cf. (7), pe 6k
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is literally a minimal postulation.

It might therefore be suggested that de-projection is,
in some sense, "presuppositionless", since it essentially
restricts analyses in the manner of minimum ésqumption and
does not introduce a positive content. To this, the
following can be replied: -

First, valid de-projective analysis is purely
descriptive in that there can be no hypothetical inference
or a fictitious posulation of sémething not given, but,
from the standpoint of the functional organization of a
defined context, its relativistic éonstitution is explicated.

The constitution of thé.contpxt, its logic of structure,
etc., consists in a.matrix of basic relations which show
a certain behavior.t If desired, the constitution of the
context may be taken as- “given" or "presupposed.” However,.
it will be convenient here to say of the constitution of
a context that it is "given', while "presupposition'! will
be defined &s having the sense of a structure so constituted
as to entail a projection when its denial is asserted ;n

a given system.2

1. On the elimination of the basic relations of a
system, see [Carnapl: & 153 235]

2. In the main, this definition follows [Fitch 1:
221]: "'presupposition' often seems to mean some hypothesis
that cannot be systematically denied without in some sense
being already assumed. The very denial itself, or sone
important aspect of it, or some assumption or method involved
in presenting it and defending it, constitutes an exception to
the denial. A presupposition might be defined as an assumption
whose denial is self- referentlally inconsistent.”



Consequently, de-projection is empirical (it affirms
a given, and is cénstituted in relation to that given) and
is purely descriptive, while its presuppositions are to be
found in the essentially relativistic character of the given.
The following chapter is an exploration which continues

in that direction.
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VALENCES



VALENCES

A humber of different structures have so far been
considered - systems permitting reference to a particular or
group of particulars, systems madé up of a group of such
systems, systems which under analysis are characterized by a
logié of structure of the lirst 5rder, or of the second order,
etc. These structures have been inspected with a view toward
rendering explicit their corresponding constitutive logics
of structure. For instance,. a partiaclar is found to require
for its possiblility that of a certain structure. It is

impossible, in other words, for the partiuular to be possible

ure is not.} Once the possibility of the

x’f

while that stru
structure is established, so is that of the particular in
question. It is impossible for this structure to be possible
while the particular is impossible. This type 6f analysis
imnediately raises the question'concerning what shall here

be called 'the limits of the possible.' These limits are
said to be detégmined once a complete description has been
made of the structures necessary for the possibllity of a-

given particulare.

l. "...if a thing can occur in a state of affairs, the
possibili ty of the state of affairs must be written into the
thing itself.” [Wittgenstein 1l: 2.012] See also [Wittgenstein
1: 2.0k, 3.13].
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What is characterized as possible from the standpoint of -
the context of a particular will be limited by the structures
which condition the possibility of the particular itself. |
These limivs of possibility will vary according to the
particular in question. Put differently, the constitution
of a particular is at once the constitution of a set of
possibilities. The logic of stfﬁcture constitutive of a given
cohtext prescribes a certain range of coordinative possibilities.

As already notedl, identifying reference ﬁo a particular
is achieved through coofdinate;specification. This specification
of tﬁe determinants of reference to a particular may take the
form of an explicit description of the first-order references

originating in the structure of the given particular. Whether’

¢

or not these first-order references have a uni- or multi-
vector constitution, an enumeration of the references
essential to the first-order context they comprise will
ultimately involve an indeterminate number of references
which in principle range over.con£exts of ascending orderse.
It is important to note that each of the orders of reference

admits of a defined range of possible correlations.

For example, an initial group of three particulars
establishes a defined range of possible relations between one
particular and the remaining paixu? There are three such

possible correlations, each of which will be analyzable in terms

1. 6 1.3.
2. See [RL II.2 iii § 16 49].
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of the distinct vector-cortitution of each triad so formed.
These three possible correlations are consequently said to be
essential to a description of first-order vector-constitution.
Should each of the abovementioned partculars bear a second-
order reference to a fourth, an analysis in terms of triad-

formations will indicate twelve possible correlations between

‘a single particular and a remaining pair. These twelve

possible correlations are thus essential to a description of
the second-order vector~constitution of the initial context.
The peculiar kind of functional constitution relating

to the necessary foundation for possible correlations will be

~termed ‘valeénce-constitution.? A valence, as a result, is

to be considered a coordinate-structure prescribing a range of'
possible correlations for the particular identifyingly
referred to by means of specification of the coordinate(s)

in question.

It should be clear that a particular can have a
valence-constitution only if it can also have a vector-
constitution. The reason for this is quite simple: Dboth
self-identity of a particular as well as aggregation of "’
particulars in groups have a vector-constitution. A valence
prescribes the limits of the set of possible correlations
which a particular or set of particulars bears to other
particulars or sets of particulars. The notion of valence is,
as a result, essentiallyhbound to, and, in some sense, can be

subsumed under, the concept of vector.



e R - e et 4 g -

Thus, there will be some occasions when it will be useful

to speak of function-valences and of yalence-functions of

hicher order. The distinction between these is similar to

that between function-vectors and vector-fundions of higher
order. 'Function-valences® will apply specifically to

the mstitutive referential character of a particular to
the set of possible correlations oetween that particular
and other particulars. The term 'valenco' has so far been
used in this sense. It is important also to take note of
coordinate~systems which provide the foundation necessary .

for identifying reference to sets of posgsibilities involved

in a multiplicity of particular-contexts. -Such referential

)

systems will be called 'valence~-functions of higher order.'
The range of possibilities constitutive of a particular
includes (1) those which are actually involved in the first-
order functional organization of the particular, as opposed
to (2) those which are "empty possibilities™ - namely, those
for which explicit foundation is lacking from the standpoint
of the system entailed by a given particular.l The latter can
be called *possibilities" strictly speaking only in relation
to another coordinating system which allows for identifying
reference to them in terms similar to (1) above. The term
'valence' is further restricted so as to include (1) while

excluding the case of "empty possibilities.”

. lo Cfo [MC 81"'82]0
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A valeﬁce is consequently definite® " in that it delimits,
for a given particular, a set of correlations, all of which
meet the conditions for valid coordination. A group of valences
of a particular formsa sort of "halo of possibilities™®,
which constitutes a constellation of values of combination
and‘correlatidn which hold for that particular.

The sense in which a set of possibilities is essentially
tied to a particular can be further defined by noting that
the term 'possible'! refers to the logical conditions of
valid coordinationB, or again, to the ideal conditions of

a given particular or set of particulars,4 Still more-generally,

 pogsibility may be taken to determine the sense of consistency

which obtains for a system: a given group of elements
belonging to a certain system may be, or fail to be, consistent

with another group. The4consistency boundary conditions are

l. Following [Carnmap 1] and [Curry l]. ' ,
I call a character definite if and only if a finite process is .
given whereby, in any specific case, it may be determined whether
that character obtains in its range of significance.

2. After Husserl, who speaks of "halos® or "horizons"
as "potentialités pré-tracées.” Sece [MC 82f)] and [PCIT 629 811].

3. See [Reichenbach 1: 47].
L+ "La possibilité (ou réalité) originaire est la

validité, l'existence idéale d'une espéce; du moins est-elle
ainsi pleinement garantie.’ [RL III Q31 133}
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those which delimit'the set of combinations possible within that
system.l The valence-constitution of a particular can there-
fore be regarded as establishing such *“consistency boundar&
conditions’ for the logic of structure of that particular.
Thus, research into the grounds of possibility of any
systematic organization will be specifically oriented so as
to describe those structures which provide the foundation
for consistent identifying reference, for valid coordination.
Transcendental analysis of this kind has in the past lacked
a general theory of possibility, and has consequently remained
obscure in its foundations. In the main, studies of
conditiohs of possibility have been restricted to descriptions
of constitutive structures of the first-order. That is to say,
a giﬁen system is considered with a view toward determining
the structures which are necessary in order for the system
itself to be possible, but the foundation necessafy for the
(second-order) possibility of these structures remains
uniclarified. |
As a result, transcendental analysis is distinguished

according to the modal order of its framework, i.e., according

to the order of possibility, the foundation for which is to

be determined. The general case is expressed in the idea

1. ([Fitch 1: 75)] defines p o g ;O[p_/\_q], where 'o!
here reads '...is consistent with...' and the symbol for
possibility is '"§'. CI. also [Lewis and Langford 1l: 123].

Husserl [RL III §31 133] similarly refers to validité as
"conciliabilité avec elle-m@me.”
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of an n-valent _modal foundation, where each successive order

of possibility is the essential foundation for its predecessors A
" A series of ascendihg modal orders then permits a kind of map
of the sense of consistency which obtains for the corresponding
series of transcendental systcms,

If, for a given system S0 certain struétures are
found to condtion the consistency (possibility) of S,, then
there is a system 3] permitting reference to those consistency
conditions. Similarly, Sy, allows for identifying reference
to the constitutive structure of S;. S, an n-valent modal
system, provides the reépectiVe foundations for the logics
of structure of systems S,_1, ee» 5 S, 515 Sy- The valence-
constitution of S, establishes the logical conditions of
valid coordination for systems S, 15 eee; 82, S1s S, iﬁ the
sense of articulating the ideal conditions for consistency
in these systan s.

It should be evident that the gamut of possibilities
indissociable from a given particular, expressed in its
valence~-constitution, may be of a sort which ‘is e&ther bi-
or plurivalent in its logic of structure. That is to say,
two or more distinct modal values are correspondingly
possible in the context of that particular. For example, a

system may be bi-valent as to truth-value (where only the two

1. Such a series forms of a kind of "nested sequence.”
[Menger 2: 82f]. See above, p. 53n; [S. Bachelard 1: 108J.°
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values of "true" or "false" are possible), or plurivalent
(in which case, the law of the excluded middle is inapplicable,

and values other than "true" and "false' are admissible, e.g.,

"wn n o

"probability of such-and-such degrée, necessity,” "possible

L.

" etce.

necessity,
Such "mixed modal chains" as "the possibility of the
necessity of ...",; "the neceésity of the possibility of. ...",
"the possibility of the possibility of the necessity of «..",
etc., deserve some comment at this point.2 The claim (i) fhat
X might be at Y (it is possible that X is at Y) is falsifiable
in the case where X is in fact at Z, not Y. It makes né'%ense"
then to assert, uhqualified, the truth of the claim that it
is possible that X is at Y. On the other hand, the claim
(1i) that it is possible that X might be (or might rather have
been) at Y is not falsified by the mere fact that X is not at

Y. The two assertions have the following forms:

(1)
032 (;i)

The lengthened modal chain in (ii) results in a restriction

of the conditions under which the nroposition can be falsified.

The general thesis can now be put forth, that (a) the proposition

formed through an extension of a homogeneous.chain of possibility-

1. See [Von Wright 1] and [Feys 1].

2. Only a brief account is permitted here. A full
development of the problem of extended mixed and unmixed modal
chains and foundational analysis will have to be put aside for
later studies. Such chains are also termed ‘multiple modalit;es .

Cf. [Feys and Fitch 13 & lhob 423 § 14.53 43-4]s



101

modifiers which prefix it, is not in contradiction with
propositions prefixed by sﬁorter chains of the same sort, and
(b) such an extension of'the chain of possibility-modifiers
results in a proportionally increased restriction:-of the
conditions of falsifiability of the proposition so modified.
In the most general case, expreésed by a proposition preceded
by a (nested) sequence of n possibility-modifiers, the
conditions of falsifiability of the proposition tend toward
maximum restriction. It is interesting to note that in the
limit, a non-falsifiable proposition results according to this
argument.l |

A similar argument can be~dcveloped for necessity-
modifiers, in reverse: the addition of necessity- modifiers
before a given proposition entails the assertion of further
claims which require stronger support than does the unmodified
proposition. A proposition prefixed by n necessity-
modifiers asserts a claim weaker than that asserted by the

same proposition prefixed by n+l necessity-—modifiers.2

1. It would be significant to show whether it can be
argued that a chain of n possibility-modifiers is synonymous with
the initial, unmodified proposition. (Where n cannot be reached in
a finite number of steps.§
2. Both arguments above can be formulated in terms of the
following modal rules: ' :
(a) It is permissible when given a series

(@ a o op] (1)
n n"l n-2 se oo e 1

to conclude

(o o ap]
n-1l n-2< eenee . L
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In sumnary, the task of transcendental analysis is
clarified by noting its essential relation to studies of the
valence-constitution of the structures whose foundation is

to be described. The framework within which a certain kind of

A

transcendental analysis is situated may have a simple or a
very complex constitution as the orders of poséibility which -
are investigated are simple or éOmplex. It is the goal

of this type of analysis to render explicit the structures
upon which consistency, and thus validity of coordination,

depends.

(b) It is not permissible when given a series
of form (1) to conclude .

= oD o opl.
~n+l n n"l s o uveovcee l

(c) It is permissible when given a series

' (2)
¢ ¢ ¢ %pj

n n-l n-2 eesooee0
to conclude

(¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ pl.
1

n+l n n—l oo 0000w

(d) It is not permissible when given a series .
.of form (2) to conclude

(¢ ¢ ¢pl.
1

n“l n-2 S0 ewvers

Both (a) and (b) follow Lewis and Lagford's system S2 [Lewis

and Langford$500]. Both (c) and (d) follow Fitch's rule of
possibility introduction [Fitchi7l]. (b) and (d) respectively
deny Lewis and Langford's system Sk [Lewis amnd LangfordiSOl], and
Fitch's assertion that 00p=30p, since this requires the hypothesis
of §p v “Qp, which is inadmissible in a plurivalent system.

See [Fltch177J

A partial discussion of extended modal chains will be found
in [Von Wright 1:esp. 61£f].



It will be the object of the following chapter to
investigate how a system can provide the explic it foundation

for its own possibility.
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Section 1.6

THE LOGIC OF STRUCTURE OF THE SPACE-
TIME MANIFOLD
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THE LOGIC OF STRUCTURE OF
THE SPACE-TIME MANIFOLD

The development of the notion of a system which provides
its own transcendental foundation will involve the discussion
of various issues: firét, the logic of structure of a field
or region of generalized forﬁ will be described. Second, the
notion of "relativity"™ will be treated in greater detail
than was possible in previous analyses. The two problems
of the generalized field and of the nature of relativity will
lead into the sequence of ideas pertaining to relativistic
recurvature, completeness, indeterminacy and complementarity,

and continuity and disgcontinuity.

By 'the ldgic of structure of a field of generalized form'
is meant the formal constitutive structure of an arbitrary
collection of particulars. For reasons given later, the
generalized field, the necessary foundation of which is here

to be investigated, will be called the fgpace-time manifold.td

1. In this chapter, 'space', 'time', 'space-time', and
similar terms refer to certain formal patterns of order, and
should be taken here only in a purely logical sense. Any ¢
association of these terms with *physical space', 'physical time',
'physical space-time' will result in confusion. The latter will
be discussed in ¢ 2.1, |
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The structure of a given particular (or group of parti-
culars) involves the constitution of é set of possibilities.
The context of the particular is determined by the aggregate
of its features, where the necessary foundation for

identifyihg reference to this aggregate is provided by the

coordinate system from the standpoint of which identifying

reference is made to the particular. It will further be

‘recalled that all the members of this aggregate have common

coordinates: there is a coordinate family which unifies

the totality of explicit references to the given particular.l
Consequently, any member of the aggregate is essentially
constituted by reference at least to its adjacent-members,
and belongs to a general o-series, characterized by a
sequential rule of order.2

An o-series will be said to express temporal order when

(i) the rule of order constitutive of the o-series involves
one successor—function3 (ii) restricted to a single range of

variabilityh over values all of which (iii) bear similarity-

1. Pp. 30, 38ff.
2. P. 39.

3. See [Russell 4: 23f, 35], [Halmos l: 43f, 55],
[Kleene 1: §¢ 6, 7, 12, 43, Lh], [Stoll 1: 57, 298f]. This
function, in’connection with temporal order, can be taken
as based upon the operation of '...less than...', or, what
is closely related, that of '...earlier than...'. Cf.
[Goodman 2: 132, 284f] and- [Carnap l: §§ 78, 108].

LF- P‘P. l{—Ofo . ' -
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relations to one another. When these conditions are met, it

is possible to describe certain members of the series aé members .
which "come before" other members which "come after.” It is
clear from the definition of an o-series'that it is éssential;y
tenporal. |

An o-series will be said to express spatial order when

(i) the o-series expresses implicitly or exblictly temporal
order1 and (ii') involves one or more sﬁccessor-functions
in addition to and other than that included under (i'), where
each successor-function is restricted to a range of variability
over values which (iii’) bear similarity-relations to one
another, and which satisfy the further condition (iv') that
with sach additional successor-fuinction under (iif) is
associated a different range of variability such that no
value in one range of variability is élso a value in another
range of variabillity.

It follows that both (lOgibal) space and (logical) time
are'order schemata«? |

A particular or group of particulars belonging to a given
o-series "inherits" the order-structure of the o-series. It is

clear that a particular is possible if and only if the o-series

l. The view that spatial order iﬁvolves temporal order has

been held by many authors, and in particular those of the Kantian
tradition. For a more recent example, see [Whitehead Z: 330}

and [Mehlberg 1].
2. "...space and time become what is called in modern
logistics special instances of serial order which are generated
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to which it belongs is also possible. Thus, all particulars
; N are temporally ordered (all o-series have a temporal order).
f It follows that the structure of time is one with the

structure of any group of particulars. The structure of space

is one with the structure of any group of particulars the
constitution of which involves valences of various distinct
kinds (i.ee.p, a plurality of sets of possibilities such that
for any two sets there is no common modal value) .t
| The order-structure of a particular is expressed in
the form of the o-series to which the particular belongs.
Whether or not the nature of the o-series is temporal, or
spatial, as well, the form of the o-series is in part
dependent. upon the sucpessor-function which determines the
“' series. The role which the successor-function plays in
the determination of the form of an o-series can be thought
of in the following manner: the successor-function guarantees
' | the successive applicability of a-rule which describes the
character of the "next" element in the series. As already

indicated, an o-sgseries is recursively defined, that is,; an

by succeu31ve applications of relation forms to a manifold of
parts.” [Buchanan l: 124] Cf. [Reichenbach 1: 8], [Carnap l:

9% 87, 107].

l. The argument here is reminiscent of Wittgenstein®s
proposition that "we are quite unable to imagine spatial objects
outside space or temporal objects outside timesss."” [Wittgenstein 1:
2.0121] "Each thing is, as it were, in a space of possible utatps
of affairs. ...l cannot imagine the thing without the space.”

[ Wittgenstein 1: 2.013].

I take the opportunity here to point cut that the sets of

possibilities mentioned above provide the foundation for what
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element or set of elements of the series is given, together
with a procedure which determines the next term out of
its predecessor.l An o-series is termed 'recursive' when a
recursive defition is constitutive of the series.

Now, 'relativity', as already indicated, }s to
be interpreted in the sense of 'relative to a certain
framework or definitional system'.2 In this sense,

a given logic of structure is said to be relative

3

to the group of particulars over which it is covariant.

are otherwise known as "forms of dimensional order®. A
2-dimensional ‘spatial manifold will have two such sets, a
3-dimensional spatigl manifold will have three such sets, etc.

l. *"The definition is first given for the simplest
Cases.se;y and tLhen, assumig it to be given for cases of a
certain complexity, the definition is given for cases of
greater complexity which in some sense presuppose the
definition or definitions for the less complex cnes. The
definitions for the more complex cases presuppose or refer
back to or recur to the definitions for the simpler ones.
In this way all possible cases are covered.” [Martin 1: 4]

On recursive definition, see [Curry l: 11, 57],
[Wittgenstein 1: 4.1273], [Tarski 2: 63], [Kleene is ¢ 437
It is evident that recursion, iteration, and re-identifiability
are closely linked. For several remarks on this and
related matters, cf. [Strawson 1], [LFLT & 11 59; 6 13c 75;
& 74 2543 Appendice II § 1 407], [S. Bachelard.l: 69].

2. See [Reichenbach 3b: 295].

3. GCf. p. 8l. Similarly, notions of semiotic are
contextually relative. See [Ajdukiewicz 1: 1],
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" Accordingly, the phrase 'is relative to' refers to an essential

functional dependence-relation, such that if two particulars
are so related, a projection results when an identifying
reference isg made to either out of essential connection to

the other.l Particulars related in this way are esgsentially

relative to one another.2

1. Husserl [RL II.2 iii g@ 3-4 12ff] speaks of "une
dépendance fonctionelle,”™ but hé does not bring the notion to
recision. In a somewhat different context, he speaks of
‘parties dépendentes®™: ¥Quand une partie se trouve dans un
ensenble régi par une loi idéale et non simplement de fait, elle
est dépendente; car, dire quun tel ensemble est régi par une
loi signifie seulement qu'une partie de telle ou telle espéce,
guant a son essence pure, en vertu d'une loi, ne peut exister
qufen connexion avec certaines parties de telles ou telles
espéces correspondantes.® [RL II.2 iii & 10 34] ®Nous appelons
dépendant _dans le tout G [ein Ganzes] eft relativemsnt a Jul, ou

DR e

relativement a l'ensemble total de contenus déterminé par G,
chacun de ses contenus partiels qui ne peut exister que comme
partie, et cela seulement en tant que partie d'une espéce de
tout qui soit représentée dans cet ensemble.” [RL II.l ii ¢ 4l
254£], [RL IX1.2 iii § 1, 83 § 3, 113 & L, 15; 5, 16f, 18;

§ 7y 235 & 13, 423 § Lk, 45376 22 (I¥C éd.) 3341, and [RL II.2
iv,§ 7 104]. Cfo [ Stumpf l: 113].

Note should be made that relativity, in the context of
the present research, has nothing to do with a provisional
character of analysis. There is nothing provisional in analyses
of relativistic constitution. The opposite use of.the term
'relativity® is to be found, ee.ge, in [RL I § 34 124] and
[LFLT § 102 360]. - :

2. Husserl likewise speaks of *le conditionnement réciproque
des corrélatifs en général.” [RL II.2 iii ¢ 11 38] Related is
his concept of "un tout¥: YPar tout nous entendons un ensemble
de contenus gui admettent une fondation unitairs, et cela sans
le secours d'autres contenus.” [RL LI.2 iii ¢ <L 61]
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Insofar as a system contains the necessary grounds for

its possibility, the system has a relativistic constitution.

The question which claims’a direct path to an investigation

of relativistic constitution is the question, ‘What structures
provide for the possibility of self-reference, or again, for

the possibility of self-evidence or auto—justification?'l In
particular, the formal basis for both self-identity and evidence

in the formal mathematical disciplines is to be found in

relativistic constitution.2

It will be recalled that earlier’ the condition was set
down that "reference to A implies that A is identifyingly
referred to from a standpoint other than that of the particular

context to which A belongs.” The point has been reached where

1. In [LFLT (eego, Intro. 4)], Husserl speaks of "l'esprit
de 1l'autojustification critigue.” He views logic as "l'auto
explication de la raigon purs elle-mBme, ou pour parler idéalement,
la science dans laquelle la raison pure théorique accomplit une
prise de-conscience de soi parfaite et sfobjective parfaitement
dans un systéme de principes. Dans cette prise de conscience, la
raison pure, et donc la logique, est renvoyée & elle-méme; l¥auto
explicitation de la raison pure est elle-méme manifestgtion
rationnelle et est justement sous la dépengance des principes qui
trouvent 1d leur explicitation.”™ [LFLT O 6 43-44]

2. The justification of this statement relies, in part,
upon the discussions of self-identify and of truth and evidence
in §& 1.3 and 2.k

3. See p. 38,
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this condition will no longer apply. Unlike the I-J system
which requires a ﬁore extensive system K for explicit reference
to relations obtaining between elements of s&stem—I and system-d,
self-reference is possible only in a system for which the

above condition does not hold.

From the standpoint of an I-J-K gystem, the sub-systems

are said to be gmbedded in a gzgggm (or systems} of higher ordar.l
Self-reference or reflexivity is therefore studied from an
intrinsic point of view, without reference to an embedment-
systgm.2 When a nested sequence of elements of a particular

are given in an intrinsically determined system, reflexive
references can be asgociated with these elements,

The logic of structure of a reflexive system conseqguently
does not in any sense.entail a meta-contextual constitution.3
N i .

However, due to vaéious paradoxes which can be derived in
self-referent systems; considerable research has gone into
formulating ways whereby these forms of inconsistency can be

avoided. The theory of types and semantic metatheory are the

l. Although a reflexive system can itself be included as
a relatively independent sub-system of a more extensive system.
This case will not Dbe significant in the discussion which
follows,

2., This is akin to Gaugs' gtudies of surfaces without
reference to a higher dimensional embedment-systeme. See [Schilpp
2 ¢ II 461] and [Tietze 1l: 322]. -

. 3. Again, in analogy to Gauss' iwork, the application of the
concept of (space) metric does not require an embedment in a
higher order dimensional space..
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1 . . .
strongest examples. The conclusions of both areas of investi-

gation has been to establish criteria by means of which a
hierarchy of systems of vérying referential richness can be
defined. |

The restrictive effect of both theories has been noted
by many researchers iﬁ the field. The theory of types would.
exclude important fields of research in higher mathematics,
while the theory itself has had its éhare of criticism. Studies

in semantic metatheory point toward the possible inconsistency

3

of any system2 which is semantically self-referent.

Attempts to avoid the restrictive effects of the theory
I3

of types have not as yet reached a clear and effective solution.

1. With regard to the theory of types, cf. [Russell 10:
I, él]. On semantic metatheory, see [Tarski 1] and [Carnap 4,
5, 6]

2. Within which arithmetic can be formulatede.

3. The argument [Tarski 1l: 164f], [Kemeny 1: 202], [Suppes
1: 11] shows for a variety of languages that if they permit
semantic self-reference (unconditionally and without qualification
by restrictive rules in the language - and this, I believe; is a
condition which deserves more than the slight attention given it),
- then a (semantic) paradox can be formulated in the language,
rendering the language inconsistent. Thus the expected result:
“[I]n order to formulate a comprehensive semantic theory for
a given language we must employ a second, stronger (or richer)
language.’” [Kemeny 1: 202] Note the way this is expressed in
(Suppes 1: 1l; my italics]: The semantic paradoxes arise "from
having available in the language expressions for referring to
other expressions in the language. Any language with such
unlimited means of expression is perforce inconsistent."

L. On the improvement of type theory, see [Ramsey 1] and,
more recently, [Fitch 1].

To my knowledge, little attempt has yet been made to further
investigate Tarski's results described in the preceding note. See-

n. 3, p. 113,
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~ Yet there has been no convincing argument against the notion of

a theory about the general nature of theories, or against the
idea of a science of the generai nature of sciences.* Suéh
a theory of theory or science of science is self-referent
insofar as it is part of its own subject-matter.2

Now, of necessity such a theory concerning the essential
structure of all theories will be capéble of referring to
its own semantic concepts (those constitutive of any theory)
and is to that extent semantically self-referent. The
suggestion méy then be made that when certain semantic principles
are established wﬁich, qonjoined to this sytem of maximum
theoretic generality, successfully avoid the (semantic) paradoxes,

a consistent system will result .’

l. In this connection, the following objection to the
theory of types is of interest: “...the theory of types requires
for its own statement the sort of inclusive generality that it
treats as meaningless. It is therefore gself-referentially
inconsistent.” [Fitch 1: 225]

2. In this, I follow [Fitchl: 228]: ™...a theory about
the general nature of theories can have no ordinal .leveleese.
Theories having no ordinal level will be said to be ‘vertical’
or 'non-ordinal' theories. . .

"If a theory is included in its owvn subject matter, we say
that it is a self-referential theory." Such a theory concerning
theories in general is articulated on the "level of maximum
theoretical generality." [Fitch 1: 223]

Husserl expresses the same idea, in skightly different
fashion: "Que la science qui se rapporte toute les sciences
en ce qui concerne leur forme, s'applique aussi eo ipso a elle-
méme, voild qui sonne d'une maniére paradoxale, mais qui ne
recéle aucune espéce d'incompatibilité. ...I1 en est de méme,
d*une maniére générale, de la régulation de Ia logique pure par
rapport & elle-méme.” [RL I § 42 174]

a
a

3. My reasons for considefing ﬁhis suggestion sound are
here very briefly outlined: According to [Tarski 1: 402]
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The logic of structure of such a reflexive system is

therefore of a totally intrinsic kind, i.e., sglf;reference in

(L) if a completely formalizable language is made to contain
its own semantics, within which the usual logical laws hold,

an inconeistent system results. He further maintains that

(2) Meoeovon with respect to formaligzed Jansuares of infinite
order, the congistent and correct use of the concept of truth
[(a semantic concept)] is rendered possible by iyncluding this
concept _in the svstem of vrimitive concepts of the metalansuage
and determining its fundamental properties bv means of the
axiomatic method (the question wnether the theory of truth
established in this way contains no contradiction remains for the
present undecided)."[Tarski 1: 266; his italics]

(3) "..Jwe are in a position to define the concept of
truth for any [formalized] language of finite or infinite order,
provided we take as the basis for our investigations a meta-
language of an order which is at least greater by 1 than
that of the language studied (an essential part is played here
by the presence of variableg of indefinite order in the
metalanguagel).¥ [Tarski 1@ 272] )

Three points may be made in response to Tarski®s claim
(L):s (A) If, in analogy to (2), certain well-known scmantic
principles, constructed in order to avoid derivation of semantic’
paradoxes, are included in the system of primitive operations
of the metalanguage, it secems posgsible that a semantically
self-referent system may result which preserves consistencye.
(What I have in mind here is this: just as the construction of
GSdel's proof suggests the pogsibility of “mirroring® meta-
mathematical statements about a sufficiently comprehensive
formal system in the system itself, so it may prove possible to
mirror or map the semantically restrictive principles in a
sufficiently comprehensive, self-referent formal meta-system.)
Cf. [Nagel & Newman 1: 63].) ) '

(B) If, in analogy to (3), variables of indefinite order,
which, as it were, "run through” all possible orders, are used
in conjunction with a semantically self-referent system of the
sort described in {A), it is possible that a scmantically self-
referent system will result which preserves consistency. (It
is interesting to note in passing that it is possible to.
construct the theory of sets and the whole of classical mathematics
on the basis provided by such a language of variables of indefinite
order. See [Skolem 3], [Zermelo 1], and [Tarski 1l: 27in].)

(C) Tarski®s claim (1) holds only if the following .
conditions are met: (i) the language or system must be capable
of complete formalization (see [Tarski 1: 166] for a characteri-
zation of this concept), (ii) the usual logical laws must hold in
" the language, (iii) the claim (1) holds over the entire group of
languages within whic h arithmetic can be expressed. Now, it is
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the system necessitates recourse to no higher order embedment-

system(s).

at present known that it is impossible to give a complete
formalization of advanced branches of logic.' (Cf. [Kemeny

1: 2043.) Second, it is possible that the usual
logical laws (e.g., of the system of Principia) hold over

only parts of the language, while they do not hold over

the  language, considered generally. (This point I hope to treat
at some length in connecticn with a complex field of research
to which, for want of an available term, I refer to by the

name ‘dimensionology.') Third, condition (iii) has, to my
knowledge, not yet been given rigorous proof. :

By way of further support for the suggestion considered
here, I take the opportunity to note at this point the work
undertaken in [ Martin '1 J. In connection with Tarski's
claims (1), (2), and (3) above, Martin remarks: "Nothing that has
been said here rules out the possibility that a semantical
meta-language of another kind could be constructed in which
the semantical paradoxes would not arise but which could be
~interpreted in such a way as to contain its own truth-concept.”
[Martin 1: 138] To this end, Martin develops the idea of
“non-translational semantics™s *Because of its generality
the method of constructing [a non-translational semantical
meta~-language] s..can even provide in a certain sense a
consistent semantics of itselfs [A] ...non-translational
semantical meta-language .s.can be formulated so as to
contain its own semantical truth-concept.” [Martin 1: 223]

#That the truth-concept [for this language] ...is definable
within itself might appesar to contradict the results of
Tarski.e..that, roughly speaking, the semantical truth-concept
of a language is not definable within that language, if the
language is consistent. But Tarskifs result is concerned
exclusively with systems of translational semanticSeceee
Within non-translational semantics .e.ean essential step in
Tarski's argument cannot be carried out. Hence there is no real
conflict here with Tarski®s result.” [Martin 1: 225-26] For
further details on non-translational semantics and related
problems, cf. [Martin l: 179-212 and 254-262], [Fitch 2, 3,
by 55 65 7, 81, { Myhill 1].

For a brief account of the history and literature of
semantic self-referent antinomies, see [ Schaff 1:

Chap. I1].
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It should be noted that self-reference can be recursively
defined in a reflexive system so that a hierarchy of
reflexive references of ascending ordors can be determined.
A given function f(x) is reflexively referred to, in
symbols 'REFLX; (f(x))*'. A reflexive sequence will have the
forml . - :
REFLX; (£(x)), REFLX,[REFLY;(£(x))J, eee o

A sequence of this kind is capable of jindefinite reflexive

iteration. The prefix 'REFLX' is termed a ‘recursive-reflexive

operator'. Particulars instances in a reflexive sequence are

said to have a reflexive gigngtgggoz

1. An alternate reflexive notation is given in

‘[ Reichenbach 5: 186ff]. See also [Wittgenstein 1: 3.3331].

2. Husserl refers to sequences of similar form: as’
parts, parts of parts, etc., he establishes first-, second-,
é.., parts, as follows [RL IIL.2 iii ¢Q 18-19, pp. 53. 57£f;

20, 6
\sf(\ﬂs))

He symbolizes "l'operation d'objectivation représentative"

0, V(0}, VIV(0)], eee »

as:

" where '0! [Objekt] is an arbitrary object, 'V(0)! [Vorstellung].

the representatlon of O, etc, [RL Il.2 v Q 39 300]

A series of representations is likewise expressed in the
form [RL III § 19 92f8

v, (v5), Vl[Vz(VB)]. oo o

"Toute loi opératoire porte...en soi une loi d'itération.
Cette légalité d'opération itérable traverse tout le domaine du
jugement et rend possible la construction par itération de
1l'infinité des formes possibles en général et cela au moyen de
formes fondamentales et d'opérations fondamentales qu'il faut
etablir." [LFLT ¢ 13c 75] See also [LFLT § 74 254; Appendice II
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It will be recalled that the vector-structure of a
particular-context is such that if A;B,C relate to the coordinates
of the particular, A> B.BDC.CDALL Now, the particular-context
is said to be Eglgtivigticalli gelf-encloged only if the context

ig so structured as to permit completely intrinsic recursive

self-reference. Consequently, relativistic self-enclosure,

_or relativistic recurvature, can readily be cﬁaracterized as
a property of groups which are closed in the fundamental
topological sense. '

Since the valence-structure of a particular expresses
the set of possibilities indissociable from that particular,
it is at once evident thét this "halo of possibilities"™ must
also meet the coﬁdition of relativistic recurvature if the

given particular comprises or belongs to a relativistically

$ 1 407] and [S. Bachelard 1: 46]. -

By way of illustration, he gives the following: " D'abord,
Jje percgois quelque chose, ensuite, Je me représente que je
percois quelque chose, troisiemement, je me represente de
nouveau que je me représente que je percois, etc. [Notesl]
Naturellement, tout cela ne doit pas €tre compris dans un
sens empirico-psychologique. Il _s’agit...de possibilités
aprioriques, fondédas dans l'essence pnre et gue nous appréhendons
comme telles dans une évidence apodictique. LRL ILl.2 v § 39 301;
my italics] The strict subject-matter in this passage will later
be dealt with explicitly, & 2.4.

le See Pe 30.
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recurved system. A relativistically recurved valence-sﬁructure
involves a modal organization wherein the orders of possibility
congtitutive of the system form a nested sequence - where each
order of possibility is the necessary foundation for the pre-
ceding orders. Such a sequence is coﬁsequently relativistically
constituted and will be termed a 'modal convergence sequence'.l
An n-valent modal? convergence sequence is essential to the
logic of structure of a general relativistically self-énclosed
systeme.
| -The present.discussion set out to invesﬁigate‘the
foundation of a field or region of generalized form. To this
“end, temporal and spatial order schemata were described..

The recursive natufe of o-series was indicated. Finally,

the relativistic and intrinsic constitution of a reflexivs
fecurved system was noted. It is now possible to define the

space-time manifold as follows: The space-time manifold

congtitutes a general gystem which has the properties of

l. A topological model of a convergence sequence is
found in a series of circles concentric about the center-point
of a torus and which freely traverse its surface: -If each
circle bears similarity-relations to its adjsent circles,
the series of circles may be regarded as "reamrving" over
the torus-surface; any one circle which "expands™ and Ycontracts'
in its passage over the surface eventually returns to its .
starting pointe. Another illustration is provided by the
generation of a linear function on the surface of a moebius
strip; the linear series is topologically clased, returning
upon itself. Series of this kind are called %"cyclic series
after Russell-[Russell 2: 38-41] and [Russell 2: 205f and
passim]. R ' o

2. Cf. De 99.
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tenmporal particulars, to_whi logic of structur

lars ar gsgentially relative.

Thus, the valence-structure of an arbitrary spatial
or temporal particular establishes a matrix of possibilities
which is such as to situate the particular within a system
the modal structure of which is recursive and reflexive.
This gives the result that for a system I; the possibility
of anvI-J system is necessarily guaranteed; for an I-J system,
the possibility of an I-J-K gystem is necessarily guaranteed,
and so on indefinitely.1 The vector-valence structure of the
space-time manifold is, then, such that every particular
of a given context has a referential constitution which
intimates and recapitulates the constitutive structure
common to all particulars isomorphic with the first.2 As has
already been noted, the set of possibilities established by
the valence-~structure of a particular is relativistically
self~enclosed: the collection of correls tions and combinations,

consistent with the logic of structure of the coordinate-system

1. Seepp. 98ff.

2. This is a somewhat more precise formulation of the
analogous .case where a coordinate is said to involve a “germinal
duplication” of the overall coordinate system essential.to
the coordinate’s possibility. See p. 13.
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proper to that pa:ticular, is essentially relative to the
functional organization of-that particular.l Put differently,
the essential nature of the space-time manifold is.expresséd
in the manner whereby systems of possibilities are organized.2
It is once again evident that a projection can be deemed
a misconstruction only relative to a context which, as has
been indicated, has a relativistically recurved logic of
structure. Thus, é projective misconstruction can be said
to involve self-referential inconsistencyB, in the fullest

sense of the term.

1. "...il y a une sphére idéalement fermée de transformations
possibles de chaque forme donnée en formes toujours nouvelles. La
posslbillte idéale des formes nouvelles sur la base du mcue
matériau est garantie par les lois “analytig ues”, sous cette
condition a priori, dont nous venons de parler." [RL III § 62
229; thbre italiciged]

"Zuerst ist folgender Satz klar und ungezweifelt gewilsss:
dass, wenn das Bedlngte gegeben ist, uns eben dadurch ein
Regressus in der Reihe aller Bedingungen zu demselben aufgegeben
seij; denn dieses bringt schon der Begriff des Bedingten so mit
sich, dass dadurch etwas auf eine .Bedingung und, wenn diese
wiederum bedingt ist, auf eine entferntere Bedingung und =o
durch alle Glieder der Reihe begzogen wird. Dieser Satz ist also
analytisch und erhebt sich Uber alle Furcht vor einer transgzenden-
talen Kritik. Er ist ein logisches Postulat der Vernunft:
diejenige Verknlipfung eines Begriffs mit seinen Bedingungen durch
den Verstand zu verfolgen und so weit als m8glich fortzusetzen,
die schon dem Begriffe selbst anhingt.” [Kant. Kritik, éd. B, 526-7]

2. "Das gesamte rZumliche-zeitliche Weltall [ist] der
Gesamtbereich mglicher Erfahrung.” [Husserl, ge in Ricoeur 3: 40n]

3. Cf. [Fi’b(}h 1: 219]0
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Since the order-schemata of space and time are essentially
relative to the ldgic of structure of the space-time manifold,
it is clear that to "disconnect these schemata from that
logic of structure will entail a projective misconstructionf
Thus, it is impossible (inconsistent) to call into question
either the temporal or the spatial character of the space—timé
manifold from a non-intrinsic standpoint. To inquire either
into what came (tenseless) "before™ (a time-order relative
concept), or into what is "outside" (a space-order relative
concgpt) the space-time manifold, is essentially projective.
ThereforeD there can be no sense to any proposition concerning
space-order "outside" the space-time manifold, nor can there
be sense to any proposition to the effect that the space~-tiume
manifold is "inside"}(égaing a space-order relative concept)
another system. The projective nature of such propositions
is a manifestation of the relativistic self-enclosure of the
space-time manifold.

In the same manner as the space-time manifold provides
the necessary foundation for possible temporal and spatial
identifying reference, the relativistic recurvature of the
manifold provides the necessary foundation, as claimed earlier,
for self-evidence. The relation fundamental to self-evidence
is termed Yautoconcordance'™. fr the reason that a truth-

functional string of propositions, when logically interconnected

1. _After Husserl: "tautologies...sont en guelque sorte
des systemes de la conséguence qui se suffisent a eux-memes, qui
n'ont besoin d'aucune prémisse en dehors de leurs prémigses
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. by a given set of proof axioms and operations, forms a kind of
Icyclic structure which, as it were, re-establishes, with self-
evidence, the first proposition(s) of the string.l Since the
structure of the space-time manifold is egxpressed in the mannef-
of organization of systems of possibilities, the space-time '
manifold provides the foundation for possible truth-values.:
Thus the basis not only for self-evidence, but also for the
other truth-values, is to be found in the logic of structure
of this manifold.®

Earlier3, it was shown that the order-structure of a
particular has the form of the o-series constitutive of the
particular. Since o~geries are gither temporal or temporal
and gpatial,; it can also be argued that the structure of

"gpace-time” as an order-schema of the space-time manifold is

one with the structure of any particular or group of particulafs.

posées.” [LFLT Appendice III § L 432] Husserl refers to the
structure of tautologies with the term ‘autoconcordance.' [LFLT
Appendice III]

: l. "It is always possible to construe logic in such a =

way that every proposition is its own proof.” [Wittgenstein 1: .
YEvery tautology itself shows that it is a tautology.” [ittgenstein 1:
6.127] At the same time, however, self-reference does not

appear possible in [Wittgenstein l1]. See [Wittgenstein 1: 3.332, L.442].

2. It should by now be clear that it is essentiel to the
possibility of relativistic recurvature, and thus to the possibility
of transcendental analysis in general, that ¢ p and ~ Qp cannot
both be together. (On the relation '...is together withe...', see-
[Goodman 13 , Chap VI §g3 5; Chap VII $23. 'The principle
that ©(p ~p) but ~ 0(O pA~6p) will be callad in later
analyses 'the prineciple of complementaritye.!

The question concerning truth and self-evidence will be

treated at greater length in § 2.4. .

3. See p. 106.
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]

- It follows from the relétivistic congtitution of the space-
time manifold that the order-schema of.space, time, and space-
time are essentially insgeparable from the form of organization
of particulars. The dissociation of any one or more of these_
order-schemata from the structure of any particular or group
of particulars leads to projective misconstruction. Thus,
the space-time manifold is entailed, provided identifying
reference to a particuiar or group of particulars is possible.1
Time, space, and space-time are simply the expression of
possible relations between particulars.g

It would be erroneous to consider the space-time manifold
an absolutely delimited system in the sense that either (a) there
are possibilities the foundation of which is not provided by
the space-time manifold or (b) there are no such possibilities.
Since the manifold is relativistically recurved, there is
necessarily entailed the impossibility of identifying reference

to the manifold where such reference itself would require a

higher-order embedment systeme. (Self-reference, as well as

l. An assertion of Wittgenstein's, although made in a
different connection, bears some similarities to this statements:
A proposition determines a place in logical space. The exis- -
tence of this logical space is guaranteed by the mere existence
of the congtituents - by the existence of the proposition with
senge.” [Wittgenstein 1: 3.4]

2. Similar is Whitehead's argument that "space and time
are merely the exhibition of relations between events.” [White-
head 2: 335] ~ For A. Einstein, the structure of space-time
is the structure of the scientific object of knowledge. Cf.

[ schilpp 2]. -
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identifying reference of the kind which requires a higher-
order embedment-system, are valid forms of reference relative
to the space-time manifold.) It is clear that both (a) and
(b) must therefore be essentially excluded.

Thus, relativistic recurvatﬁre cén only be established
on an intringic basis. The formalization of a relativistically

1 will not have the property of "completeness”

recurved system
in the sense of (a) above. Neither, however, can a formalization

of the space-time manifold be considered "incomplete® in the

l. It is at present open to question whether the space-
time manifold can be completely formaliged. )

In this connection, it would be of more than academic
interest to investigate the possibility of a formalized
system of “gde-projective logic.” Such a system .would be made
to satisfy the following conditions: First, it must be such
as to involve the impogsibility of deriving projective
formulations. Second, it must be open to the (intrinsic)
expansion of gystems of possibility. Third, it must be such
as to involve recurvature upon the contents of analysis, as
these contents occur at all stages of development. This
recurvature formally recapitulates the constitutive structure
cormmont to all sub-systems at any level of analysis. This
recapitulation must allow for the deduction of the coustitutive,
coordinative principles from any one sub-gystem. (This third
requirement places the proposed formal system of logic in
close agsociation with foundational research in projective geometry,
and thus also with the special systems of euclidean and.non=-
euclidenn geometry.) Fourth, its formal structure-will be such
as to disallow injunctions against possible regress ad indefinitum.
Nevertheless, these properties of relative formal “openness" will
be restricted by the hermetical condition of recurvature. Fifth,
any formulation of recurvature will necessarily be tautologous,
from the standpoint of bi-valent, as well as, in general,
n-valent modal logicse. Its foundation includes the theoretical [
basis for systems of modal logic. (See n. 1, p. 120)°
Sixth, the system requires the use of self-referent symbolism.
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sense of (b) above. What can be maintained is that the manifold
provides the necessary foundation for a plurality of systems
which may themselves be arranged in whatever consistent |
hierarchy may be significant. For example, a certain formal
property, P, is essentially relative to a system S. It may

be possiﬁle to show that for a sqt of propositions, P cannot
be.shown to obtain. Yet, in a second system, S', it may be
possible to show P' for that set of propositioﬁs. Insofar

as in one system the property P cannot be shown to hold,
where}in a second (richer) system a "similar” property P' can
be shown to hold, the first system has been called 'incomplete.!

In the examplel, what it is important to observe is that a

l. The example is a caricature of G8del's proof, where
S is a system capable of expressing arithmetic, 'P? stands
for 'provable in S', S’ is a metasystem for discussing S,
and ' P' ' stands for the (semantic) property 'truth'.

For convenience, GSdelfs incompleteness theorem is
informally summarized and commented upon: Gddel demonstrated
a limitation inherent in axiomatic method. He showed that any
axiomatic system, of a finite number of axioms, capable of
containing arithmetic (e.g., the system of [Russell and ANW:
Principia]) is incomplete. In other words, given any consistent
set (a§ of arithmetical sxioms, or (b) of axioms from which the
formar con he derived, thowe are trus arithmeticol pronogitiocns
{or true oropositions of higher order in cas= (b)) which cannot
be derived from the cat of axiomse (A theory T has the property
of absolute (Post) consistency if and only if there is at least
one proposition S of T which is not a theorem.) In this sense,
GSdel argued the set of axioms is incomplete.

I should like to consider for a moment the place 'true'
occupies in the above underscored statement. G8del argues that
given a set of consistent axioms of at least the complexity
level of the system of arithmetic, there are true propositions
which are undecidable as regards their truth or falsity on
the basis of the axioms alone. How, then, is the “truth"
of such a proposition determined? Although not provable in
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group of systems of different orders ig involved: a gystem S,

the given axiomatic system, it is nevertheless called a
Ltrue vrovogition. How is this to be understood?

G8del answers as follows: although the proposition is
undecidable (a proposition S of a theory T is undecidable if
and only if neither S nor ~S is a theorem) if the axioms of
the system are consistent, it is possible t0 show throuvzh
meta-matho~atical reasoning, that this proposition is truee
For the force in saying that the system is jinccomplete in
GBdel's sense rests upon knowing bhoth that the proposition
is true, ~nd that it cannot be demonstrated true (or false)
by recourse only to the axioms of the sgystem.

The force in saying of a system that it is incomplete
in Gbdel's sense is weakened, wnen the following condition
is granted: (i) the truth for falsity) of a proposition is
essentlally relative to possible moans for deciding its truth
(or falsity) which belong to the system{s) in which the

roposition appearse. Let p; be a proposition not provable

undecidable as ©o truth-value) in system S, . Then (i) gives
the result that it is meaningless to bring into question the
truth (or falsity) of p; in relation to_S. There may be
another system S, from the standpoint of which Py may be
demonstrated to be ¥a true proposition.® But this establishes
only the truth of p; in relation to So3  but is the truth of
p; in relation to S5, sufficient ground for asserting the
incompletenegs of Sl? That py can have no truth-value in

S, does not suggest that 8; is “incomplete™; rather the truth

_{of falsity) of p; in S; has no meaning.

This is to say "true" in the sense of provable-in-S, (call
this T1) is not equivalent to "true"” in the sense of "provable-
in-35" {call this T2).

Consequently, G8del®s incompleteness theorem can be
translated to read “given any congistent set of arithmetical
axions (or axioms of higher order), there are propositions whose
truth is undecidable on the basis of these axioms, but which may
be showa true in a second, but different, system.” 31 is there-
fore pnot incomplate in the sense that there exist propositions
which cannot be chown true (Tl). .

(Strictly speaking, this gives the following results Py
is not shovm to be unprovable in Sl’ but rather to be unprovable
as a proposition in S; in S,, where S; is a sub-system, is -
included, can be "mirrored,"” in meta-system Sp. Therefore, there

are. systems for which 'true® is characterized in various senses,
such that certain propositions can be demonstrated “true" in
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a second system S', where P is linked to P* by a similarity-
relation; plus a metametasystem, from the standpoint of which
the relations between the two systems are considered.

A formallzation of the space-time manifold would, it
appears, be of an essentially indefinite order.l The manifold
provides the necessary foundation for determinations of relative
formal completeness and relative formal incompleteness, but
a formalization of the manifold cannot itself be said to be

either "complete®” or Yincomplete” in the given senses of the

termé,oz

A like point can be made concerning the concepts of

continuity and discontinuity. The logic of structure of the

“ " one system, according to truth~criteria (provability~criteria)
outlined for that system, which cannot be demonstrated "true®
in another gystem, according to a different set of truth-
criteria. Put in another way, there exist systems in which
a proposition P can be shown to be unpirovable in a less
inclusive system.)
On GOdelfs incompleteness theorem, ¢f. [GEdel 1], _
[Nagel & Newman 1], [Mostowski 1], [Tarski o N
1: 276 and passim), [LFLT &8 31-33, 131-134], [Ideen I § 72 134ff],
[S. Bachelard 1: 109-122, 20117, [Ladiriére 1].

l. On the role of variables 6f indefinite order, see
ne3, p. 113, _

2 Thus, G8del’s incompleteness theorem holds for
finite gystems capable of expressing arithmetic, the
foundation for which is provided by the space-time manifold.
Strictly speaking, GOdel's theorem has no meaningful
application to the manifold. itself.
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space~time manifold provides the basis for continuity and
differentiability through its zonal structure.* Determination

2 requires for its

of zonal continuity or discontinuity
possibility an embedment-system of higher order from the
standpoint of which coordinate zone structure can be
indicated. It results that the space~time manifold cannot
itself be said to be "continuous” or "discontinuous." The
spéce-time manifold constitutes the foundation for the
determination of continuity or discontinuity in the functional
‘organization of systems of possibilities, while the question |
as to whether the manifold is itself “continuous” or
"d¥continuous® is projective.3.

It should be further noted that the recursive nature of
the logic of structure of the space-time manifold is such
that when an element or set of elements of a series is givén,
the series may be continued according to rule.h (1) A given
particular may be explicitly determined by a set of such

elements, E, together with a “fringe" of explicit indeterminacy.5

1. Seemp. 53ff.

2. Vhich occurs whenever *zonal singularities” are found,
i.e.p, Whenever an elementf although included within a zonal
series, does not Moverlap" its neighboring zones. Cf. [Goodman

2% Lb].

, 3. Compare Bridgman's operatiohalist results in [Bridgman
L: 1917, .

z,; See . 1071, |

5. See p. 28. " 1' 'indétermination’...n'a pas la signi-
fication d'une privation, mais devrait désigner un caractére
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On the other hand, (2) a given particular may be explicitly
determined by a set of elements containing E, and including
elements not in E, correléted with the undetermined in (1).
When the particular in context (1) and the particular in
context (2) refer to the same particular, the first context
relative to the second may be termed 'incomplete'.l But

note should again be made that the use of the term 'incomplete?f
in this sense remains ﬁholly relative to the case where a

plurality of contexts similar to (1) and (2) are compared.2

descriptif, ctest-a-dire un caractére de représentation.”
[RL II.2 v § 15 200] Cf. also [RL III § 10 55f].

In developing his "topology of lwumps,” Menger suggests
that "well defined boundaries are themselves results of
limiting processes rather than objects of direct observatione.
Thus, instead of lumps, we might use at the start something

~gtill more vague - something which perhaps has various

degrees of density or at least admits of gradual transition
to its complement.” [Menger 2: 107]

Meeeallessexperience is surrounded by a twilight zone,
a penumbra of uncertainty....” [ Bridgman 4: 33] Cf. also
i{Bridgman 4: 62, 210] and [Bastide 1: 45].

le This use of the term is to be distinguished from
its different use in connection with the completeness of
formalized languagese.

2. The correlation of an explicit description with what,
in another system, is indeterminate, is, for de-projective
analysis, in the spirit of the resolution: ¥Objectivity must
be continuously reconquered.” [Ricoeur 3: 30]

It is of interest to note Buchanan's view on a related
matter:s "The identity condition of a given parameter is
determinate, that is, it is a differentiation within the field
of variability of a higher parameter. This means that there
can be no highest parameter in any absolute sense. We can say
that a given parameter is the highest of those yet discovered,
but, if it’ is fully distinguished and defined, it must be a
subordinate. In other words, the highest parameter is always
to be defined, and in this sense is undefined.

“Lowest parameters have a similar and corresponding
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Several remarks concerning the space-time manifold are
in order here. Any science which sets the task for itself
to study the general nature of all science has a gpatio-

- temporal constitution.l The self-referential and self-

character. They are determinate as differentiations or
determinations within the field of variability of the next
higher parameters, but their own fields of variability are
as yet undetermined.” [Buchanan 1: 78]

ainy level or stage of analysis contains - its owm
limiting rules; completeness and adequacy is relative to
them.” [Buchanan 1: 138] _

l. Several authors have intimated or discussed, in
varying degrees of clarity and profundity, this result. I
give here a few illustrative quotations:

_ "La science est un volume riemannien qui peut 8tre
4 la fois fermé et sans extérieur a lui.” [Cavaillg¢s 1: 247

3 les sciences particuliéres pouvaient recourir
précisément a4 la logique pour les téches de justification,
la logique, elle, n'a d'autre recours qu’elle-mlmes elle doit
8tre en mesure de Justifier ses propres concepts et ses
propres théories.

A vrai dire cette difficulté de la référence & soi-
méme se posait déja au niveau de la critique analytique, donc
au niveau de la logique formelle. Il semble que la logigue soit:
inévitablement soumise & un cércle.” [S. Bachelard 1: 180]

"Our argument is not flatly circular, but something like
it. It has the form,. figuratively speaking, of a closed curve
in space.” [Quine 1: 30]

_ Meeell fauteeeque soit donné ce qui rend possiblec...[la]
réflexion, et ce qui, & ce qu'il semble, la rend - en principe .
au moins - possible in infinitum.” [PCIT II Supp vi 153]

"La fondation phénoménologique de la logique affronte
aussi la difficulté suivante: elle doit nécessairement utiliser
dans son exposé méme presque tous les concepts a l'élucidation
desquels elle visg.” [RL II.1l Appendice 2, § 6 Intro, 20]

H,eeell ¥ a 1la une sorte de retour sur soi de la pensée
formelle qu'il était impossible de prévoir avant son accomplisse-
ment et qui ne prend qu'en lui sa véritable portée.” [Cavaillés

1: 321

"Husserl affirme...le pouvoir gqu'a la phénoménologie en tant
que science derniére de se référer a elle-méme, de se critiquer
elle-méme.” [ S. Bachelard 1: 308] See also [LFLT § 10 54].
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enclosed nature of the logic of structure of the space-time
manifold guarantees that such a science of maximum theoretic
generality can investigate the transcendental foundations of
the various scientific disciplines, its own transcendental
foundation included. | '

After other investigatorsl, I shall call this science

*phencmenology.® .

“Toute théorie de la connaissance transcendentale
phénoménologique, en tant que critique de la connaissance,
se raméne & la critique de la connaissance transcendentale
phcnomcaologloue, et tout d'abord de l'lexperience transcen-
dantale, ello-mem 5 en vertu du xaetour es=antiel de Ja
phénondrologie cwr elle-mime, cette criti que exige, elle aussi,
‘une critique. Majg da pos sibhilité evidante de la wo:tor~t;ow ces
réflexions et das 0%"t*nwns trranscondmncales niinpiion nudloment
le danger d‘un regressus in intinitume ™ [#C 1303 my italics]

7S1 alors cecoe phenomeénologle transcendantales comme il
est & prévoir, est la science der“n.\,re9 elle doit se manifester
comme telle dans le fait que la _onestion concernont sa possibilitdé
doit trouver sa réponse en elie-mime, dans ie fait qu il existe
donc quelque chose comme des yéférences A sod-mime, rd Pornnqgg
itdratives, essantielles, dans les uol&secn impLiqué d'une
naniere cvmdente le sens essentiel. d”une 1ust1flcatlon dernidre
par soi-méme et dang le fait que ¢ Test précisément cela qui
constitue.le caractére fondamental d'une science derniére
principielle.” [LFLT § 101 356] See also [Ideen I §§ 62, 65].

1

1. See the preceding noté and § 0.0.



A RELATIVISTIC THEORY OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION



A RETATIVISTIC

THEORY OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION

Section Two

Steven Rartiett



Section 2.0

INTRODUCTION TC SECTION TWO



The

132

INTRODUCTION TC SECTION TWO

receding section investigated various forms of
4 E

reference systems in order to provide a foundatjon for

analyses
employed
analyses
with the

to which

in which thes method of de-projection will be
to correct concepts projective in nature., Such
will remain constitutional aralyses, ccncerned

essential coordinative structure of particulars,

>}
w

reference is assured by that structure. This

section will be specifically directed tc inguire into

the naturs of certain classes of particulars taken in

general and in relation to the frameswork proper to

de-projective analysis.

As a

1lready noted, a particular is a functional

individvalization, a context of internal unification

expressed in the Torm of the coordinate family or

families with which the order schemata of the context

can be correlated. This particular-context, when taken

in relation to the coordinative frame from the standpoint

of which

ldentifying reference to the particular is

possible, forms an identifiable individualizaticn in a

network of possibilities involved in the ccordinative frame.
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These possibilities are themselves entailed by any
identifying referencc to a validiy represented particular
in that system.

Until now, a particular.has been.characterized as a
general object, subject in principle to identifying
reference, Objects regarded as particulars have been

"syntactical" systems of

_included in purely formal
organization, which have occasionally been represented
in a "semantical" manner as well. An explicit and complete
description of a particular has been seen strictly to
involve both syntactical and semantical structures.

Such particulars frequently are constituted in relation
to certain given "attentional characters™, - i.e., the
possibility for the correlation of such "attentional charac-

ters"l

with a given particular is constitutive of the system
ehfailed by reference‘to the particular. - To the analysis

of syntactical and semantical characters of systems will
therefore be added an investigation of their "pragmatical"
character.2 It ié the object of the present chapter to

introduce certain notionsfundamental to this task.

1. This notion is left uninterpreted for the present.
It will be clarified in subsegquent chapters.

2. The "syntactical" character of a system S involves
the purely structural properties of S. The "semantical”
character of a system S is expressed when reference is made
to the relation between £ and the system permitting
identifying reference to & and to the properties of S. The
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From the standpoint of a system the logic of structure
of which insures the.possibility for the correlation of
"attentional characters" with objects of reference,
particulars will be termed 'phenomena'. Phenomena are
thus partiéulars of a system permitiing reference to
qssentially pragmatical structures. A phenomenon is that
to which identifying reference is possible within such a
context. In a completely neutral sense - neutral with |
respect to any pre-critical distinctions (as, for example,
between "subjectivity" and "objectivity") - the class of
pﬁenomena can bé coﬁsidered coincidenﬁ.with the domain

of possible experience.l However, the stipulation must be

rigorously noted that any associstion of the terms
'phenomenon! and 'experience! with such notions as "psychic
act", "object of consciousness”, ”subjectivity”,ﬂand polar
opposites frequently bound to these, is to be unambiguously

avoided as illegitimate for the present study. The reason

"pragmatical® character of a system is expressed when
reference to "attentional characters'" is possible.

Any association of the term 'pragmatics'! with 'pragmatism',
or with a behavicrist doctrine, is to be avoided. Similarly,
'pra;matical' and 'pragmatic! (where the latter signifies
the "practical’ or "useful") are to be distinguished. Cf.
[Martin 1: 6ff].

For a discussion of the relations between syntax,
semantics, and pragmatics, see [Carnap Y4: 8£f], [Martin 1:

1-8], [Reichenbach 5: 15f]. .

1. Cf. [N, Bohr 1l: 237f].
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behind this sfrict qualification will become clear shortly.
The system, the logic of structure of which is that

of the space-time manifold, allowing for the description

of the consti tutive, structural principles which provide

for the possibility of phenomena, - that system is precisely

that proper to the sc;ence phenomenology. ‘It is its task

of foundational elucidation which is a distinctive and
1

essential feature of phenomenology.

It should be noted that the concept of constitution

in phenomenology varies qualitatively in relation to the

2

modal order of analySis. There is & distinction to be

made betwcen the condifions wit hout which a phenomenon
would not be, and the necessary conditions without which

a phenomenon would be impossible.3 It is on the latter

1. In [RL IT.1 & 7 Intro 24-57, Husserl states
...la théorie de la connaissance...présentée...comme le
complément philosophique de la mathesns vure ne veut
pas expliquer, au sens psychologigue ou psychoohys1que,
la connaissance, l'événement Ge falt..., mais eluc1der
(aufklaren) 1'idée de la connalssance d‘ apres ses éléments
constitutifs ou encore d'apres ses loi .m”

"Itétude de 1l'essence de. rapnorts phenomenologlques
fournit les fondenments 1ndlspensaoles pour effectuer
1lt'élucidation, selon la critique de la connaissance, de la
'p0531b¢11te de la connaissance'...." [RL II.1 ii ¢ 6 145]
"...[Cle qui unit verltablement toutp chicse, ce sont les

rapports de fondatlon. [RL II.2 iii § 22 65] Cf. also
[RL II.1 ii & 6 1h4f],

¥

2. See 98ff and below, n. 3.

3. This is the difference between

p>q

-
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modal level that the.analyses of this section are developed.l

There is a parallel between the place de-projection
occupies in the presenﬁ investigation, and the role of the
éwoxn in Husserl's phenomenology. 2 Wnere "dubitable nature
is bracketted in the latter, projective misconstructions are
eliminated in the former. An "essential residuum" is left:
in this study, a de-projectively clarified.field of
phenomena; for Husserl, indubitable consciousness. At times,
these residua overlap3; usually, however, théy do not, and
toere the similarity to phenomenological reduction breaks
down.

De-projective phenomenology, i.e., phenomenology to which
de- ploaectLve meLnooology is fundamental, consists in the
employment of a strict phenomenological methodology, where

any explicit deviation from methodologically permissible

and ,
Op 2 ¢q.

The dlstlnctlon here is not always made explicit. TFor
example, "un contenu de l'espece « est fondé daris un
contenu de l'espece B, guand un d par esgence gc'est a-
dire par uné loi, en vertu de son caractere spe01floue),

ne peut exister sans gqu'un f# n'existe aussi...." [RL II.2
iii § 21 61; his italics] Husserl refers to "une
'constitution' dans laquelle sont engendrés des 'objets!' et
qui est nécessaire pour que ces obJjets aient une 'ex1stence'
et meme pour qu'il puisse en etre seulement question.'
[Bachelard 1: 138]

1. Thus it can be asserted that "the only system that
phenomenology can conceive...is finally...a system of
possibilities." [Ricoeur 1: 142]

2. Cf. [Ideen I: $6 31, 32, 109] and [MC 6§ 8, 15].

3. This "overlap-area" appears most vividily in o 2.7.
Compare the following with the phases of de-projection
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forms of reference constitutes a phenomenologically invalid
formulation. The formulation is consiégred "invalid" in the
sense that the precise description consequent to de-projective
analysis is necessary in order for valid forms of
coordination themselves to be possible. De-projection leads,
in its corrective phasel, to a re-formulation of.the
originally invalid misconstruction.? The conditions of
possibility of this re—foimulation are, in turn, found

td be those which provide the necessary foundation for the
phenomenological structure(s) in question.

De-projective phenomenology is primarily concerned to

inquire into the essential structure of phenomena taken

b ]
in relation to definite and general classes of phenomena.>

B ——

(pp. 81ff): "...prendre. originellement conscience signifie

tout & la fois [i] detnrmlner plus Drec1sewent la pre*Lgura+1on
simplement vague et indéterminée, [ii] détacher les préjuges
provenant de suoerp031tlons par glissements associatifs, [i1ii]
biffer les preguges qui sont en opposition avec le remplissement
effectué par la prise de consclence...." [IFLT Intro 15]

l. See pp. 8off.

2. It is in this sense that Quine's notion of
explication as elimination can be understood: "We have, to
begin with, an exnression or form of expression [or, here,

a concept] that is somehow troublesome.... But it also serves
certain purposes that are not to he abandoned. Then we find

a way of accomplishjwp those same purposes through other
channels, using other and less trqublo;omc forms of expression.
The old perplex:tleu are resolved. [OULHP 3: 260]

3. cr. $ 0.0 and passim.
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From this standpoint, an analysis of a gilven phenomenon

tends to minimize the non-essential, individuating features
1

of that phenomenon. As such, de;projective phenomenology

is in the nature of a generalized analysise, the task of

which is tc elucidate the logic of structure of the group
of phenomena over which ‘the essential structure of the
given phenomenon is covariant.

| The formal structuré of such a group of phenomena
differs from the given phenomenon only in degree of
specificity, that is, in the degree of restriction

obtaining over a range of péssibilities. In the limit

of maximum restriction, of minimum generality, ref'erence
may be made to the set of pure non-essential (contingent)
features of a given phenomenon. And, inversely, in the

limit of minimum restriction, reference may be meade to the

1. See p. U5,

2. The notion of "generalized analysis" has been
developed by A.A. Guxhman. The idea of a generalized
individual case is fundamental to this method of analysis:
"One of the main features of generalized analysis as a
method of investigation is that each phenoxenon is
considered as a representative of a whole multitude of
phenomena similar to it (all the phenomena contained in one
generalired case). ...[TJ]he investigation of some specific
phenomencn escentially. involves the study of the properties
of the group.of similar phenomena as a whole. Thus a
knowledge of the properties oi some phenomenon which can be
studied serves as the basis for investigating any other
phenomenon similar to it. In other words, & phenomenon...can
be replaced as the object of investigation by any arbitrarily
chosen phenomenon which is similar to it." [Gukhman 1: 197]
"We can say that the individual generallized case...represents
a group of phenomena which are all analogous to one another and
that, within this group, they form smaller groups of
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set of pure essential structures constitutive of the
given phenomenon. The latter set expresses the "formal
constitution" of thz given phenomenon, while the former

set refers to its "material constitution".%

Consequently,
formal constitution and material constitution are
distinguished on the basis of degree of modal restriction
over possibilities.

This distinction caﬂ be observed in another sense.
Consider the question: !'From the standpoint cf a general
continuum K, with component structures and elerents a, b,
C, ... 5 how is an elemenf'X‘to be determined "essentizl"
or "contingent" to K?' If no reference can be made to K

without granting x, then x 1is essential, or required by

the formal constitution of K. On the other hand, if

reference can be made to K without implicitly involving
X, X is not formally constitutive of K. If K is so
expressed as to involve reference to x, where X is not

formally constitutive of K, then x is said to be

contingent, or entailed by the material constitution of K.?2

Because a definite logic of structure is always’

phenomena which are similar to one another. The similarity
relationships apply within each smzller group, while the
analogy relationships apply between phenomena belonging
to different groups. It is very important to note that these
relationships differ only dualitatively. Quantitatively they
are completely identical." [Gukhman 1: 214]

For an earlier treatment along closely related lines,
see [Ideen I &6 4, 70] and [RL III ¢ 62] on Husserl's idea of
"free variation". '

1. See pp. 37ff. ,
2. Note should be made that that whieh is formally
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essentially relative to a range of possible particularsl,

the formal conétitutive‘structures of a particular are

always implicitly relative to a range of material

possibilities. It is in this sense that it can-be

affirmed that de-projective phenomenology is necessarily

relative to a given, and to this extent is empirically bound. 2
It follows that de-projeétive methodology is basically

.distinct from a constructional approach to a system of

concepts.3 The latter is characterized by an attempt to

develop a system in which a step-by-step derivation or

construction of all concepts is possible, such that the

congstitutive of a partvicular need not be materially
constitutive of it. E.g., from the standpoint of an

I-J-K systen, what is formally constitutive of sub-system-IT
may be neither formally constitutive nor materially
constitutive of sub-system-J. T

1. See pp. 41, 99.

2. This resembles Ajdukiewicz's view that insofar
as a ‘variable of a provosition-is an uninterpreted constant
in the major term of a tautologous formula, tautologies
require empirical foundation. His argument [Ajdukiewicz 1]
makes use of the so-called axiom of definiteness which
specifies that, for every propositional function, there
exists a class to which belong all and only those objects
satisfying that function. It should be evident (see the
preceding note), however, that the axiom of definiteness
~does not play a fundanental role in my argument above.

3. What I have in mind here is a system such as
that outlined in ([Carnap 1].
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system provides the foundation for a "geneology of concepts"
in which each concept hes a definite place. The methedology
of de-projection, on the other hand, is directed to the’
snalysis of the ccnstitutive structure of a system

which is given rather than derived.l The possibility of
de-projective analysis has its root in the thoroughgoing
relativity of formal constitutive structures te material
constitutive structures.? In this respect, implicit
reference to the domain of possible experience is essential

to the possibility of the'present-study.3

l. This does not mean that the constitution of a
system can simply be "read off", for a good deal of analysis
is usually first necessary. Ilowaver, it is to be peinted
out that nc matter how much analysis is required, the
subject—matter for analysis remains a phenomenological
given,

I take the opportunity here to suggest that while
de-projective phenomenology is intimately and expliciltly
bound to given phenomena, the analysis of a certain logic
of structure may yield structural observations similar to
those made from a constructional standpoint. Insofar as
this is the case, the phenomenological given of the former
provides an empirical basis for the latter. (It is interesting
to note that Carnap says of his system in [Carnap 1l: o 143]
that it "is intended to glve a rational 7'econstruct:Lon of
the formal structure of...[the cognition] process."”

This shouklindicate my, albeit indirect, sympathy for
constructional systems of concepts.

, 2. "Dans le cas de 1'1dent1flcat10n, ies matieres sont
les supports spécifiques de la synthese.... Car le terme
d'ldentlflcatlon se rapporte en effet, par son sens, aux
objets représentés au moyen de la matiere. [RL ITII 6 16
84-85] "...[Lla possibilité d'un jugement...prend racine
non eu;ement dans le formes syntaxiques mais aussl dans

Tes materiaux syntaxiques." [LFLT 6 89 294] "Il y a

une correlation eidetique entre la constitution et le
constitué.” [Bachelard 1: 261] Cf. [IFLT ¢ 98 332].

3. "ILtévidence de l'expérience est...toujours déja

présuprosée." [LFIT § 58 213]
For this reuson, ef>11c1t reference to the constitutive
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Thus, a specification of a set of constitutive
structures is valid only if their essential relativity
to a given context of reference is preserved. It is
this relativity which is expressed when a phenomenon
is said to be *given”.

At this point, it will be helpful to outline the
plan which this section will follow. Seven principal
phases of analysfs may be distinguished. Each will
proceed by first describing a concept or group of concepts
fundamental to and frequently regarded as phenomenologically
constitutive qf the various special sciences, and of
foundational significance to phenomenology itself. This
description will then be de-prdjectively analyzed, and any
‘projective misconstructions brought to light. Where
projections are found, a corrective re—formulétion of
the concept in question is given.

In the first phase, the structuré of phenomenological
space-time is investigated. This structure, the logical
foundations for which were described in Section 1.6,
has a leading role in the analysis. An illustfation is
taken from Kant's work in which the forms.of time and space
are of major significance in an inquiry into phenomenological
constitution. These forms of time and space are, however,
elements of a given context often depends, in fact, upon

a large backlog of experience with constitutive analyses.
%The same holds true for dimensional analyses. ' See

[Bridgman 1:’50-53].)
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bdund to the Newtonian model. Kant's framework makes
reference to the epistemological correlates of the then
contemporary physical notions of absolute time and absolute
space.

Using the methodology of de-projection, such a space
and time framework is shown to be essentially groundéd
.in projective misconstruction. The notion of phenomenological
space-time is found to avoid projective misconstruction
and to provide the constitutional form of space-time, '
which comprises the basis for subsequent analyses. A
discussion of spatial objects, and of the phenomenological
past, present, and future is given in this chapter..

The second phase is a étudy of phenomenological
relativity. Two levels of analysis can be distinguished:
relativity on the level of the single phehomenon, and
relativity on the level of the multi-particular context.

Both forms of relativity are found to have the constitution
of a self-enclosed region of analysis.l

The third phase defines 'ontological region', and

shows that phenomenological relativity is fundamental to

1. Phenomenological self-enclosure provides the
foundation for the notion of spatio-temporal recurvature
in relativistic cosmology. A discussion of this point is
deferred for elaboration in a different context.
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the possibility of the being of a phenomenon.

The fourth phése inquires into the nature of
truth. A de-projective analysiS'of the notion of truth
provides the foundation for a theory of truth involving
an extension of phenomenological relativity: the truth-
value of a phenomenological structure must be in
accordance with the principles copstitutive of the
" relativity of true identifying reference.

The fifth phase is an analysis of causality. The
projection constitutive of a common notion of causality
is treated explicitly. To replace this dissatisfactory
notion, the n&tion of causality is de-projectively analyzed,l
in the following manner: an itemization is made of
conditions necessary for causal identifying reference
constituted in relation to phenomenological space-time.
The re-formulated notion of causality is found to accord
with the conditions of phenomenological relativity
described earlier.

The sixth phase is an inquiry into the constitution
of the concept of ego. The projective nature of the
theory of the metaphysical ego leads to a formulation of
the concept of ego which is such as to allow for the -
possibility of identifying reference to this structure
relative to phenomenological space-time. The

- possibility of reference to the ego-structure is shown
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to be conditioned by the particular-ontological region
in question. |

The seventh phase of this section stems directly
from a phenomenological analysis of the ego, and comprises
a treatment of the notion of activity. A non-pfojective

theory of aétivity is formulated.



Section 2.1
. . Y

. THE STRUCTURE OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL SPACE-TIME
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THE STRUCTURE OF PHENOMENOLOGICAL SPACE-TIME

Phenomenology, 'as a science of.maximum—theoretic
generality which is capable of investigating the trans-
cendental foundations of the special sciences as well as
its own, hés a spatio-temporal conétitutive structure.‘ Its
formai constitut%on is, in other words, provided by the
logic of structure of the space-time manifold. But this
description of phenomenology needslfurther elaboration. It
is the object of this chapter to enlarge upon this characteri-
zation through a more.studigd consideration of the concepts

of time, space, and space-time.

A. Phenomenological Time

It will be recalled that temporai Qrder'is described
in terms of a rule of order in the form of one successor-
function restricted to a single range of values similar to
one another.t A uni-contextual particular meets the
conditions for such restrlctlon, since the totality of expllclt
references to that particular is unified in a manner
such that two references ﬁave common determinants of
‘reference. The specifically temporal character of a.

phenomenon will be termed its.'time-signature'. The time-

1. Husserl's formulation: "le mode du ' l'un-apres-
l'autre '. [PCIT § 7 35; § 18 59]
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signature of a given phenomenon is the expression of the
form of temporal orderiﬂg constitutive of ﬁhe structure of
the phenomenon. The term ‘time-signature! is used to |
emphasize the essential relativity of a rule of time-order
to a gilven con’cext.l |

It follows from the definition of 'time-signature'! that
"a context the logic of structure of which is heterogeneous
determines ét least two distinct (non-overlapping) ranges
of values, each of which expresses in its form the
ordering principle.of a homogeneous lLogic of structure of
a particular or group of particulérs. A distinct time;
signature can be cbrrelated‘with each particular or group
of particulars described by such a homogeneous logic of
structure. Time-signatures are distinguished on the basis

of the distinct temporal o-series;with which they are

~ correlated.

Now, a context may be referred to~in terms of the
nﬁﬁber of distinct temporal o-series which organize it,
This reference does not usually comprise, however, an
unambiguous identification of the context, but serves
rather to denote the set of contexts which are similar
insofar as each context in the set has a definite nwmber
of temporal o-series which organize it, and any two contexts
have the ildentical number of such o-series, Tilme-signatures

can be arranged in ascending (or descending) order according

1. See p. 31, and p.-39, n. 2.
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to the number of temporal o-series of the respective contexts
of which they are time-éignatures. |

| A plurality of phénomena can therefore be described
in terms of the number of distinct temporal o-series
ordering the phenomena. Groups of phenomena arranged
according ﬁp ascending numbers of temporal o-series are

-said to be tenporally successive, where a context of a

greater number of temporal o-series 1s said to succeed one
of & lesser number.l

It is evident that specification of the time-signature
. of a phenomenon requires an embedmént-system of higher order
- from the standpoint of Which'referencé is ﬁossible to the
constitution of that phenomenon. For example, from the

. standpoint of a system K of an I-J-K'system, it is.possible
to designate:rthe time-signatures of sub-systems I and J.

If the number of temporal o-series of system-I 1s identical

to that of system-J, systems I .and J are simultaneous;

if not, the system of the lesser number is said temporally
to precede the other. It should be clear that in elther

case, a reference from the standpoint of system-K may

1. Clearly, temporal succession 1s relative to
groups of phenomena arranged according to ascending or
descending numbers of temporal o-series, That a context
of a greater number of temporal o-series 1s said to
succeed one of a lesser number is a matter of convention.
See, esg., [Bridgman 2: 31]. Thus it is wholly arbitary-
that inductive generalization is restricted to application
in one direction. Cf. [Nicod 1].
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simultaneously be made to sub-systems I and J.

The degignation of the time;signature of a phenomenon
does not inlitself serve in'any "absolute” or other sense
to characterize that phenomenon as "earliér," "simultaneoué,"
or "later” in time. Such a characterization is eésentially:
relative to comparative distinctions made betweéh time-
signatures of at least two bhenomeﬁa. Cpnsequently,
characterization of time-order is essentially relative to

systems to which reference can be made from a system of

higher order, and which have a heterogeneous logic of structure.

The notion of phenomenological time can here be
described as the constltutlon of any given group of
phenomena which are temporally successive. It is to be
noted that phenomenological time is a constitutive principle
- of organization, and is therefore essentially felabive to
phenomena so constltuted. :

\

Two dlstlnct time-signatures Wthh establish two or

* and successive

more phenomena as temporally continuous
determlne the limits of a duratlon." A duratlon consmsts
in a finite fleld of varlablllty over a range of temporally
successive particulars. A phenomenon the time-signature of
which determines that phenomenon within the above limits

comprises a possible instantiation in the given field of

variability.2 The set of possible instantiations all of which

l. See P 128.

2. Husserl's view is_related: "...un instant ponctuel
comme tel est dépendant...d une durée.” [RL II.2 iii ¢ 13
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have the same timeQéignature constitutes a context with
thét'time?Signature.l |
As already indicatedz, o-series have a.uni—conteitual
vector-consfitution. The temporal determinants of reference
of a duration may consequently bear essentlal reference to
expliclitly indeterminate temporal structures, such that
the "limits" determining the duration may only be
- approximated relative to the given indeterminacy.3 Temporal
indeterminacy, and the temporal fringes with whigh it is
.often correlated, has iﬁs root in the vectorial nature of’
}phenomenological time. ’ -
Alsystem permitting identifying reference to particulars
provides the necessary foundation for the re—identifiabilify

n

"of those particulars. The recursive nature of recurrent

Wyl ",,.les intervalles de temps qul, eu régard & toute
extension temporelle qui les embrasse, possédaient in
abstracto le caractere de fragments, perdent aussi, avec ce
caractere, leur indépendance re01proque quand nous les
con31derons en relation avec une unlte temporelle remplie
concretement, & laquelle ils sont inhérents en tant que
moments dépendants." [RL II.2 iii § 25 79f] Cf. [PCIT &3

191,

Compare Carnap's definition of an "erleb" in [Carnap
§§ 67, 109]. For further discussion, cf. [Carnap 1:
08] and [Goodman 2: 116, 132]. For the related notlon
of an "1nstantaneous conflguration", see [Whitehead 2: 300].

2. 'P. 4o,
3. See pp. 28, 128, ,
4, Pp. 11, 107f. _ —_— -
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identifying reference to a giveﬁ particular must ailoﬁ for
'vexpliqit reference to two or more conjoined functional
individualizations identical as to their essential
coordinative structure. The temporal nature of such
reference is evident in that reference to conjoined
particulars combrises reference toiserially related coor-
Adinate families, each of which, as a single family, is
serially bound together as a unit.

Consider two contexts which are such that (a) a given
reference to a certain particular in the first context is
earlier than a second reference to the same particular'
in the other context, and (b) this distinction between the
time—signatufes of the two contexts is the only, other than
purely quantitative, difference between them. ‘From the
standpoiht of the system permitting reference to these
contexts, the second referencenis terméd a ‘'re-identifying
reference! to the given particular. Since the logic of
structure of a particular entails a range of possibilities,
including that of re-identifiability, the tempofal
constitution of particuiars is re-affirmed in noting the
temporal character essential to re-identifylng reference:

If two objects of reference are in the same o-series
as above, they may, in relation to that o-series, be taken

as features of the o-series gua (relative) whole.llqObjects

1. Seepp. 41f.
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of reference essentially relative to a common o-series,
‘when given in temporal succession, are said to comprise
individual variations of that o-series over a duration,*
Now, & system permitting comparativé references to
a plufality of contexts of varying time-signatures provides

the standpoint necessary for the determination of what is

termed the ‘relati#e phenomenological present'. In relation
to an organizatién of ‘contexts in temporal succession, the g
relative phenomenological présent is determined, in the
iimit, as that context with the greatest relativé number

of temporal o—series.2 It should be noted that these
comﬁarative references to a plurality of contexts which are
simultaneous, where such references are not given in

relation to obher comparative references which are

relatively earlier or later, are here included in the
relative phenomenological present. If there is temporal
indeterminacy in ﬁhe given context, the relative phenomenolo-

gical present 1s indeterminate in at least the same

1. Compare [PCIT $ 43 119] on the notion of an object
given in "perspective varlation" over a perlod of tlme. See
also below, pp. 171ff.

2. Husserl also speaks of this "dernier terme" as
"une limite idéale." [PCIT § 16 56; <§ 31 89]
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measure. 1 :

The relative phenomenological past consequently includes
those contexts with 1ess than, in Lhe llmlt the greatest .
relative number of temporal o-series. For any context
given in temporal succession with other contexts, its |
rélative phenomenological past includes those contexts
‘with a relatively lesser number of temporal o—se}ies.

The essential re-identifiability of a context implies
the possibility that a context given with a time—siénature
of the relative phenomenological past can be included in a
context with a time-signature of the relative phenomenological
present'.2

A context givgn'as relative phenomenological present
nay havé a valence-constitution in that the wector-structure
of the temporal o-series of that context may bé such as to
define a set of possible correlations which‘a particular of
set of particulars bears to other particulars or sets of
‘particulars.3 The "halo of posSibilities” determined by the

valence-structure of a context given as relative phenomenolo-

1. A rigorous description of the principles governing
the relation between temporal indeterminacy and determination
of the relative phenomenological present will lie outside the
compass of the present discussion.

2. Such inclusion has been characterized by the term
tretention!., Cf. (PCIT ¢ 3 20; § 11 447, [LFLT Appendice II
3 1137, [Russell 5: 1747, [Catnap 1: &§ 78, 85, 108, 1lk,

15], [Goodman 2: 132ff]. See n. 1 and n. 2, p. 154,

3. ¢f. ¢ 1.5.
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1

The network of possibilities determining the relative

phenomenological future of a context is to be distinguished

- from the halo of possibilities constitutive of a context C!',

the time-signature of which, in relation to other contexts

in relations of temporal succession with C', determines that

C! is a context in the relative phenomenological past of C.

The valence-structure of C' determines, as 1t were, a

phenomenoldgical future relative to C', or, equivalently,

this valence-structure simply maps out past possibiliities.

- When referenceuis made to the relative phenomenological

future, unless otherwise indicated, the valence-constitution

of a context given as relative phenomenological present 1is

denoted.

The determinations of relative phenomenological present,

past, and

of phenomens. organized in temporally successive contexts.

future refer variously to constitutive structures
2

It is to be emphasized that these temporal determinations are

essentially relative to phenomena so organized; Ssuch

l. n
$ 14 51]

L'instant présent a...un halo temporel.",[PCIT“
Husserl describes this "halo" as being "rétentionnel"

and "protentionnel." Cf. [PCIT g 24 71; II Supp. III 138],
5

[RL IT.2 iii ¢ 13 #3], [LFLT §

81, 113].

212], [Ideen I §$ 77, 78,

. 2. In a somewhat different~éonnection, Husserl argues
that "[l]es contg¢nus immanents ne sont ce qu'ils sont que
dans la mesure ou.,.lls annoncent du futur et renvolent a

du passé."

difference in moda

[PCIT é 40 110] Note should be made of the
level of Husserl's proposition and of

the disscussion in the text. See n. 3, p. 135.
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phenomena provide the basis for these determinations, while
the exblicit severing of the relativity of temporal |
determinations to temporally ordered phenomena défines‘é
projective misconstruction. .

A distinction is to be drawn between (a) the time-
éignature(s) of references to temporal determinations of
temporally successive contexts and (b) the time-signatures
of those contexts. The latter require an embedment;system
from the standﬁoint of which references are possible to
thelr constitutive temporal o-series. This embedment;
system ltself requires an émbedment-system of higher order
s0 that the time-signature(s) of references to the temporal
determinations of the gilven temporally successiye contexts
may be explicitly characterized. A distinction is therefore
'made between temporal deteminations which can be explicitly
indicated, and those which are indicated implicitly.l If
one or more embedment-systems of the above sort are not in
principle provided, analysis of temporal determinations is
impossible. |

Correspondingly as a greater number of such embédment -
systems ‘is required for the possibility of reference to the
temporal determinations of temporally successive contexts,

& pluraiity of levels of temporal reference 1s defined.

1

1. See pp. 14, TTff. " : e
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A hierarchy accordingly is determined of senses of the notion
of phenomenological time.l Tt is to be noted that a
projective misconstruction ié entaliled if reference is made
to a temporal determination of a context while one or more.
essentially necessary embedmeﬁt-systems of higher order '
are. explicitly disallowed.

Now,'the domain of possiﬁle éxperience relative to
phenomena the time;éignatures of which express their
inclusion in the relative phenomenological past is that
proper to "remembered" or "recollected" phenomena.2 The
domain of possible experience relative to phenomena -
included in thé relative phenomendlogical future is that
proper to "anticipated" or "possible" phenomena.3
| It has been noted that the possibility of de~projective
phenomenology is conditioneq by the essential and implicit
relation bétween this form of analysis and the domain of
possible experience. This was seen in the sense that

analysis begins with a phenomenological giveﬁ. This given

1. With this clarification, problems of the "grasping
of time within time" find a simple solution. Cf. [CM 81].

2. See above, pp. 133ff. "...la donnéedu passé, c'est
le souvenir." [PCIT g 13 50] :

3. Husserl's description is given in terms of the notion.
of "horizon d'anticipations" [PCIT § 24 71f]
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of analysis may have a s@ructure of whatever degree of
complexity, including a plurality of contexts of diffefing
timé;signatures. Yet it should be observed that the time-
signature of references involved in studying this given is
that of the relative phenomenological present, This is the
case even though analysis may'éeﬁelop through.a éuccession.
6f stages: Insofar as the analysis can be characterized at
all, the possibility must always be guaranteed that an
earlier phdse of analysis can be identifyingly referred to
frém the standpoint of subsequent>phases. ‘In this m;nner,
each phase of ahalysis can be the subject of identifying
reference only if each phase involved implicit reference
to those preceding it. This "recapitulation" or "retention"
of past phases of analysls must be such as to be itself
the subject of possible references which comprise & context.
with a single and common time-signature.lb

The discussion to this poiht has been bredominantly
descriptive; I turn now to consider a variety of projective
misconstructions which ha#e thelr base in thé notion of time-
order. TFour such projective misconstructions will be describéd.

First, consider the view that every relative phenomenolo-
gical present has both a relative phenomenological past and

a relative phenomenological future. In one sense this is

simply .false, while in another sense, it 1s projective; .It

1. "Tout temps percu est pergu comme passé qul a le
présent pour terme." ~ [PCIT. ¢ 31 89]
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should be clear that when }eference is made to a group of
contexts each of which is characterized as relative ‘
phenomenologlcal present, what is denoted is a plurality
of temporaliy:successive contexts such that from the
standpoint of a context in the given group, a relative
bhenomenoiogical past and/or future is qetermined in relation
to that context as limit.l There is no simple, necessary,
implicit relation between a context the temporal determina- |
tion of which is relative phenomenological present and a
relative phenomenological past. Neilther is theré an essential
and implicit simple relation to a relative phenomenologilcal
future. This is to say, a given context the time-signatﬁre
of which 1s relative phenomenological present does not )
implicitly entall a valence-structure as well as .reference to
contexts the number of temporal o-series of which rank them
as comprising a relative phenomenological past of.the given_'
context.

However, it is clear that the given context must béar
implicit relation either to a relative phenomenologicallpast
or to a relative phenomenological future. The reason for this

18 found in the conditions which must be satisfied in order

1. .This essential qualification 1s not often made
explicit. For example, in [PCIT § 11 45], when reference is
made to a pluralité de présents anterieurs et futurs, :
whether the above qualification is to be assumed 1s not clear,
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for relative temporal characterization of a context to be
possible. It has been noted that temporal determinations
are essentially relatiﬁe to tempofally successive contexfs.
The minimal requirement for a context to be given in
temporal succession is that the context be characterized
in comparative relation to other contexts the numbers of
‘o-series of which are greater or less than that of the
glven context. |

For this reason, a context may or may not be given
in relation to relative past contexts or in relation to
a certain valence-structure,. Conséquently, it would
simply be erroneous to claiﬁ that every context 1s given
4‘as having both a relative phenomenological past and a'
relative phenomenological future.

In another sense, this claim entalls a projectlve
misconstruction 1f, by reference to a plurality of contexts
each of which is characterized as relative phenomenological -
pfesent, the following is implied; First, these contexts
are affirmed to be organized in temporal successlon. Second,
acknowledgement is made of a higher-order embedment-system
from the standpoint of which references are made to the
given temporally successive contexts, where these references
can comprise a .hombgeneous context with a single and common
- time-signature. Third, each context characterized as relative

phenomenological present is regarded as a temporally
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independent context, i.e., as having no essential relation

to the above embedment-system. The "severing" of the
essential relativity between ﬁhe embedment-system and
icontextsicharacterized as temporally successive from the

- standpoint of that system determines a projective misconstruc-
" tion,t

There 1s, then, an inconsistency entailea in affirming

e of a given context (a) that it is a member of a group of |
temporally successive contexts and (b) that it is temporally
independent in the above sense. For example, if from the
standpoint of an embedment;system_§, a context ¢ is given

in relation to a relative past p, while a second context ¢’
is given such that ¢ and ¢’ are similar in all other respects
except that (1) they are quantitatively different, (ii) ¢’
bears no explicit or implicit reference to p, and (iii) ¢
‘comes before ¢’. Thus, the logic of structure of context ¢
is such as to permit identifying reference to a relative past
p, while the logic of structure of context ¢’ makes no
provision for such reference. Consequently, to say of gf

that a relative past p has "disappeared" or "can be

revived" constitutes a projective misconstructien.2

lo : see po 15)']'.

2. This projection is sometimes found, e.g., in notlons
which would characterize memory by saying of the past that 1t
"does not return to nothing, but can be reV1Ved in memory."
cf. [La 184]
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An:analogdus projection relating to a relative
phenomenological future can be mentioned in passing. Such
grprojectibn obtains if, from the standpoint of an
embedment-system permitting reference to temporally 3
successive contexts, the range of possibilities determined
by the valence-structure of a gifen context is characterized
as temporally autonomous.l

A second and closely related projective misconstruction
which has its base in the notion of time;order concerns}the
:view that the relative phenomenological present "bécomes" a
relative phenomenological past. This "process of the present
becoming past"? provides the basis for the notion of "passage
- of time" or "time-flow." These interconnected conceptions
will be briefly considered here,

The view in question has the following structure: From
the standpoint of an embedmeht—éystem, reference to temporally
éuccessive contexts is possible. A context ¢ is given with
8 time—signature of the relative presént, while a second
context b is given as included in"the relative past of ¢,
and & third context a is given as included in the relative
- past of b, Furthermore, a, b, and ¢ are similar, except

they differ quantitatively and in the number of their

1. An example can be had in those views which consilder
"the future" has having a status - essentially predictable or
probable to a certain degree -~ independent of the relative
present. For several remarks concerning this misconstruction,

see [Bridgman 2: 32].
2, For example: ".,.le, présent.,.change en un passé."
[PCIT § 7 37] "...le phenomene tombe dans le passé...." [PCIT
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temporal o-series.

In conformitj with earlier conventions, contexts a and
b are called 'recollections! relative £o context ¢. Context
a may inclﬁde qua "recollection" a  temporal determination
of relative present in relation to contexts temporally |
earlier than it. The same may be the case for context b.
Now, in what sense can the view be upheld that context ¢
will "become" past, in analogy to the relation betwéen.g
and b?

‘ It is clear that according to this view, a "change"

is to Be noted when comparison is made between the above
contexts. Granting the possibility of a context d tempdrally
Ilater than context ¢ (and there 1s, it has been noted, no
simple, essential, impllclt relation between a context
.given as relative present and a relative future context),
where ¢ 1s included in d's relative past, the following
assertions can validly be made: (1) a valence-structure of
context ¢ includes d as a possibility, (11) context E..
" ratentionally" includes contexts a and b, (ii1) in relation
to thelr respective relative pasts, contexts a, b, and ¢ may
be characterized with the temporal determination of relative
present |

Now, the succession of such contexts permlts the

followling partial description of the notion of change :

| $ 31 86] cf. also [PCIT ¢ 5 24].
l. This description wili be elaborated in § 2.5.

7’
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A temporal successibn of contexts which bear similarityQ
relations to one another such that a definite particular .

is glven in d corresponding succession Qf related phases, ~ -
that succession of contexts permits reference to the

particular as changing with respect to a certain value in

relation to any two or more distinct and successive phases,

~ Note should be made that determination of a particular
is essentially relative to contexts overAwhich the o-series
constitutive of the particular is covariant,l Thus, in the
earlier example above, contexts a and b_may be considered
as "changing" with respect to time;signature in relation
to context c. All that this.terminology suggests, however,
is thatigiven a temporal sugceésion of similar contexts, in
relation to a certain constant value, any two contexts may
determine values which differ from that of the constant. It
1s this difference, in relation to the constant, which is
expressed when reference is made to a“change with respect
to a given value. _.

It follows that the time-signature of context ¢ can
be said to "become" or "change" to past, in analogy to the
relation between contexts a andhg,'only if such a difference
can be indicated when the time-silgnatures of ¢ and a possible
future context 4 are compared. Thus, a glven temporal

i ——

lo Ppo 39-)4'2, 81-
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determination can be said to precede or succeed another

. temporal determinafion if and only if reference is poséible
to a succession of the kind indicated in the preceding
paragraph.

A projective misconstruction occurs if, from the
Standpoint of a context which makes no provision for
reference to a relative phenomenological pastl, it is
affirmed that "the present becomes past." On the other
hand, it should be noted that, strictly speaking, a.time-
signature does not change, but represents a definite value
in a succession of related values. A time-signature comprises
no more than an expression.of:a value which a particular has
relative to other temporally connected particulars. Sincg
this is all a time-signature 1s, nothing about'a time-
signature as a temporal determination can be held constant
in a succession of temporal determinations. Because such
a succession does not provide a basis for possible reference
to a change with respect to temporal determination, it.is
projective to‘suggest that a time-signature of felative
present may "change" to relative past. . )

Furthermore, the notion of change 1s here understood as
change over a duration. A projection obtains if a given
temporal'determination is considered to change over a duration.

Temporal deterﬁinations provide the basis for assessing

‘1. See pp. 159f.
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change; to represent & temporal deterﬁination as "changing"
constitutes a projective misconstruction.

Thus, it is to be understood clearly that the view
in questioﬁ constitutes an écknbwledgement that, in .
. general, with respect to a constant value, temporally
successive contexts may differ in the degree that
deviations from the constant value are exhibited. In
particuiar, temporally successive contexts may, in lérge
measure, be similar, while theilr respective time;signatures
eipress variations over a given duration. |

Thirdly, it should be indicated that, in a like manner,
the notion of "passage of time" or "time-flow" may entail
one or.more pfojective misconstructiqns with respect to
time;order, if one or more of the above projections are
essential to the notién.of "passage of time." TFrom the
standpoint of de-~projective analysis, this notion is
unobjectionable so long as it comprises an affirmation
of temporally successive contexts. However, 1f the nofion ‘
of "passage of timeﬁ or "time-flow" represents the above
view that temporal determinations themselves co@prise a
process of changing or becoming, then that notiéh is
logically reprehensible. If, moreover, the notion:of ”time;
flow" is taken out of essential connection to temporally |

successive contexts, the misconstruction which obtains

o



166

is.still more confused. Iﬁ,a like manner, & particular
represented as changing with respect to a certain value in
a succession of contexts covariant as to o-series, cannot
be considered out of essential relation to that succession.. -
The structure of the given particular 1s relative to the |
. temporally successive contexts which represent that
particular; . |

A fourth projective misconstructioh regarding the
notion of time-order is closely linked with a set of |
distinctions between ”objective“ and "subjective" time.l
Theée distinctiohs provide the basis for characterizations
of time-order.as'"the result of a constituting activity."?
The projective néture of these distinctions andiof the

latter more complex view, cannot be shown here, but is set

aside for later examination,3

1. E.g., Husserl makes a distinction between "le temps
du monde objectif" and "le temps qui apparait avec le flux
méme de la conscience, le temps dans lequel ce flux stecoule."
" [RL IT.2 v ¢ 7 158] Bee also [Ricoeur 3: 149]..

2. Examples are found in the work of Kant and Husserl:
Cf. Kant's treatment of the Forms of Sensibllity, particularly
in Edition A of the Critique, where an active imposition of
the form of time upon a,cﬁaotic manifold of representations
is alluded to. [Kant 2c: A 95, 97-106, 109, 118ff, B 160, 211xf]

Husserl refers to "les actes constitutifs de temps"
[PCIT b 16 55], the constitution of time by "la conscilence
originelle du temps" [LFLT ? 61 222], ete., Cf. [PCIT ¢ 15 53],
[LFLT Appendice II ¢ 36 415], [LG 176, 1781. | |

3. §§ 2,6 and 2.7 will be crucial in this demonstration.
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-‘Be Phenomenological Space

It has been noted'that an o-series expresses spatial
'ordeﬁ only if that series expresses temporal order, involves

at least one successor-function in addition to that fundamental
"to the temporal order expressed, and is restricted to a range
of values distinct from those included in the fange of
'variability of the temporal successor—function.l The structure
Qf space is one with the structure of any given group of
particulars the constitution of which involves disjunct sets |
of possibilities, where each such éet can be placed in a
one-one relation with each sﬁccessor-function, exclusive of
the temporal successor-function.?

A temporally ordered context may have a logic of structure

- which provides a foundation for one or more sets of values
in terms of which spatial order is expreséed. Temporally
successive spatial phenomena may be chafacterized, for example,
in‘terms of a group of uni-contextual particulars which.are
sequentially related and ordered according td a given
temporal successor-function. Each particular has a logic

of structure which provides the basis for order-patterns of

1. P. 106.

2. Pp. 107f. 'Since an arbitrarily large number of such
disjunct sets can be characterized as conditioning the possi-
bility of a given group of phenomena, the minimum number
necessary for this purpose will be said to establish the spatial
logic of structure of that group. One space-coordinate axis
is usually correlated with each set. '
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values in ﬁhe range of variability of each spatial successor-
function.l A spatial particular given in tempofal succession
with other particulafs-can be described in terms of the spatial
successor-function(s) providing the basis for structural
organization of that uni-contextual particular having a -
certain'single temporal determination.

Both temporal and spatial forms of order constitutive of
particulars are serial in nature, and are distinguished on tbe"
basis of relative degrees of complexity in their respective
structures. The fundamental serial order-form has been
termed ftemporal', while more complex order-forms have been
called 'spatial'.? Spatial order in.a context is no more
than a complex “translation" of temporal order onto a higher
level, that of the structure of a context at a particular time .3
The elements of an o-series may therefore be répresented as
temporally successive, as temporally simultaneous (i.e., having
a spatial character), and in the less simple form of a
temporally successive o-series, each member.of wnich is.
constituted spatially as temporally simultaneous with other

members.

l. See n. l, p. 107.

2. Seen. l, p. 106. ",... les choses sont gdes unités]e.e.
en tant que fonctions du temps....” [RL II.2 iii ¢ 12 Ire éd. 330]
“..0la question de la constitution de la chose spatiale...
présuppose...celle du temps."” [PCIT b 43 1l22]

3. It is in this sense that it can be affirmed that "order -
in space is merely the reflexion into space of one time-system of
the time-orders of alternative time-systems.” [Whitehead 2: 301]
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The specifically'spatial character of a phenomenon is
termed its 'space-signature'. The space-signature of a given
phenomenon is the expression of the form of spatial order
constitutive of the structure of the phenbmenon. Like 'ﬁime-:
signature!, 'space-signature'! is used to emphasize the
essential relativity of a rule of space-order to a given
context. .

The space-signature of a phenomenon expresses the form
of spatial determination of that phenomenon. This determina-
ﬁion may be simple or complex, in that the form of spatial
order cbnstitutive of the phenomenon may involve one or:more
spatial successor-functions. A space-signature of a phenomenon
iz said to have one or more components, as one Or more spatial
successor~functions.coﬁdition thé possibility of the spatial

nature of the phenomenon.t

1. The number of components of a phenomenon's space-
signature determines the “space-dimensional order" of the
phenomenon. A phenomenon determines a space-dimensional order
in terms of an (in principle) open range of space-dimensional
order values 1 to n, according to whether 1 to n successor-
functions are involved.

Somewhat metaphorically, the space-signatures of three
phenomena belonging to the same space-dimensional order express
the relative (spatial) positions of the phenomena along a single
topological "isobar', where one phenomenon may be in such
relations to one or both of the others as “between", "above",
"below", "alongside®, etc. (Compare a similar formulation in
“[PCIT §'l 8].) ' '

It should be clear, therefore, that the designation of
the space-signature (or time~signature) of a phenomenon does not
in itself serve to characterize the phenomenon in anything more
than a purely relative sense. (Cf. p. 149.)
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The notion of phenomenological space is consequently

td be described ‘as the constitution of any given group of
phenomena which are spatially ordered. Like phenomenological
time, phenomenological space is a constituﬁive principle
of organization, and is therefore essentially relative to
phenomena so constituted.l

Two distinct space-signatures which express two
phenomena in the same o-series as épatiaily related determine
the limits of an extension. An extension consists in a
finite field of variability over a range of particulars
.which are spatially related and which belong to the'same
o-series. 4 phénomenon the space~-signature of which
determines that phenohenan within the above limits comprises
a possible instaﬁtiation in the given field of variability.
A set of such instantiations all of which are spatially
related over a continuous range of values defined by the
limits of a given extension, comprises*a series of zones
of a spatially extended whole.? 4

A characterization of the limits of an extension is
éssentially relative to comparative distinctions made between

- the spatial determinations of at least two phenomena. As

1. "...we do not speak of spaces apart from the...entities,
which themselves define the spaces” [Bender 1: 115]

2. See 1.3 for a discussion of the relation between
the concept of zone and that of a totality.
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already notedl, an embedment-system of higher order is
‘required for possible reference to the constitution of a
given phenomenon. From the standpoint of such a sysﬁem of
higher order, the spatial determinants of reference of an
extension may bear essential reference to explicitly
indeterminate spatial structures, sﬁch that the “limits"
définihg the extension may only be approximated relative to
the given indeterminacy.zv Since o-series have a uni-contextual
vector-constitution3, spatial indeterminacy, and the. spatial
fringes with which it frequently is correlated, has its root
in.ﬁhe vectorial nature of phenomenological space.

It has been indicated that.if two objects of reference
are in the same o-series, they may, relative to that—o-series,
be considered features of the o-series qua (relative) whole.”
Objects Qf feference essentially relative to a single o-series
are then said to comprise individual variations of that o-series,
where these variations may be given either in temporal

succession over a duration?, or simultaneously, with a coummon

1. B 148f.
2. Cf. pp. 28, 128, 150. - -

30 P. [{;Oc . BN ' -
’ l&o Ppc l{—lf’ 151- .
5. P. 152.
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time-signature. When the above objects of reference are
spatially extended, they may be regarded as spatial variations
which together, as‘variations with respect to a given constant -
value, express in spatial or hperspective“ variation a single
spatial object.

Given, then, are a group of spatial variations which
ﬁogether express a spatial totality. It has been noted that”f
an o-series 1s parametric, involviﬁg at least one identity
condition or constant, as well as a field of variability
within which possible values are related according to a rule
of order, and thus to Which possible values the identity
condition is sét in essential relation.t Insofar as a given
group of spatial variations belonging to a singlé o-series
expresses’in perspectives" a spatial object, the constitution
of the object is essentially relative to the given group of
variations.® A certain constant value expressed in
variations relative to a group of particulars covariant as
to o-series, cannot be considered out of essential relation
to such variations. The structure of a spatially extended

object is essentially relative to possible spatial variations

1. Pp. 40ff, 56.

2. "...l'objet lui-méme...tire son sens en tant qu'il
est dans ce variations [perspectivales] 1'élément identique
d'autoformations possibles.” [LFLT ¢ 61 244]

e e e e auA e am ® L K 1 repe e S ey R R Y PRIRE SR S e ot S g s s -
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which may express that object.
Such a group of possible spatial variaﬁions may entail
an essentially open o-series, where an indeterminate number
of instantiations covariant as to o-series are 'poss:Lble.:L An
object expressed in spatial variations which entail an essentially
open o-series is termed a 'spatially transcendent object!,
in conformity with earlier conventions.?
A sequence of spatial variations given over a duration
thus has a logic of structure involving a series of zones
which provide the basis for the extension of the spatial

object expressed through the variations.> A pheﬁomenon

l- See P l{-O’ Ne 3-

2. P. 4#42. Husserl observes that "...la perception...
[d'un tel] objet posséde un horizon qui embrasse d'autres
possibilités perceptives. Et ces possibilités sont impliqués
dans le sens de l'objet pergu.” [S. Bachelard l: 251]

W L'objet.es [est] le pole d'identité immanent aux
vécus particuliers et pourtant transcendant dans 1lfidentité

ui surpasse ces vécus particuliers." [LFLT § 61 223] Cf. also
S. Bachelard 1: 177]. .

3. In the notation of the calculus of inviduals
described in [Goodman 1 and 2], a specified gpace-region could
be defined as

ds =4¢ (Jy)(Sy.Ku vox).(z)(Ku y,z02<x), -

where 'S' abbreviates '...is an order-form of space'!, 'Ku'
abbreviates '...uniformly qualifies...’ (or, '...is constitutive
ofees?), and ' <! stands for '...is part of...' {or, '...is
included in the range of variation of...'). A space region is
consequently delined such that there is a ¥, where y is an
order-form of space, and y uniformly qualifies x, and, for all
Zy if y uniformly qualifies gz, then gz is part of x.

——— - R R R A B T e e e i 2 o T Y -
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spatially determined within the limits of that extension

may be said to portend certain variational possibilities.

In this manner, a single‘phenomenon or a grqup of phenomena,
‘as expressions of possible instantiations in the field of
variability of the given extension, may implicitly intimate,
or portend, the poss1b111ty of further extension of the group
of variations. This possibility of further exten31on of

a sequence of variations is constitutive of many spatial
objects.,

| It is clear that there are three principal ways in

which a group of spatlal variations can be related to a
spatial object. Flrst the constitution of the spatial obJect
can, as above, be characterized as essentially relative to
possible spatial variations. Second, the spatial object can,
through excess redugtionism, be equated.mmbh the group of
spatial variations.t 'Finally, the group eof spatial

variations may be considered projectively to express, in a
variety of ways, an "object™ autonomous of the system
conditioning reference to the variations.? Since the iast

two modes of relation afe thus unsuited for serious

reflection, only the first will be considered hére.

1. Such a spatial object would consist of a chance
collection of variations. Relations such as resemblance,
similarity, or sameness could not be admitted to hold between [
the phenomena expressed in variation. To do so would involve
a recognition of some kind of principle or criterion conditioning
reference to the unitary 'structure of the variations. Such a
move is made in the first alternative in the text, but is
disallowed in the view in question.

For Husserl's view.on this matter, see, e.g., [PCIT § 1 13].

2. See below,pp. 179
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A spaﬁial object consists, then,;in a unit& of spatial
_variations given oﬁer a duration. For example, a variation
or group of variations Gﬂ352’33} is given with a time-
signature tlfl Similarly, {52,83384} and {53,34,35}.are given
at t, and t3, respectively, where t; is earlier than ty, bty .
vis earlier than t3, and tq, ts, and t3 are identified from '
- the standpoint of a context the time-signature of which 1is
that of relative phenomenological pfesent. The set s of
variations {31,52;53,34,55} s relative to the relations
expressed between {51,32,53}, {52,33,54}, and {33,34,55}, is
" then said to be constitutive of a spatial object S given in
successive persﬁectivgs at tl, tz, and t3. It ghould be
added that the possibility of extending the set S may be

constitutive of the spatial object S.

1. If a single variation is given in a sequence of
variations, it is found that 'neighboring' variations identified
in analysis "overlap" as regards some value (which may not, of
course, be the same or even similar value throughout all the
variations of the sequence). This case, then, will, for the
present, be treated in analogy to a group of variations
{si,sj,sk}, since such a set may be thought of as a set of

adjacent coordinate zones. (Cf. § 1.3.) - -

I take the opportunity to note that a characterization o
the serial structure of a phenomenon or group of phenomena as
"everywhere dense' (i.e., that between any two elements of a set
there is at least another element) is projective. The misconstruc-
tion here resembles a "projection of the implicit." (See pp. 78-
79.) It is evident that either temporal order or spatial order
can be characterized as everywherc dense. (On temporal order, cf.
[Whitrow 1: 160ff].) The projection relates, then, to possible
illegitimate use of both the concept of phenomenological time -
and the concept of phenomenological space. For the present study,
it is sufficient to consider that every phenomenological duration
and extension (i) is finite, (ii) comprises a finite number of
instants or perspectives, yet (iii) may essentially involve one
Or more open O-series. ‘(See pPp. 42, 173.) -
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From the above example, it is evident that the constitution
of a spatial object is essentially relative to the retentional
character of phenomenological time. Tt is this aspect of
phenomenological time which conditions the possibility of
reference to groups of variations as unified over a duration.
Thus, reference to spatial objects.is relative to the temporal
constitution of phenomena.l

When reference is made to a plurallty of spatial obJects,
these objects may involve one or.more sets of possibilities
-such that for any two sets there is no common modal valué.?
Accordingly as one or more of such sets is constitutive
of a spatial object, a fofm of dimensional order 1s determined,
which is said to be the form of dimensional order of the space
proper to that object.3 Thus, a plurality of spatial objects
may express one or more forms of dimensional order. If every
object in a given plurality has the same foyrm of dimensional

order as every other object in that plurality, then the plurality

is said to be dimensionally homogeneous. If various forms of

1. Ricoeur observes that "since the appearing of the
object through "adumbrations” occurs within a flux of appearances,
the phenomenology of perception implies a phenomenology of time."
[Ricoeur 3: 96]

2e See Pe. 107.

3. See n. 1, p. 107, and n. 1, p. 169.
. . b ,
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dimensional order are involved, then the plurality is .

dimensionally heterogeneous.

Now, for any dimensionally homogeneous spatial plurality;'
it often is possible ﬁo rank'the spatial objects in a relative
manner according to compariséns made on the basis of the
fields of variability of the spatial extensions involved.

A comparison between these fields of variability is essentially
relative to an embedment-system of.higher order from the
standpoint of which such compérative reference is possible.l
It is in relation to some constant value(s) that comparison
of two or more spatial objects may provide a relative
determination éerving to rank those objects.2 Unless recourse
is made to a system of yet higher order in relation to which

another value or set of values may be established as constant,

the value used in the initial system is invariant? for the

1. Thus, ' [1])es concepts de grandeur ne sont possibles
que 1la ou il existe un concept général qui permette différents
modes de détermination.” (q. in [S. Bachelard 1l: 116] from
(Riemann 1: 2557.)

It is in this connection that the problem of measurement
is to be treated in phenomenology. .

2. There are a multitude of constants or standards used
in this connection: those, e.g., having to do with assessment
of relative position, shape, size, surface characteristics,
mass, etc. For example, a standard for assessing relative
position might serve to distinguish objects vis-a-vis their
relative proximity to a specified object.

3. The invariant nature of a value is.at times said to .

be "a matter of convention,” “primitive,” “empirically determlned,

etc. Once such characterizations are made, each v1ew
stands in need of thorough elucidation.
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purposes of that system, and.scepticiSm cannot question its

invariant nature without falling victim to projective
misconstruction.t

The objects of a dimensionally heterogeneous plurality
can also be ranked in a relative manner provided there is a
basis for comparison of the fields of variability of the
spatial extensions involved. *Such a basis is
"provided so long as all or some of the fields of variability
have either a common form of dimensional order or forms of
dimensional order interrelated in certain definite wayse.
Reference to these forms of.order is then possiblé from
the standpoint of a system of highérrorder establishing
a value or group of values as invariant. ‘ |

It is sometimes the case that application of a constant
value serving to indicate relative differences aﬁong spatial
objects, will be possible only within certain limits of
approximation established by the structure of the spatial
object(s) in question. There is, then, a measure of
ihdeterminacy which may obtain in the use of an invariant
value in rélation to some spatial phenomena. It is projective

to assert that every context must satisfy the absolute condition

L

1. Clearly, the choice of the constant can be questioned,
but always with certain other criteria in view: e.g., relative
adequacy, simplicity, completeness, decidability, effectiveness,
etc.

An exhibition of the projective misconstruction involved
here when all such criteria are repudiated proceeds along the
same lines as that involving the view that time-signatures
themselves can “change.” (Cf. pp. 161ff.)
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of exact determinability; such determination can in principle
be'achievedvonly where the structure of an object provides

the basis for assessment of a value to a certain degree of

exactitude. In other words, the legitimate scope for the

use of an exact standard does not include essentially
indeterminate structures. A specification of this séope

rests upon a sound understanding of the constitution of the
system from the standpoint of which comparétive reference

can be established between a precise standard and the essential
structure of a given set of phenomena. Spatial indeterminacy,
liké temporal indeterminacy, has its root in the vector-
constitution of'phenomena.l Indeterminate spatial objects

may establish various “thresholds” which express the

degree to which it is possible for analysis to characterize
a value within certain margins of exactness.
At this point, I turn to consider a variety of projective

misconstructions which have their base in the notion of

-.space-order.

It has already been noted2 that a certain constant value

which is expressed in spatial variations relative to a group of

particulars covariant with respect to o-series, cannot be
considered out of essential relation to such variations. The

relativity of a spatial object to a certain group of spatial

l. See pp. 128, 150, 152.
2., Pp. 171-174.
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. variations is constitutive of that object. The representation
of an object as spatial, while certain of the conditions
necessary for possible réference to that spatial object are
- explicitly denied, combrises a projective misconstruction.
| It has aléo been notedt that determination of the
spatial constitution of a group of phenomena requires for
its possibility reference from the standpoint of one or more
‘'embedment-systems of highér ofder. Thus, reference to the
cdnstitutive spatial structure of a phenomenon or group of
phenomena, where such reference involves an explicit dis-
allowance of these embedment-systems, comprises a
projective misconstruction. |

Rather than extend this.general description of types of
spatial projections, it may be of some use to consider two
specific illustrations of projective use of concepts of space.
The first illustration is taken from the work of Newton, the

second from that of Kant.

I. According to Newton?, "space” is considered to be
independent of the existence of material bodies.which together

make up the physical universe. OSpace is therefore a continuum

l. Pp. 170-177.

2. Cf. [Newton l: 6-12, 639-644n.] and [Newton 2: Book III,
" Queries 18ff]. -
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which can either be empty or occupied, and provides a system
- of reference from the standpoint of whiéh any material body
can in principle be discreteiy located, that is,‘can be
assigned discrete ¢6ofdinates which specify in a completely
determinate manner its position in the continuum. f
Now, an identifying reference £o a particular material
bbdy is by nature spaﬁial. The possibility of such reference
requires that it be made with respect té a system of
coordination allowing for such reference. An identifying
reference to a'certaiﬁ material body determines the
relation between the individual body and a given.systém of
reference. | ) |
To say of é material body that it is spatial is only to
affirm that the identifiability of a material body requires
a system of coordination of a particular sort. When the
Newtonian position affirms the absolute qharacter of space,
it maintains that (i) identifying reference to material |
bodies is spatial and thus a system of coordination permitting
reference to spatially constituted objects is necessarily
involved, and (ii) there is a continuum of space independent
of what material bodies ma& or may not exist in that |
continuum. It is in relation to its affirmation of (ii) that
the Newtonian position involves a projective misconstruction.‘
When reference is made to material bodies, a system of
coordination is entailed which insures the possibil;ty of such

reference. ' The nature of "space"” is determined in -essential
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relation to that system. "Space" is therefore constitutive
of possible reference to mauerlal bodles, in relation to a
system of coordlnatlon which permits identifying reference
to those bodies.

In (ii) above, space is said to be an absolute continuum,
autonomous of material bodies which may be spatially related.
- This assertion explicitly denies the relativistic constitution
-essential to the concept of sbaee. Essential’ to the v.
non-projective use of the concept of space is ﬁhat reference
to spatial objects in general, and to. material objecte in
particular, is essentially assured. This, the Newtonian
position denies. Denial of the constitution of spatial
objects, while spatial objects themselves are investigated,

is fundamentally projective.

II. (a) Kant arguesl that the relation of parts of
space to each other necessarily presupposes a region towards
which they are ordered in ﬁhiS'relation, and that ultimately
this consists not in the relation of one thing in space_to
another thing in space, but in the relation of the system of
these positions to “the absolute world-space.” This world-
space is, he argues, independent of the existence of all matter,
and provides the first ground for the possibility of the

compositeness of matter. From this he concludes that real

le In The First Ground of the Dlgtlnctlon of Reglons of
Space, [Kant 1: 19-29].
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differences can be drawn between individual material bodies
since thgse differences are grounded soiely in their relation
to the absolute, primary world-space. ‘

When Kant affirms the absolute character of space in this
context, he maintains thatl(i) identifying reference to material
bodies necessitates a certain system of coordination which
provides the foundaﬁion both for possible reference to these
bodies and for possible compositeness of them, and (ii) this
system'of coordination comprises an absolute worldfspace _
which is independént of the existence of all matter. Whether
Kant's position here entails a projective misconstruction.
will depend upon the interpretvation of (ii). Two interpretations
of (ii) will be distinguished. ’

According to the first, (ii) can be re-written to read
"absolute world-space is independent of all actual material
bodies.” As already noted, identifying reference to material
bodies necessitates a system of coordination which guaranteés
that such reference is possible. Provided that this is the
function of Kant's notion of ¥world-space,” the notion is
unobjectionable.l ; 1

Alternately, (ii) may be interpreted to maintain that

1. Kant's phrase “independent of all matter'" stands in
need of clarification. It can be maintained that *“world-space,"
considered as a pure, formal notion, i1s independent of actual
material bodies. But since identifying reference to actual
material bodies is made possible by the system of coordination
in question (here termed 'world-space'), "world-space’ is
constitutive of any material body. For this reason, it cannot
be said that actual material bodies are independent of the

very system which renders possible identifying reference to them.
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"tne absolute worid—space is independent of‘ail possible
naterial bodies.” Considered in this sense, the notion

of "wprldjspace".invelves a projective misconstruction. This
is nhe case sinee an explicit denial is made of the relativistic
constitution of spatial objects, while, at the‘same'time, |
the.nature of space is put into questidn. This is immediateiy
evident if "world-space® is considered to previde the
foundation for the possibilitonf reference to material bodies.
ﬁut, in the present interpretation, the nopien of “world-
space’ itself involves a denial of the possibility of
reference to material bodies, and thue a'projective'
,misconstruction'results.l The nature of this projection

is the same as in the Newtonian case.?

II. (b) In a different connection, Kant argues? that

l. For this reason, in the preceding note it was
necessary to limit the relation of independence between “world-
space’ and actual material bodies to a strictly formal level,
so that "world-space' may be regarded.as formally independent
of actual material bodies. An essentially dependent relation
exists between "world-space” and reference to possible material
bodies (i.e., "world-space” is not formally independent of
reference to possible materlal bodies). ‘

2, Leibniz's version is less objectionable: "I don't
say that matter and space are the same thing. I only say, there
is no space, where there is no matter; and that space itself
is not an absolute reality. Space and matter differ, as
time and motion. However, these things, though different,
are inseparable.” [Leibniz 2: Fifth Paper, ¢ 62]

3. In his Dissertation on the Form and Principles of
the Sensible and Intelligible World, [Kant 1l: 35-85]. It should
be mentioned that Kant's position here regarding the concept of
space involves the introduction of a variety of other problematic
concepts. Some of these provide the material for subsequent
‘analysis in this section.
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spacel is a formal principle of human intuition.? The physical
world, in its relation to the sensibility of the human mind,
is-constituted in relation to this subjective principle of its
form.3 Further, Kaﬁt maintains that the concept or échema
of space is that according to which thé mind actively
coordinates its "sensa” as prescribed by unchanging laws.X
| Finally, this concept of space "concerns the laws of sensibility
of the subject [rather] than conditions of'thé objects themse}vas!é

Accor&ing_to'this view, the concept of "space" functibnsA
vefy much like the earlier concept of “world-space®: both
may be.considered to condition the possibility of spatial
things -~ the former applying in‘an unrestricted sense to
Mmaterial bodies," thé.latter,~on1y to "spatial things" when
these'are considefed the objects presented according to this
subjective, spatial form of sensibility;,lln‘the pfesent casey
Kant maintgins that the mind is active in coordinating its

sensa according to this law. “Space® pertains to this active

1. (Along with time.) The argument given here applies,
mutatis mutandis, to Kant's concept of time, and his later
critical deduction of the Categories (edition A of the Critigue).

2. ",..the condition under which anything can be an
object of our senses.'” [Kant l: Dissertation. 10]

3. I.e., "a law of the mind, on account of which all things
can...be objects of the senses, ...presented as belonging to the
same whole.” [Kant 1l: Dissertation ¢ 13]

4.' [Kant 1l: Dissertation §115].

5. [Kant 1l: Dissertation § léj.
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coordination, not to objects considered independently of the -

- subjecte. In'this‘distinction lies a projective misconstruction.
The projection involved can be expressed'eﬁplicitly'és.

follows:

Kant argues that the subject actively coordinates or
imposes upon its sensa the principle or form of space. Suqh
an "imposition® must be made upon a (perhaps chaot;c)
 .assemblage of sensa. Consequently, it must therefore be
possible to distinguish some situation given "prior" to the
© imposition, from the organized manifold given Yafter” the
active coordination is made by the subject. It is only on
the basis of such a distinction thét Kant could lsgitimately
argue that the concept of space concerns the laws of
sensibility, and not the condivions of the objects themselves.
The form of space, he says, is onevof.the conditions the |
mind imposes upoh what it can experience. These conditions,
vthe laws of sensibility, concern only the nature of the '
subject - not the hature of .the objects themselves. There is,
in other words, a basic difference between the organization
Stemming from the coordinatiﬁe nature of the mind, and the
assemblage of sensa upon which the mind actively imposes this
organization. A distinction is therefore implicit between an
"assemblage of sensa" given “prior" to the "imposition",‘and
the organized manifold given‘"aftef" the active coordination is

made.
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-+ Such a distinction is, however, in principle impossible.
No context can be given which can provide the subject with
the possibility of making an identifying'referenée'to such an
active "imposition” or "coordination.” As already seen,.the'
mind, acéording to Kant; imposes certain conditions upon
what it ggg'experience; in particular, sensa are required~
to conférm to the“form of spacé.

_For the_momenﬁ,-assume that all sense presentations are
conditioned by the form of space. It will then be impossible
coheréntly tb refer to any "assemblage of sensa given prior
to thé'act of imposition.” To make such a referendé, it must
"be possible to "suspend” the condition of spatiality, to
permit reference to some state of affairs "prior" to the
"imposition"” of the form of space. This "suspension" is
in principle ruled out by the initial assumptibn, that all
sense presentations are necessarily conditioned by the form
of space.“Coﬁsequentiy, no reference dan legitimapely be
'méde ﬁo the assemblage of sensa given prior to the impositioﬁ.
And, since such a reference must be possible to refer ﬁo the
"active coordination® itself, it follows that no reference is
possible to such a "éoordination." | |
| Because the concept of space in question rules out the

possibility that identifying reference can be made to the
active, subjective coordination of sensa the ordering of
which the concept seeks to explain, its explicit characterization

is projective.
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C. Phenomenological Space-Time

Tempdral-order is determined by a rule of order in
the form of a single successor-function restricted to a
range of possible values. Spatial order is determined.by a
temporal rule of order, in relation to one or more additional
successor-functions, where each successor—function is
_restricted to a distinct range of variability. The generalized
ofder-schema which includes temporal and spatial order

as special cases is termed 'spatio-temporal order'. The

notion of phenomenological space-time can consequently be
described as constitutive of any given group bf phenomena.
Phenomenological space-time is a constitutive principle of
organization, and is therefore essentially relative to
phenomena so constituted.

The notién of phenomenological spéce-time is, in other
words, defined as the constitution of any given group of
phenomena to which reference is possible, where such réference
may relate to the fundamental order-form(s) of ﬁhe phenomena,
whether temporal or spaﬁial in nature. '

Phenomenological time and phenomenological space are

schemata conditioning possible relations between phenomeria.l

l. Cf. p. 123.
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Phenomenological space-time may therefore be regarded as a
general principle constitutiveﬂof‘the possible organization
of phenomena.l The formal constitution of phenomenolégical
space~time 1is provided by the logic of structure of the
space-time manifoid, since the latter is entailed, pfovided
identifying reference to a particulér or group of particulars
is possible.?

Phenomenologicai space~-time providés the foundation for
‘reference to phenomena involving an érbitrary number, of
successor-functions respectively restficted to distinct
ranges of variability. Phenomenological space-time is,'
then, a general and fundamental order-form to which parametric,
essential structures are relative.3 The order—schemé of
phenomenological space-time is essentially inseparable from
modes of organization/of phénomena. The dissociation of
‘this order-schema from the structure of any phenomenon or
group of phenomena leads to projective misconstruction.

Now, characterization of the temporal or the spatial

structure of a phenomenon involves reference from the standpoint

of some embedment-system. But, since the relativistically

1. P, 122f, Cf. [RL III § 62 225], where Husserl
speaks of *déterminations spatio-temporelles.”

- 26 See‘p. 120.
3. Gf. pp. LO£f, 56, 172. » : N
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recurved logic of structure of the space-time manifoldl is
constitutive of phenomenological space~time, phenomenological
space~time comprisés the basis for charaéterizatidn of temporal
and spatial forms of order, where reference to phenbmehological
space-time cannot require a higher-order embedment-system. . In
other words, phenomenological space-time has a relativistiéa}ly
recurved logic of structure, permitting self-reference and
reference of the kind requiring hiéher-order embedment -
system(s).? It should be noted once again' that phenomenologicél
space~-time 1is constitutive.of possible relations between
phenonmena; in no sense can the essential connection between
this generalizéd ord¢r~schema and the structure of possible-
phenémena be cohgrently severed.‘ |

It follows that thevlogic of structure of any given
group of phenomena provides the basis for the possible
characterization of its essential structure, thus for self-
reference, for reference from the stanapoint of embedment-
systems of indeterminate orderB, and for recurrent identifying
reference.h Thus, pnenomena in general are said to.bé

intriﬁsicahly  determined, since any given group of phenomena

1. Pp. 117ff.

2. See pp. 123f.
3. Cf. pp. 119, 127.

L. Pp. 150f. Cf., [LFLT § 30 127£f].
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satisfies the requirements of an intrinsically determined

When phenomenologlcal space-time is said to be
intrinsically determined what is meant is that this generallzed
order-schema provides the foundation for the possibility of
reference to the temporal and spatial constitution of

phenomena. It is in relation to the general parametric

nature of an o-series that phenomenological space-time is

constitutive of the particular notions of phenomenological

time and phenomenological space.2 Thus, it is not possible

to call into question either the temporal or the spatial

character of phenomena from a non—intrinsic standpoint,

that is, from a view-point cbnsidered auconomous of possible

experience.3
Because phenomena are temporally constituted and because

a temporally ordered phenomenon often is given in terms of a

specific space-signatureQ, phenomenolqgical time and

l. Cf. p. 111 and passim. A group of phenomena the
logic of structure of which restricts the possibility of
reference to certain space-time dimensional-order values,
establishes,; as it were, a relativistically self-enclosed
region relative to reference to spatio-temporal order. This
regional manifestation of relativistic self-enclosure comprises
a significant theme worthy of further study.

2e Thus,‘u D. Broad observes in connection with the
special theory of relativity that the distinction between space
and time is notv per se prohibited, but that the isolation of
these concepts from each other is illegitimate. [Broad 1: 486]
3. See pp. 121, 134.

L. P. 169.
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phenomenological space have sometimes been functionally

, expressed.l The unitary foundation for relations estabiished
between temporal and spatial phenomena'is provided by
phenomenblogicél space-time. A characterigzation of the
spatio-temporal order of a given context involves an

enumeration of certain of the constitutive structures of the

spatio-temporal whole'comprising that context.<

Av this point, several projective misconstructiohs which
have their base in the notion of spade—time order may be
recalled.’ Certainly, since temporal order and spatial order
are specilal instances of gene}alized spatio-témpéral order,
projections which have their base in the notion of phenomenological
time and phenbmenological space can be described as particular

forms of projections relative to spatio-temporal order. In

1. In this connection, Minkowski has observed: "Es hat
niemand einen Ort anders bemerkt als zu einer Zeit, eine
Zeit anders als an einem Orte.” [Minkowski 1l: 432]

"Fine Wissenschaft von der Lebenswelt wire also zundchst
apriorische Wissenschaft der Raum-Zeitlichkeit.... [Durch] diese
Wissenschaft] kbnnen jene Korrelationen thematigziert werden,
welche Raum-Zeitlichkeit also Form der Lebenswelt ermSglichen.”
[Claesges 1: 12] (See also [Claesges l: 36].) Husserl also
argues: " S'il y a entre deux parties un rapport réciproque
de fondation, leur dépendance relative est hors de doute.”

[RL II.2 iii § 16 50] - '

J.C. Smuts has maintained that temporal succession
requires spatial co-existence as a condition of serial
ordering, while spatial co-existence requires temporal
succession as a condition of spatial representation. [Smuts 1l
27f, 33]

2. "...when we talk of the geo-chronometry of Space~Time,'
we are simply describing certain very general and abstract
features of that whole which is the...world."” [Broad l: 458]

3. See pp. 12Lff, 127f. s



193

addition to this group of temporal or spatial projections,
two pfojective misconstructions relating to general spaée-
time order will be briefly described.
First, because phenomenological space~time is é
constitutive principle of organization, in no sense can it
be maintained that "space-time exists abart from possible
Qpatio—temporal objects.” Such a view of absolute *space-
time" is projective, as has been shown earlier.l Rather,
any given phenomenon or group of phenomena has a spatio-
temporal constitution which can be explicitly expressed.
Such an analysis yields a description of the esséntial spatio-
temporal structure of the phenomenon or group of phenomena.
Sbatio-temporal structure can be elucidated only in essentialv
relation to possible objects of reference.2 ‘
Second, the description of the constitutive  structure
of a phenomenon or groub of phenomena from the standpoint ‘
of a given framework cannot be universally generalized. The
description is relative to a given framework, and can be
considered invariant only in relation to an isomorphic.system

of frameworks.B' Thus, the representation of a phenomenon

1. Pp. 189-191.
2. P. 12z.

3. Similarly, translatability of a proposition is always 7
relative to systems providing adequate means for the expression
of that proposition. It is merely factual that not all systems
- have equally adequate means of expression. ,
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from the standpoint of one system, in terms of a description
made from the standpoint cf a second very differently

constituted system, may 'involve projection.



Section 2.2

PHENOMENOLOGICAL RELATIVITY



Ja e s

PHENOMENOLOGICAL RELATIVITY

Any reference to a partiéular establishes a
relational system which conditions the possibility
of that reference. When such a system is observed to
provide the foundation for its own possibility, the system

is said to have a relativistic constitution.l The nature

of a system's relativistic constitution depends upon

the modal order(s) of its framework, the foundatioﬁ for

which it provides.z' In other words, the relativistic

constitution of a given system provides the foundation

for the order(s) of possibility of that system, where

the order(s) of possibility can be characterized in terms

of degree of complexity of the constitutivé structures

investigated.3 |
Two levels of analysis of the relativistic constitution

of phenomena may be distinguished: (i) analysis of the

relativistic constitution of a given single phenomenon and

(ii) analysis of the relativistic constitution of a given

1. See p. 110. | I
2. Pp. 98ff.
3. Pp. 102, 196,
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totality explicitly involving a plurality of related
phenomena. The logic of structure of a single phenomenon
may be expressed in terms of the determiﬁate functional
organization of a particulaf-context, of either a uni-
or multi- vector sort.1 Such'a functional orgaﬁization
establishes certain consistency boundary conditions.?
On the other hand, the logic of structure of a given .
.totality involving a plurality of related phenomena3
establishes consistency boundary conditions of a more
complex sort. The logic of structure of éuch a totaligy
invélves a plurality of o-series according to which
possible values are related in terms of various fields
of variability. Thus, the essential structure of a group
of related phenomena can normally be characterized in
relation to a more extensive and variegated range of
possibilities than can the structure of a gsingle phenomenon.
Furthermore, a plurality of related phenomena may
congist of phenomena of a modal order which is common to
all members of the plurality, or the plurality may include

phghomena of distinct modal orders. In the first case,

l. Pp. 17, 30, 34, 39ff.
2. P. 97fo : ‘ : N
3' See ﬂ, ppo BOffo
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the logic of structure of the totality is said to be
'modally homogeneous', while in the second instance, the
totality is modally heierogeneoué.

The relativistié congtitution of a single phenomenon
expresses the essential foundation fr a certain range of
possibilities determined in relation to some consistency
boundary conditions. Similally, the relativistic |
constitution of‘a group of related phenomena defines
consistency boundary conditions for several ranges of
possibilities, where each range is modally homogeneous.

It is immediately evident that a projective =,
misconstruction ihvolves a form df reference which runs
counter to some of the esséntial consistency boundary
conditions of a given context of reference. These
boundary conditions may be thought to comprise the basis

" for relgtivistic self-enclosure with respect to the given .

range(s) of possibilities. A context is relativistically

- self-enclosed only if it provides the grounds for
léompletely intrinsic self—reference.l It follows that

- these grounds are provided by the relativistic constitution
of a single phenomenon and by that of a group of related
phenomena. To these two sorts of relativistic constitution
. consequently correspond two forms of relatifistic self-

.enclosure.

l. P. 1l17.



. o 198

It should be clear that in'pro?iding the basis for
the possibility of a context, the relativistic constitution
of that context guarantees the possibility of reflexive
reference to Lhe context from an intrinsic standpoint.l
The logic of structure of a given context determines certain
consistency boundary conditions which reflexive references
to the context must satisfy. When a reference from tﬁe_
standpoint of this context is made to a second context,
the congistency boundary conditions of the two contexts
must overlap sufficiently to warrant the extension of
the coordinative structure of the initial context. In
this case, the reference in question satisfies the relevant
consistency boundary conditions of both contexts; otherwise,
the reference involves the illegitimate extension of the
coordinative strueture of the initial context, in which
case a projective misconstruction obtains.

It has been noted that a sequence of temporally
successive phenomena establishing the compass of a duration
involves a pattern of order according to which a pheﬁomenon
given with a time-signature of relative present retentionally
“includes phenomena earlier in the sequence. If the
constitutive structure of such a plurality is investigated,

its logic of structure is found to determine, over the

1. See n. l., Pe 1ll.
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duration in question, an increasing extension of the

relative consistency boundary conditions of consecutive
phenomena in that group.l Thus, characterization of

a group of phenomena as having a rélativistically self-
‘ 2

enclpsed logic of gtructure is essentially time-relative.
| Now, phenomenology investigates the domain of
possibilities. This domain is essentially open in'thé'sense
that the logic of structure of mény objects of reference

is transcendent.> On the other hand, it has been observed
that this domain is also gssentially closed in the sense

.that the relativistic constitution of a phenomenon and of
one Or more gfoups of phenomena involves relativistic
self~enclosure. This domain of possible experience

is spatio-temp&rally extended in relation to a retentional
augmentation of phenomena, while the essential structures

of phenomena must satisfy sets of consistency boundary

conditions.4

l. See n. 1, p. 148.

2. This observation is examined in some detail in

§ 247 ,
3. Pp. 42, 173, 175.

L. Husserl maintains: " L'expérience...porte en
elle...l'idée d'un systéme infini, fermé sur soi, d'expériences
possibles.e.s” [LFLT ¢ 16 87n.] On the notion of the world
as a bounded whole, see [Wittgenstein 1: 5.61, 6.45].
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‘The phenomenological world comprehends this
relativisﬁically recurved domain of possibilities. In
'relation to this multiverse of possibility, a phenomenon
or group of phenomena may exemplify in terms of its
‘logic of structure the general principle of an essentially
open; transcendent system of possibilities, while it also
expresses a particular form of relativistic self—-enclosure.l
The pogsibility of reference to - phenomena is consequent;y
conditioned in connection with the relativistic constitution
and relativistic recurvatﬁre of phenomena, according to
which, from tbe standpoint of phenomenology, a recapitu-
lation of the constitutive structure(s) common to antecedent
phases of analysis is essentially possible in a relativis-
tically self-enclosed and reflexive context .?

The world of ideal possibilities providés the
subject-matter for theoretical research; the relativistically
recurved doﬁain of possibilities comprising the world for

phenomenology constitutes the transcendental ground of

theories taken in general.3 Phenomenology, as already noted,

1. CGCompare this to the proposition that "a coordinate
is a determinate, ﬁerminal duplication of the overall
coordinate system.” (Cf. pp. 13, 119.)

2. See PP llgff’ 124’ ne. Ll.

: 3. Cf. p. 3. "...pour nous, le monde n'est qu'une
unité d'investigation théorique.” [RL III ¢ 65 Ire éd. 297]
"The facts in logical space are the world." [Wittgenstein
1: 1.13] “We can describe the world completely by means of
fully generalized propositions....” [Wittgenstein 1l: 5.526]
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~elucidates the sense the world has relative to a given
framework of theory. In thisg, it denies that meaning can
attach to any question concerning the world taken apart

from a possible framework.l

l. Thus Mach, in connection with an investigation of
the concepts of time and space, argues: "No one is
warranted in extending these principles beyond the boundaries
of experience. In fact, such an extension is meaningless...." .
(Mach 1: 280] '
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PHENOMENOLOGICAL ONTOLOGY

The world of ideal possibilities forming the subject- .
matter of phenomenology is empirically bound, i.e., the . |
 formal constitutive structures of a phenomenon are relative
to a range of material possibilitiés.l The specification
~of a set of constitutive structures of a phenomenon is
valid only if its essential relativity to a given context
of reference is preserved. When reference is made to a
phenomenon froﬁ the standpoint of a system involving a
lesser degree“ofﬂqual restriction® than that proper to
.the phenomenon, the phenomenon may be characterized in
terms of its essential ontological structure.> |

The constitutive structure of a phenomenon conditions

1. See pp. 137ff. "Abstract ontological conditionse..
- refer to concrete ontological situations and cannot
substitute for them." [Feibleman 1: 140]

2. P, 139.

3. Traditionally, the "being" of a phenomenon or of
a group of phenomena has sometimes been put into question
in a manner such that relations between the actual
phenomenon and its mere possibility (or, e.g., its "like-
lihood") can be investigated. It is clear that a study of
this sort can be carried out not only in terms of the
relations between ¢p and p, but between 00p and Qp, etc.
The horizon for ontology has yet to include the rich
variety of phenomena belonging to a plurality of modal orders.
(See p. 98 and passim.) ~ :



the possibility of the phenomenon - in other words, the

constitution of a phenomenon comprises the structure essential

to that phenomenon, excepting which that phenomenon cannot be.
Now, it is essential to the possibility of a phenomenon

that its lbgic of structure provide a basis for identifying
reference.?® It follows that a phenomenon cannot be unless

it can be identifyingly referred to.2 Therefore the being of

1. Cf. p. 135.

2. Recall that those "structures providing for the
possibility of particularity are the structures required for
the possibilitg of identifying reference."” (P. 58; ¢f. also
Pp. 14ff, 134.

3. Leibniz argues in a similar fashion that a material
thing does not depend upon being observed, but it does
depend upon being possible to be observed. (Cf. [Leibniz 2b:

149 and passim.].)

: Given the fundamental intelligibility of the world, it
is evident that for a thing to be it is necessary that it be
possible identifyingly to refer to it. Without the guarantee
that identifying reference to a thing is possible, no thing
can be in any intelligible connection with objects in the
world. Of what is not intelligible, only nonsense can be
said.

Husserl refers to what can be thought not in terms of
a "subjective incapacity to represent an object otherwise,”
but rather as exemplifying the objective impossibility that
the object be in any other way. I mention this decisive
ontological transition here because of its parallel signi-
ficance. (See [RL II § 7 21-24], [Husserl 2: 162ff],
[Husserl 3: 225, n. 1].) It is also to be found in the work
of Parmenides: "It is one and the same thing waich can be
thought and which can be."” [Parmenides 1: Frag. 5] Bolzano's
definition of 'thing' is similar: " j'entends par 'chose'
tout ce qui en général peut &tre un objet de notre faculté de
représentation.”. [Fels 1: Vol. 9, 17] o ‘
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a given phenomenon is fundamentally conditioned by the
manner in which the structure of the phenomenon accords with
-the restrictions prescribed by the system from the standpoint
of which the poséibility of reference to that phenomenon is
provided. It is relative to this system that the essential
structure of the phenomenon can be characterized as meaning-
ful and vélid.l The set of restrictions, or consistency
boundary conditions, prescribed by'this system establishes
" a general structure in terms of ﬁhich the Qntblogical
- character of a phenomenon is determined. In relation to
ja.context involving -certain consisténcy boundary conditions,
it is logicall&'impossible for a phenomenon.to be given
"in terms of that conﬁext if the structure of the phenomenon
- does not meet those conditions.? '

A set of consistency boundary conditions restricts a
rénge of contextual possibilities. These conditions relate

to what there can be, relative to a certain context of

1. On the concepts of meaning and validity, see pp. 17,
69£f, and passim. .

2. The view described here might be termed a 'trans-
cendental phenomenological ontology'. According to this view,
the "essential ontological structure" of a given phenomenon
is described in terms of forms of constitutive relativity
without which that phenomenon could not be. In conformity with
the modal order of the logic of structure of the phenomenon,
its being in this sense can be elucidated in terms of its
"formal" or its “"material" character. Formal ontology and
material ontology are therefore distinguished as two essentially
related branches of phenomenological ontology. (See pp. 37ff,

139f.)
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reference. All possible objects of reference are said to be
Yreal, i.e., '"have being. ul The mannér in which an object
can be characterlzed as real, as hav1ng being, determines the

ontological character of that object. More will be said in

this connection shortly. .

Because phenomenoclogy is concerned with the conditioning
étructure of what can be an-object of reference, ontology‘is
inevitable: it is implied whenever reference is made. To
investigate the ontological structure of phenomena is to
elucidate that which is fundamental to their belng, and thus
that which underlies their p0331b111ty.2 In partlcular,
~ the elucidation of the ontological structure of phenomena
involves thé desdription of various ways phenomena hay be
materially constituted, i.e., specific relations which
certain structural elements of a given context may bear to
each other are characterized.?

Thus the being of a phenomenon is conditioned in relation

t0 a coordinative system; the ontological character of a

1. A phenomenon is said to be "real” in the sense that
it may be included under the heading “reality." 'Reality'
a general term referring to phenomena ont010g1cally dlstlngulshed
in a plurality of ways.

2. On the inevitability of ontology, cf. (Feibleman l:
165££]. " L'ontologie falt corps avec la science elle-méme
et ne peut en étre separée." [Meyerson 1: 439] -

. In this connection-the distinction may be noted in
,gBenJamln 1: 63f, 66] between the "unique content and the
structural content of an occurrent.”
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phenomenon is essentiall& relationai. Out of relation,
being is impossible. In this éense, the being of a phenomenon
is ontologically relative to those structures to which its
ontological characﬁer is fundamentally bound .+

Now, the possibility of identifying reference to a
phenomenon requires the preservation of certain consistency
principles; these{ in turn, are constitutive of what can
be in relation to a given context Qf reference. It follows
that phenomenological ontology is concerned to investigate
the non-inconsistent fundamental and intrinsic structure
of groups of phenomena.2 In this connection, it will later
be observed thét a description of the essential ontological

structure of a grdup of related phenomena is tautologous in

l. “[Bleing is an ultimate, underived and independent
universal. It involves a relation. This relation...includes
in its terms an instance of being on the one hand and the
whole of meaning on the other." [Haserot 1: 103f] "The being
of a thing...is its implicative interrelation with the whole
of meaning. Whatever enters such a relation has being, and

'nothing has being which does not enter such a relation.”

[Haserot 1: 101] .

Put differently, there can be no thing which does not
disclose relationships to other things, thereby .revealing
systematic ordering of phenomena.

2. By this token, the inconsistent and the meaningless
do not fall within the domain of inquiry of phenomenological
ontology as it is here described. A proposition relative to
a context which essentially requires the self-contradiction
or meaninglessness of that proposition is, for the purposes of
an ontological examination of that context, irrelevant. That
is, the actual is not fundamentally inconsistent. .
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"the, sense that it derives from the very constitution of the

phenomena in'question.l

The ontological characﬁer.of a given phenomenon is
essentially conditioned by the relativistic self-enclosure
of its context of feference. The intrinsic .self-referential
capacity of a relativistidally self-enclosed context provides
the foundation for what can be given in that context. There-
fore the fundamental structure of what can be is determined
by the essential structure of the referential context proper
to a phenomenon.2 |

Ever& reference entails some ontological pfemiss which
describes (i) the range of objects to which reference is

possible and (ii) the ontological character(s) of these

objects.3 A descriptive enumeration of distinct varieties of

1. In relation to the reflexive character of the logic
of structure of a given group of phenomena, the tautologous
nature of ontological descriptions is of particular
significance in an analysis of the concept of truth. (See

2.4+.) It may be noted here that "the grounding of every
analytic proposition in the syntactic sense which is not a
law of logic, demands an existential premise which alone
authorizes us to apply the laws of logic to particular cases."
[Ajdukiewicz 1: 13] Cf. 140, n. 2.

2. Once again, the comparative suitability of the
phrase "the structure of what canbd’ in relation to the phrase
the structure of what is” is decided on the basis of a
determination of the modal order of the subject-matter in

3.‘.See [Quinton 1]..

) RS,
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these ontologiéal commitments is the tésk of taxonomic
ontology. Distinctions between the ontological characters-
of different phenomena are evidenced in terms of the specific
ways in which.their being is constituted. The ontologiéal
character, or, as it is sométimes termed, the 'mode of being',
ofla given phenomenon exemplifies the particular manner
according to wﬁich the being 9f that phenomenon is relative

. to a certain set of.consistency boundary conditions. Thus, |,
the ontological charaéter'or mode of being of a phenomenon

expresses a particular form of ontological relativity. Where

the task of taxonomic ontology is to take note of the grounds
fof distinguishing ontological characters of phenomena, it is
the business of descriptive ontology to elucidate these.
“ontological diversifications and to clarify reiationships
between them.l It.is clear that the classificatory and
elucidativé functions of phenomenological ontolégy are
closely allied. |

A given group of phenomena may have the same ontological.
character, or phenomena in the group may represent véfious

ontological characters.? Consequently, the sense in which

1. Phenomena of a given ontological character may be
said to comprise one in a plurality of realities. On reference
to such a plurality of realities, see [McTaggart l: I 3ff].

‘2. Accordingly, a distinction is observed between
ontologically homogeneous and ontologically heterogeneous
contexts. : '
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a phenomenon is related to other phenomena in ﬁhe same

context is different from the sense in which the ontological

character of a phenomenon is related to the ontological .

characters of other phenomend.l |
The ontological character of a glven phenomenon

reflects the nature of the ontological commitment fundamental

to the system providing for the possibility of reference to

" that phenomenon.2 A systenm is ontbldgically committed to a

'range of phenomena such that any identifying reference to

a given phenomenon from the standpoint of that'syspemvis‘a

réeference to a phenomenon in the given range.’

| Hdwever, not all referencesfﬁo;phenomena must involve

specific ontological commitﬁents. When reference is made in

such a manner that .implies no definite onﬁological'commitments,

phenomena so characterized are said to have a virtual

ontological character - that is, no specific form of ontological

1. "Membershlp in an ontological field or environment
or context is quite distinct from membership in a group or
class of beings, though a group may share an ontological
domain or world-region.”" [Schneider 1l: 6]

' 2. "...l'8tre de 1l'état de choses fondateur conditionne
1'8tre de 1'état de choses conséquent." [RL II.2 v § 36 288]
"[Tlhe logical commitments of ontology are none other than
those of...scientific analysis.” [Schneider 1: 15]

3. "[W]e now have a[n]...explicit standard whereby to
decide what ontology a given theory or form of discourse is
committed to¢: a theory is committed to those and only those
entities to which the bound variables of the theory must be
capable of referring...". [Quine 1: lh] .

’
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- relativity is expressed when identifying reference is made
to phenomena of this kind. The system providing fbf the
possibility of such reference is therefore said to be .

ontolqgically_noncommittal.l In the most general sense,

phenoména characterized as having a virtual ontological
character are neutral with respect to ontology.2 .It follows
that invesﬁigations with ﬁhe greatest latitude of applica-
'_bility are ontologically neutral, since they are accordingly
not confined to phenomena of a certain ontological character.

When a phenomenon is indeterminate‘or neutral with
respect to concrete ontological character, identifying
reference to the phenomenon entails an implicit acknowledgement
that in some undefined or non-specific manner there is such
an object.3 The virtual status of any phenomenon is implied
whenever specific information about its concrete ontological
character cannot be ascertained.

When reference to a given phenomenon itself involves
an ontological commitment to a spatially constitufed object,
the phenémenon is said to have an existential onpdlogiéal_

character - that is, a phenomenon is said, strictly speaking,

1. My notion of a noncommittal ontology follows
proposals relating to "notlons" in [Godel 2], to "classes
in [Bernays 1], and to "virtual classes and relations® in-

[Quine 4].

2. A "language of noncommittal abstraction” suggests
itgelf for the 1nvest1§at10n of such phenomena. See [Quine
ht 15ff, 350f, 277, 328] . .

3. "[OJn ne saurait...commencer & parler de cet S,

saps reconnaltre virtuellement par la ggl;;_x_g_gg_g. [RL II.2
8 35 282; his italics]




211

to exigt, where a definite form of ontological relativity

essentially determines the phenomenon's character as a

spatially extended object.l

A phenomenon, then, maylbe described to have a certain
ontological character in essential relation to the context .
conditioning the possibility of identifying reference to tﬁat
phenomenon. Phenomena homogeneous with respect to ontological’
character comprise a single "regioﬁ of being" or "reality"
relative to a plurality of ontologically interrelated regions
~or realities. Together, phenomena of various ontological
" characters may comprise an ensemble of what there is from

the standpoint of a.certain context. The ontological

1. Since spatial phenomena may express distinct
- space-dimensional orders -while their ontological characters
may vary accordingly, a more useful and restricted sense of
the term 'existence'! to designate "objective" phenomena will
be employed in later discussions in $ 2.4 and 2.6.

This usage follows Cicero, who appears to have first
made use of the term 'existere' in relation to ontological
questions. He used the term to characterize objective,
spatial beings. (Cf. [Schneider 1: 23], [Andrews 1: 580].)

Ontological studies which begin with a phenomenon .
which "exists" in the unqualified sense that it is spatially
constituted, and then widen their scope of investigation
sometimes to phenomena of distinct ontological characters,
have in recent times called themselves Yexistential. Usually
such an ontology does not adequately differentiate between
the distinct ontological characters of phenomena forming its
subject-matter. For this reason, subsequent use of 'existence'
is made in the restricted Latin sense og the word. -
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character of a phenomenon represents the ﬁanner in_whibh
the essential sﬁructure of the phenomenon is related to a
particular region of being.t |
Now, it has been noted that relativistic self-enclosure

is regionally manifested.? An investigation of this occurrence
can be of significant interest to a phenomenoclogical ontology.
The form of oﬁtological relativity expressed iﬁ-terms of

a set of consistency voundary conditions té which the being
'i of a given phenomenon is.relative, is constitutive of references
. to phenomena the ontological character of which'is homogeneous
with the ontological stfucture.of the given phenomenon., A
region of being so characterized is such that no reference
can be made to a phenomenon'the ontological structure of
which has the above form, while the essential relativity
of the being of a phenomenon to its conditioning context is
'disallowed. As a result, it is e?ident that the relativistic
constitution of the ontological structure of groups of
phenomena intrinsically is prescriptivé of general conditions

aécording to which identifying reference to those phendmena

1. [Linsky 1] suggests the idea that a theory of
reality-operators might be used so that the structure of a
proposition implicitly or explicitly expresses the region of
being to which that proposition refers. An object to
which reference is made in the context of a novel would be
characterized via an "in-the-novel" operator. "I woulde..,
in my own ontology, divide objects into...objects which are,
e.Z., characters of fiction, legendary figures, mythological
figures, ...as well as abstractions, mathematical objects,
concepts, etc.” [Linsky 1: 20, 126] -

20 See Pe 191, Nle lo!



L . 213

) is restricted. At this point, I therefore turn to 1nvest1gate
several prOJectlve mlsconstructlons which have thelr base
in ontological consmderatlons.

First, consider the view that "an enduriﬁg spatial
object must exist ."behind" a series of spatial variations.”
It has already beeﬁ noted'that é constént value expréssed U
in spatial’ varlatlon is essentlally relative to such
variations, and reference cannot be made to that value out
of relation to the variations.l Since the relativity of a
spatial object to a certain group of spatial variations is
constitutive of that object, the ontological character of
the object ié eésentially relative to the system providing “for
the possibility of identifying reference to the given group
of spatial variations. It is consequently projective to
- represent a group of spatial variations and the spatiay
object constituted in relation to these variations as
ontologically heterogeneous. In no seﬁse, then, can a
spatial.object exist apart, autonomous of the variations
which express it.?
A second projective miéconstruction which Has its root

in ontological considerations concerns the view that "there

l. Cf. pp. 179f.

2.  To assert the meaninglessness of a proposition with
apparent existential import, does not claim the meaningfulness
of the existence or the non-existence of that to which the
proposition would refer. The denial (or the affirmation) of
a meaningless assertion is meaningless.

Here, the phenomenological ewoxn may be thought to
function as a suspension of the absurd. "[DJans 1' droxn
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are objects outside of the domain of possible experience."l'

The sense of this proposition necessarily involves concepts
the meaningfulness of which is constituted in4essential
relation to a pragmatical system. Specifically, the foun=
dation for,partiéularity (with respeét to the concept of
object) and for the ontological character of a particular
(with respect to an understanding of its being)'is |
established by the essential structure of a coordinative

system. The foundation for exteriority (with respect to the

nous nous abstenons de porter un jugement sur l'existence ou
l'inexistence d'un monde [extérieur]." [S. Bachelard 1l: 136]
Cf%][RL III appendice ¢ 5 283] and [RL II.2 v § 16 204; § 27
247 1 - :

l. The transcendent nature of some objects is occasionally
interpreted in this manner. It should be clear that my use of
'transcendent' (pp. 4R, 173ff, 199) is opposed to this inter=
pretation. (Cf., e.g., [RL II.1 ii § 8 149].) Accordingly,
it may be useful to add that the concept of transcendence
I propose can, strictly. speaking, be termed a kind of
'inter-phenomenal transcendence'. By this is understood
that a phenomenon is regarded to be transcendent if its
logic of structure entails an essentially open o-series.

Since the expansion of a series must follow according to a
given serial order pattern, the elaboration of a description of
a "transcendent object' can never be essentially discontinuous
with earlier characterizations of that object. In this specific
sense, Hugserl's observation seems to me appropriate: "Le fait
ue les objets jugés sont, dans le premier cas transcendantsS...,
gans l'autre immanents..., ne_détermine en l'occurence aucune
différence essentielle.” [RL IIIL ¢ 2 24f; my italics] See also

[Ideen 1 § 527 , .

Ambiguity with respect to the sense in which an objzct
is considered to be transcendent frequently leads to an unclear
distinction between a phenomenon and its explicit description.
See [RL II.l ii.§ 36 231f], [RL II.2 v § 2 1,8; i 39 2991,
[RL III § 2 24f; appendice ¢ 5 283], [LFLT § 26 112]. -
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| prepqsitional use of 'outside') is grounded in the nature
of spatial idehtifying reference. The grounds for the
possibility of particularity, of ontological character, and
of exteriority are constituted relative to a given context |
‘of referenee. If this context of.reference permits the
igeneral characterization of phenomena,.its structure is
fundamentally pragmatical.l Thus, in the view in question,
since concepts which are contextuaily relative are'dissociated
- from the domain of possible experience to which they are
.essentially related, the view is projective and its explicit
description, absurd.2
Several pfojective misconstructions which pertain to
the coordinative'structures of groups of phenomena shoﬁld
be mentioned at this point. Firet, a certain projection
may occur in relation to the system from the standpoint
of which identifying reference to a certain group of

phenomena is possible. The view may result that the systen

7/

l. See pp. 1331,

2. On the absurdity of this view, cf. [Ideen I g§ L8, 90]
and [RL I § 36 130]. For an illustration of a relate :
proaectlon, see, €.Z+., [Ramsey l: 32ff] and [Kleene 1l: h5].
[Gddel 3: 137].

. A distinction should be noted between the progectlve
characterigzation of "the being of objects outside of the
domain of possible experience" and the acknowledgment that
- some phenomena do not in fact explicitly express a pragmatical
character. The latter "egologically unmodified” phenomena are
treated in 2.6. The constitution of such phenomena is such
that the question is left open as to whether or not they can .
~ have an explicit pragmatical character.
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in question is such that all phenomena can be expressed
in terms of that system. In other words, the relativity of
the system to the appropriate groups)of commonly constituted
phenomena is denied or ignored so that the system is viewed

" to be "absolutely comprehensive."

In the face of evidence .

- that there are 6nﬁologically dissimilar and fundamentally |
disjoint regioﬁs, to so generalize a system ﬁhat its

- relativity to some phenomena among.othegs is disregarded,
’isﬁllegitimate.l |

In a like manner, distinctions which can be made rélative

to one system may not be described in any absolute sense.

- For example} it.may be possible to distinguish the‘physical

* from the pragmatical character of a phenomenon. However,

the fact that such a distinction is possible with respect
to one context can provide the basis for a projection if
ﬁhe contextually relative distinction is thought to express
the ontological autonomy of "the physidal" from “the

pragmatical", irrespective of any context.?

1. Granting the principle of complementarity (p. 122,
n.2), essential dissimilarities between phenomena are not
in principle ruled out. The position is therefore implied

" that at least some differences may prohibit their expression

in a single coordinative system. (See also notes on Gddel's
incompleteness theorem, pp. 125ff)

The view that consciousness comprises a "recepticle” for
phenomena is similarly illegitimate. This "myth of the
container-consciousness"” is considered in § 2.6.

2. Husserl considersthe distinction between the
psychological and the physical as stemming "effectivement
de réalités séparées, tout au moins relativement indépendantes
les unes des autres zet'l'indépendence ne signifie naturelle-
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Furthermore, a context which provides the basis for
reference to a given phenomenon, as well as for reférence
to that reference itselfl, may occasion~a projective
m;sconstruction: Reference to a given reference involves
recourse to an embedment ~systemn of_highef order from the
standpoint of which the phenomenon and the reference to that
| bhenomenon can be described. If it is agserted that, for
éll phenomena, the eiemplification of a phenomenon involves
both the being of the phenomenon as well as the being of
the reference to that phenomenon, a projgctive misconstruction
erisues. In relation to contexts the cohsistency boundary
conditions of which rule out recourse to a higher-order
embedment-~system, what theiabove assertion requires éé a
condition of its meaningfulness is ruled out. Unrestricted
application of the view thaﬁ the occurrence of a phenomenon
involves both the phenoﬁenon.and reference to the phenomenon,
leads to projective misconstruction. Conversely, from the
standpoint of a context providing for characterization.of a
given phenomenon as well as of reference to that phenoﬁenon,
it is illegitimate to assert that the phenomenon is ”ontoj
logically prior to" the reference to that.pheno@enon'(i.e.,
‘that reference to a reference to a particular debends upon

the particular in a manner that the particular does not depend

ment pas ici que les deux ordres de réalités doivent &tre
séparés par...une différence tout & fait incomparable,)® [RL
II.2 v § 7 Ire éd. 348] See also [RL III appendice % 2.271].
Whitehead finds that this distinctions lies in tThe fact
that "we can think about nature without thinking about thought.”

" [Whitehead 1: 3]
1. On such "oblique reference,” cf. [Frege 3]s
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upon reference to a reference to the particular).l There are
merely two distinct cases: one in which reference to a

. reference is possible, and another in which such reference
ig not possible. Neither case has any kind of "precedence"‘
the cases simply refer to two kinds of contexts. |

In the same vein, since the being of a given group of
phenomena is essentlelly relative to the coordlnatlve system
- permitting identifying reference to that group, the group"
of phenomena may be said to have been at a prevmous time
if and only if the system in question provides the basis
_for reference to.phenomené earlier in time than the given
group. Lacking the possibility of reference to such
~evidence, the quéstion cannot meaningfully arise regarding
"an earliér group éf phenomena."2 Controversy as to whether

the structure of phenomena is or is not the product of a

Yprimordial constitutive matrix of acts"3 appears to be

: l. An illustration of the attribution of such
ontological precedence may be had in the view that Ypre-
reflexive contents are always anterior to reflexive ones."”
See, e.ge, [LFLT $ 80 269]. . :

2. Husserl'!s view here seems to me very near to
the truth: "The arithmetical world is there...only when
and so long as...the arithmetical standpoint [is granted] "
[Ideen I § 28; his italics]

3.' See § 2.6 for a description of several projective
misconstructions which have their root in the concept of
acte.
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-ambiguous at this point due to the absence of an accepted

1 2

standard for evidencel which could support this claim.

Finally, it is of interest to.note that de-projective
phenomenology can neither be called a realism nor an ’
idealism, sihce both realism and idealism are set aside.
Strictly speaking{ a projective miéconstruétion is common
to both positions. ‘Realism here may be said to affirm the
"pbeing of objects outside of the domain of possible
experience"”, while idealiém may be described as denying that
there are such objects. The projectibn‘involved in either

“approach has already been described.3 The decision whether

1. I seriously doubt that the concept of evidence can
be made to apply in this connection. (See pp. 186ff.) One
is reminded of Hume's question: "For what can be imagined
more tormenting than to seek with eagerness what forever
flees us, and seek for it in a place where it is impossible
it can ever exist?"' [Hume 1l: 223] -

2. I am at present inclined to believe that the issue
dividing the intuitionalists (Poincaré, Brouwer, Weyl) and
the logicists (G&del, Frege, Russell, Whitehead, Church,
Carnap) - as to whether classes are "invented" or *"discovered" -
is also highly ambiguous, for the same reason. . :
In the interest of clarity and rigour, then, in no
gense is it admissible, without distinct evidence to the
contrary, to regard the structure of a phenomenon as either
“"borrowed" or "read into" the phenomenon.

3. Cf. pp. 121, 191, 206 (n. 2), 215 (n. 2).
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to adhere to the realist or to the idealist position

consequently has no bearing on the clear understanding of

"the task of de-projective phenomenology.l o

l. Cf. pp. 206, 215. Compare Husserl's view that
both realism and idealism are fundamentally absurd. [Ideen I
19] "[N]either the thesis of realism that the external world
is real, nor that of idealism that the external world is not
real can be considered scientifically meaningful. This does
not mean that the two theses are false; rather, they have no
meaning at all so that the question of theéir truth and
falsity cannot even be posed.” [Carnap 1l: 334: his italics]]
Reichenbach'’s functional conception of knowledge also
eliminates the realism-idealism controversy. See [Reichenbach
6: 269] and [Reichenbach 1 xxxvii]. Wittgenstein's view
on the matter leads to a weakening of the distinction between
realism and idealism through a reduction of idealism to
realism. Thus, "solipsism, when its implications are followed
out strictly, coincides with pure realism. The self of
solipsism shrinks to a point without extension, and there
remaing the reality coordinated with it." [Wittgenstein 1:

L.128]




Section 2.4

TRUTH
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TRUTH

o A phenomenological elucidation of truth has as its
specific task an accurate descrlption of the constitutive
'structures which provide for the possibility of representlng
truths.l This possibllity is essentially founded upon the
' relativity of a truth to the context in relation to whlch
that which is true is represented. The logic of structure
; of this context is prescrlptlve of conslsbency condltlons
which, as. noted earlier, are of two kinds - those expressed
.in terms of rules of truth, and those expressed in terms
or.rules of senss. It is tho purpoue of hls chapter,to
'.inrestiéate further tneoe general consglstency conditzons
inﬂcrder to extend an understanding of the nature of
truth and of sense. | ‘

A given context, in relation to waich reference can
be mada to a truth, determines a system of what is real and

possible‘from‘the.standp01nt of that contexts? It is o

1. " L'explicitation phenomenoloﬁlque ] orlentalt
iainsi vers la déterminavion des conditions réeles ou
. s'engendre la vérité." [Tran-Dic~Théo 1l: 221]

2. "[A] propoeltlon 1e true provided it is a member
of an internally consistent system of propositions and - .

provided further that this system is the system in which ' -
_everything real and possible is coherently included." [Blanshard

L
)



- If reference is made to a truth, then that by virtue . of.
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'-,in essential relation to that: context .that what is ‘true.

. relative to that context may- be characterized as such.ana\
From this:it is shown to follow that it is imp0551ble Lo
lcharacterize a truth in 1solat10n.1'; h?“ra{:f,”g .?ﬂ;* L
The phenomen010dical concept of -truth expressee the
"esseptialrcoordinatlve relation between what .is described |
0 bé true and that by virtue;of which it is posgiblefor |
_'it'to be true. So deseribed,'tfuth is @ semantical. concept\:

which coordinates a truth with whet grounds that truﬁh.;.

which it is true must be p0331ble.2 The concept-of truth,
then. has a coordinative functlon in relation to the domain
of ideal p0331b11ities investlgated by. phenomenology.3~

niiNow,nldentifying reference must be pOSSible»to~that

" in:relation to which it can be determined whether a given -
. N f‘ . ] L S . o . ‘. o
\:: . o - L) PR . . ao

1:'II"276] Cf. also [Chisholm 1: 269]. "Truth I believe -
to be the .degree in whiech the character of reality is present
¥it?ég]a propositlon or: system of proposxtions.... [Bosanquet

1. Blanshard, in connection with the S0- called "coherence
theory of truth", says "...the truth of no proposition.can be
seen in isolation."” [Blanshard 131274 ] THU[A] set of propogitions
any one of which, if taken in isolation, would be doubtful in
the extreme, may lend each other such support through systematic:-
.coherence as to render all of thcm virtually certain.” [Blans- -
hard . l.ﬂ287] "[A]ucune vérité n'egt isolde dans. la ;cience,
-elle s'associe avec d'autres vérités pour former des-

- agsemblages theorlques unis par des relations de. fondement a
,coneequence." [RL & 42 175] S ; : .

: P 24 Von Wright observes the distinction between the

: statement that if a proposition is true, it is necessarily
_possible (not certain) and the statement that it is necessary:
that, if a proposition is true, it is possible (a tautulogy).

LSee [von Wright 1: 76]. - ; ) o C
~30 See PPe 1991‘. - .'.‘ ‘ . AT . o '
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' Jcha}aétefEZation'is‘trués'3Whaﬁ pfovideS'the-basis“for"“
" such’a’determination is termed 'evidence'sl That which -
: can' be characterized as true is essentially relative\to a
i.:-ﬁeﬁerminate context of’refeféﬁée.z EThié”bontexﬁ3provides
"the?grouﬁd of evidehce'bj-régson_of which it is boésibie )
.'forf; characterization to be;prue;B’-This grohn&*oflevidénce‘
15qgﬁno£:of\courée-itseif~bef¢ﬁéracterized as tfue%Korfféisq)4,

. . . ) . . . "_'5‘. et . . ~'\ . ‘v, ',"‘.4!3:""'.‘

~

~ -

: "1, ‘A proposition bears a claim to truth if it can
- be ‘demonstrated true either.(i) in relation to one or more
additional true propositions, or (ii) by virtue of its own
_structure, whatever that may bes FEvidence is relied upon
in (i), where self-evidence would be involved in (ii).
- In general, to say of something that it is self-evident
- means in part that it can be regarded as a fundamental given
,ggon{whiqh.the structure of knowledge is based. Cf. pps 137ff,
s & 8 PLUre. of [IoWLeces 18 bast e PR S
"1 20 ‘Cfe Pe 142
<3, This view resembles Tarski'’s explanation of an
individual true instance as meeting the follawing set of

©

Toobe T

‘conditions: ‘ .
E i (T)V X is true if, and only if, D

. We 'shall 'call any such equivalence (with *p' replaced by any
‘'sentence of the language to which the word ‘truc' refers,
and 'X' replaced by the name of this sentence) an "eguivalence
of the form (T)." ...gE]very equivalence of the, form (T)
obtained by replacing "p' by a particular sentence, and ‘X'
by the name of this sentence, may be considered a partial
—‘definition of truth, which explains wherein the truth of
~this one individual sentence consists. The general definifion
has to be, in a certain sense, a logical conjunction of all

. these definitions.” [Tarski 2: 55] - oy
4 f0n falsity, see below, pp. 233f.7 ° | x
..;?;‘, ;: v ) l - ’ "‘ 2 . " 5 . l
‘ . h = - ot . L]
RERES L . ;
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+ .but provides the basis with:respect to which.it is possible
5 forfa-truth (or'falsity) to‘be'represented'as‘such;l .. The.

relativity of what is. true to that by virtue of which it - is

' ﬁ-true. is constitutive of the phenomenological concept of

<A context in relation to which a given description

may be established as true on the baeis of.wholly 1ntrinslc

e

‘reference. has a logic of structure which provides for: a

self-referential expre531on of the relativ1ty essential to "~
4'the~concept of truthe Since the logic of structure of the . '
speceltime manifold éermits*recursive self—reference, self-_' \

evidence may be . further described, as folloWS. Let 'e"

'abbrev1ete reference to the ground of evidence relative to
'which a characterization c of X in a system s legitimates
' the affirmation that C ‘is true 1n S Furthermore, from

'the standpoint of an embedment system 8°%, let ' eé' 3 stand

s where e’ re- confirmes

for a (reflex1ve) reference. to el —x

=x
fthe truth.of C, evidenced by _x.v Now, if both e andigéf“”

: “le In- this sense, a truth is "ev1dent u. "Quand...A...
est ev1gent...1l est...donné véritablement,” [RL III $ 39 156]
: +On this observation-.in connection with axiomatic- systems,
see [Veblen l] : .

q

‘12; "The character of relatiVity...which attaches to...
‘verifications...is really inevitable in the pursuit of ‘truth.”
'[Bosanquet 1. 102] Cf. also [Blanshard l. II 277]. A
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© ..are. such that for any &% , .0 is evidenced. then for any

Ex 9
series Q“ ’ g T g eve :.Qg’fpelatlve totwhich a charaoteriza-

' tion of & is evidenced'to be‘true, that characterisationf
'fof o may be said to be fself<evident'. l ﬁ'wn’$f Coa

AL thls point, it should be clear that from'the

‘ consﬁﬁtutive relativity of truth it follows that no truth
F‘can, w1thout projectlve mlsconstruction, be generalized

in:a manner such that it 1s d1350c1ated from its essential
'connection t0o the constitutlve structure of the system or ~
group of ‘systems from the standpoint of whlch that truth = .. t
~may be evidenced. The means; . then, whereby a true" 'f ‘
"deSGriptiOn is'shown to be related to that by~virtue“of which

'it 40 trueg ig termed 'verlficaflon' 2 Thus, the truth of

a given assertlon is what 1ts verlflcatzon establishes.

IR A Cf. pp. 110, 119, 121f, 124. See [LFLT § 78 2647
... It has sometimes been thought a limitation of axiomatic
method that it cannot establish knowledge with strict
certainty, but rather reduces the question of such knowledge
to a set of postulates which must be hypothesized. The loglc
of structure of a relativistically self-enclosed system,
however, goes beyond the axiomatic method in that the
autoconcordant and self-referential constitutive structure of
‘self-evidence provides for the possibility of characterizing
certain fundamental “axioms” as true from the standpoint of
_the system to whlch they- are proper. .

: ~It should be noted that the diagnostic phase of
de~progectlon involves verlfication in the sense, in which it
+-1s described here. (See pp. 81LfL) f

" - ‘*'Verification?, 'conflrmatlon' 'smbstantlatlon' are
.used synonymously., T . Co i

. Vo e . f P LIS A
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Its verification is essentially relative to the system: -
. or’group,of systems from theletandpoint of,wnibh;itegéfwiu
. truth may; be ev1denced.1_a¢{¢5 .f; . '*-‘“f‘w.:$ﬂ7f
; An assertion for which ev1dence is deficient in
one: context can be conf;rmed-provxded that referencefcan
-be»made'to.a,second contexbpin'relation to.whicn'theltruph
vbf;bne.aseertion can}be evideneed, or provided bhat tbeﬁ
inibial context be extended:to:include the necessaryvbasis
fon eubstantiating its truthe.: Frequently. such an "ennexetzon
of evidence is rendered possible from the standp01nt of a
~zconbext temporally subeequent_to the initial def;cientﬁ
centext.?ﬁ S ‘e .45;;,;~qﬂi. . fﬁ:v45~
'LThe'éeneral relation that a truth bears to that by

‘virtue of which it is possible for it to be ‘true, is such
"thab:the truth is founded upon the'constitubion of that"
' wnich~sefves-to confirm that truth. The nelativity of a
glven truth to 1ts confirmabillty is' constitutlve of the
tautologous equlvalence between that wnzch is. asserted to

'be the case and that whmch is conflrmed to be the case.3

"Ll "[A] prop051tion...1s only to be verifled by the
sel{agrltlclsm of the system to whlch it belongs." [Boeanquet
-lo ] e PR . \ ‘.‘ .‘-g .

-%ﬂ{z. See (LFLT é by 16739 [Bosanquet 1- 1023-

, 3. it is appropriate to recall that a demonstrablon
that a gilven expression is tautologous may be quite involved,
_and, must depend upon. reliable, evidence. (P, 73.) REY

";

P
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‘In'this'sénse. all analysis'ideally is tautologoue‘in that

© it derives from' the very constitutlon of. the subaect-matter“

investlgated.1 ' S -v“rfﬁ'- . AT '%'~3{'m1hy3‘

+ The verification of a truth, then, essentially
¢ involves’ the establlshment of this concordant relatlon
between a given assertion and that by vmrtue of whlch it is
possible for the assertion to be true.z, The reflexive '
character of this relatmon is fundamental to the: constltutive
-relatlvity of truth;  the loglc of structure of the ' Sl T
concordant relation. essential to the conflrmabllity of a -

truth hae a: relatmvmstic constitutlon 1n that this'. loglc of -
structure provides the basis for recursive reflex1ve reference.3

s

le Cfe pe 207. On this poxnt [Britton 1:-1797 an
[Nogaro 1: 12f] may be consulted. ZSee pp. 122f, 2006f.)
‘Closely related is Leibniz's view that every primitive :
‘proposition consists in an identity affirming that the subject=
predicate relation is analytic. ([Leibniz 13V 67] "[Elvery
true proposition attributing a predicate to a subject is
‘ purely analytic, since the subject is its own nature.” [Russell
167] (See also [LFLT & 79 266]. Refer to pp. 3f, 34, on
the status of the subject~ predicate relation in terms of the
present work.) ' “[M]y object is not to explain the meaning.
.of words but the nature of things." [Splnoza 1: IT 178]

2, M L'evidence, c'est Lllexpérience vécue de la

- concordance entre la pensée et le present lul—meme qufelle
-pense, -entre le snng actuel de l'ononce et l%état de cho
donné lui-méme; et la vérité, c'est 1'1dee de cette
concordance," [RL I 6 51 206] "[L]a vérité...en tant que
corrélat d'une identification par coincidence, [est] une

' 1dentite. la pleine concordance entre le vigs et le donné
comme tel. Cette concordance est vécue dans l'évidence, en
- tant que l'evidence est la réalisation actuelle de 1'1denti-
fzcation adequate. [RL III é 39 lSl] R
R ‘: .1'-=3’ 'See é 1.6. : Lo ‘ . . P :" - - e

f




. context of reference that, in'the most general sense, . -

loonnectzon.wlth the conf;rmat;on,of the assertion.

, provides the foundation for "an operational concept of truth,”

228

/

- 1t -follows from the relativity of verification to a given

confirmation of truth has the: character of self-evidence.1

',The possibility that an assertion can be: verified implies

strictly that such concordance can be establlshed in niﬁ
2

".._.Thus, to pose the question. whether a givén.description

~ of what is the case is true, is to suppose that reference

from the standpoint of‘the systeﬁ‘permitting reference<,~f -

to7the description_in;question may validly be made to.e.

,set;of confirmatory or'disoonfirmatory possibilities,'ﬁTne-

meaningfulness of inquiry into the possible truth of‘an

assertion is dependent upon the possib;llty of rexerence -

to- conditionsunon which rests the veriflability or

- falgifiability of the assertlon.3 SR ‘,fﬁ,,gik;ﬁ%kﬁ~.-

L
i
e '

1. The autoconcordant nature of self-evidence refers,
strictly speaking, to that type of context relative to which
verification requires no "annexation” of evidence to
supplement its given structure. (See p. 226.)

2. The relativistic constltutlon of truth therefore

. provides the basis for non- projectlve characterigations of |

truth as involving an "adaequation.,” In this connection, see
RL IIT 6 38 150], [LFLT.$ 19 92; & 54 193; & 76 260; appendice
4 4317, [S. Bachelard 1: 74]. On the proaectlve misconstruc-

tion .excluded here, see below, pp. 232f.

o 3. “In the strlctly loglcal senge, to pose ‘a quéstion

is to give a statement together with the task of deciding

whether this statement or its negation is true." [Carnap 1:
290] Cf. also [Carnap 1: 325]. ®“Denn Zweifel kann nur -
bestehen, wo eine Frage besteht; eine Frage nur, wo eine
Antwort besteht, und diese nur, wo etwas gesagt werden kann,"
[Wlttgensteln 1: 6.51] .
L take this opportunity to note that. the above account

S
Nhad

T
Sa
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- It is in relation to sach- conditions that it has heen
- observed that the ontologioal“character_of'a given.phenomenon
is determined.t ‘The” truth of'a given assertion is evidenced
-in relation to a bhenomenon or'group of phenomene'the-f
‘ontological character(s) of ‘which may be specifiC'or I
virtual. It follows that a truth is necessarily veriflable
relative to a certain range of phenomena. Condltlons of
.-possibility of the truth of a given descrlption are ‘
constmtutive of the ontological structure of phenomena ‘which-
canzevidence the truth of'that‘description. In-other words, -
the possibility of conflrmlng a glVen assertion entalls that’ \
'reference be possxble to ‘a range of phenomena of a certain
ontological character.z.' '
Now. a phenomenon to which reference is made by a
' plurality of true assertions is termed 'ob ctive' if ‘some |
of ‘these dssertions are made from the standpoint of |
distlnctly constituted contexts. and provided further that |

each assertlon can be conflrmed true on a basls wholly

since}.e.g., an explication of the notion of "possible-
operation® in the latter view must eventually lead %o a
description of the constitutive relativity of truth. In this
connection, see [Bridgman 4: 25], [Bridgman 23 hb], [LFLT ¢ 73
2503. [Ricoeur 1: 43], and [Ideen II 45].. |

Lo P. ZOA and pass1m.”d

, 2. “Truth is the loglcal aspect of the system of
~implicative relations integrating things, and being is the
ontological aspect.... But these two aspects, i.e. logical
‘and ontological, cannot...be separated. For every instance
of being there is a true proposition and for every true
proposition there is an instance of beinge. It is impossible
to disjoin the two.” [Haserot 1: 101]

te
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- dntrinsic:to the context to:which that assertion is proper.
. Bach' context, in other words, intrinsically evidences the
truth of the assertion(s) made  from that standpoint. ;Sprictly
-Speaking,:thg pldrality of tfue assertions feferlto.a gfoup
of.phenoména which, in relapion to an embedment—é&stemﬁf‘
of hiéherfordef, may.bé reb;ééented as variations.of a
Single objective phenqmenop”ppé-constitution of whichzié

_.essentially relative. to such .variations. Objectivity,.

therefore, is constituted in.terﬁs of one or more systems - .
of correlated truths established on different grounds in

'a,#arietygof ways.l The objective world is ccnstitutéa

‘reiative_to the domain of objectively detérminab%eLppssibili—
.ties.z. B | ' IR . |
--:.ﬁiﬂConfirmability of an assértion; however.lisinot .-

- always relative to.objectively determinable pogsibilities.:

Diierse‘fbrms of relativity may characterize the relation

. .“".1s On the nature of such “correlations,” see ¢ 2.5.

It may be observed. that a particular truth is objective -
to the degree that this truth can be evidenced from a -
variety of distinctly constituted standpoints. The degree
of objectivity which a truth commands is directly related to
" the number of different ways in which that truth can be
evidenced. , .. , - : -

~ Accordingly (cf. pp. 210f),.a phenomenon is said to
.exist in.the strict sense if and only if (i) reference to
that phenomenon itself involves (or can be expressed in terms
.of) an ontological commitment to a spatial object and-(ii)
- the phenomenon is objectively constituted. ;

. 2., '"[L]e monde n'est rien d'autre que l'unité objective
totale qui correspond au systéme idéal de toutes les vérités
" empiriques et en est inséparable." [RL I ¢ 36 131]. See also
[Ricoeur 3: 46J. - = = ;& .. d )

.
Yo . . . -
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' .between what is described to -be and that by virtue of which
- it' is possible for the description to be~evidenced{ 'In one
sense4thGSe forms of relativity express distinct ‘coordinative
.felationsiaccording to which:it is posoible.fOr\é'Value 3
other than Heruth? (or "fa151ty“) to be conflrmed in a‘
‘partlcular 1nstance.; In another ‘sense a plurallty of
such values is closely allied to diversity in the: ontolo-
. glcal structure of phenomena. Condltions of-p0331b11ity
‘of a pluri -valent assessment of a glven characterlzation
| are constltutive of the onttological structure of phenomena

2 . In relation

'which can evidence such a plural;ty of values.
to seuerai contexts differéntly constitutéd with respect
td vaiues:subject tovconfirna‘oion9 it is clear tnat it is
pdééible'that there may be no singln-truth in relatinn'to
B "a‘phenomenon" to which~referénce is made from the ‘given
'standpoints. | L g o -
Rules of truth of a given context express the manner

in whlch the logic of structure of that context functions

-~ le Such values have recently become the object of
serious and purely formal study under the general heading -
of "many-valued” or *pluri-valent" logics. (See, €eZes

[Reichenbach 7], [Rosser 1], [Lewis and Langford 1], [Kneebone

1].) Phenomenological research, however, has largely been
‘dominated by b1 valent restrictionse.
' “Dire qu'une proposition est "décidable', c'est dire

‘qu'on peut. décider de sa vérité ou de sa fausseté. Mais quand

-on affirme que tout jugement est .décidable, on se confie en
réalité & une présupposition idéalisante.” [S. Bachelard 1:
1991 Cf. also [LFLT ¢ 15 79]. : '

2. Phenomenological ontology encounters a potentially
significant field of resgearch in connection with the pluri-
valent contextual relativity of some phenomena. This claim
is set aside for development elsewhere.

’ .



232

,
»,tq‘regulate according to rule '‘possible values admissible
. with respect to possible modes of intrinsic contextual
confirmation. RuleS'of.trﬁthgare prescriptive of the: -
-range ©of pOSSible'values.whiéh'may'be confifmed‘ﬁithout'-
incompatibilityo. It may be noted that "standards of non-
incompatible confirmatlon" are essentially relatlve to the
nature of coordinatlve relations regulating the conflrmability
. of-a given characterlzatlon relablve to a certain range of
Possible values.l ' S P E . 'i IR ,1Tﬁ T

Q,These coordinative relations, then, are conéﬁitutive\
“of the connection between a chéracterization of what is and
that.by virtue of which it is p0331ble to evidence that
~characterlzatlon, 'This relation musty. as already noted,
be one of concordance if it is to be possible for- the
" characterization to be evidenced in any way. Now the truth,
faisity, §r whatever other value, or modality, ‘which 1s evidenced
to'ﬁé determihative of the’characterizétion, iS<dohfirmed
'relative to a phenomenon or crroup of phenomena.of a certain
ontologlcal structure. Slnce this structure is essentlally
'conditloned relatlve to the system providing for the |
possxbility of reference -to that phenomenon or group of

;phenomena, it is necessarily.projectlve to regardlthe ;f

t

. le The nature of these coordinative relations varies
according to whether the logic of structure of a given context
~is bi-valent, tri-valent, n-valent, etc. Standards of non-
incompatibility roughly may be regarded to exclude meanlngless
formulations in the sense of being, in Husserl's view, “contre-
ens.” (Cf. [RL II.2 iv § 12 120£F), [(LFLT & 22 995 6 15 79;

90 297]. [S. Bachelard 1l: 57] ) See’ below, jo 236. -
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confirmability of a given characterization to. depend upon
“evidence outside of the domain of possible experienee."l'
That by virtue of which a given characterization can be -
‘evidenced cannot without absurdity be dissociated from the
relatlvity of the characterization to a detormlnate context

- of reference.2 IR f TR B ?b- fr

The falslty of a glven descrlption 1s conflrmed in

: relatlon to evidence serv1ng to: dlsconfirm alternate
moda11t1e3.3 The truth of an assertlon which is confirmed
'relative to certain phenomena in a given context, cannot .
‘be disconflrmed.h The concordant relation of those

phenomena to the assertion is sometimes rendered-subordinate.

howeverp to one or more relatlons between the assertion and

other phenomena to Whlch reference is possible either

'9 1. See ppe 213ff..

2. See po 22). ' S

The view that truth (or any modallty) involveo an
adaequatlon referring "beyond the domain of posgsible expornence“ :
is projective in the same manner. It is clear, moreover, that
the concordant character of verification is rendered impossible.
by such a notion of adaeguation. : ‘

3. A system providing for complementary correlations may
be such. that the falsity of a given characterization is
evidenced relative to a certain phenomenon or group of phenomena,
while the truth of that characterization is evidenced relative
to a dlfferently constituted phenomenon or group of phenomena.
‘(The same is true of whatever modalities may be complementary
in any given system.) E.g., recent quantum studies of the
nature of light appear to require a recognition of complemen-
tarity in this ssnse. This contention will be investlgated '
elsewhere.

ke Husserl's argument rum oo qui est vécuee.comme Vraisee
ne peut pas étre faux. Or; c'est-1la le résultat de la conne-
xité essentielle et générale qui existe entre experlence vraie
ot vérité." [RL 1651 207] , | -
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- from the standpoint of a second oontoxt or from -that of
. the initial-context.' Such'a-"subordination" cléariy does
not falsify the truth of the assertlon 1nitially conflrmod.
‘the ."subordination® can legitlmately represent only an
n acknowledgment that the truth of the 1nitial assextlon does
not axtend to inconsonant phenomena. L ! -ﬁ¢ Y

. An assertion, on the. other hand, which refers to an

. essentlally open class of. phenomena is susceptible only to

' dlsconfzzmatlon, since an exhaustiyecharacterizatlon of the;
': class is impossible.1 | ‘ -
' 'l In the present conceptlon of truth and of evxdence,

~ the. following principle is understood: unless evidence to

the contrary is D0§51ble, a Dhenomonon may not be descrlbod

Loat

o _involv ticular structure. In the absence of
- prov*sion for possible reference to such a structure,-an
attrlbution of that structure to a glven phenomenon is
proaectlvely invalid. This prlnciple will be termed the‘
princlple of non-applicabllity . ' )
_ Error frequently may be descrlbed to eventuate when

a description from a'particular standpoint includes one or

Co l. Referencé ié not made here to objects the,constitution
of which.is such as reliably to assure the possibility of
- evidencing a certain character which any object in the

- ¢lass must. of necessity express.

-, -On the impossibility of exhaustive characterization of
~_an open class. see [Bridgman 23 7]. .

o i L. . . . |

0 "" ’ T
e ! L . B



235

more assertions for which evidence is deficient With respect
' to that context of reference;l 'If the possibility of . o
reference to’ that which can’ evmdence the assertion(s) 1is
iruled out in relation to the logic of structure of the
: context, then the principle of non-appllcabillty has not
'been followed, and a progectlve misconstruction w1th
.respect to those assertlons ensues.‘ On the other hand,
- if: the prxnczple of non- applicabillty has been followed.
then . reference to that which can ‘7’
‘:evidence the assertxon(s) in questmon can be made.’ Error,‘
strlctly epeaklng. is constituted in’ essemtmal relatmon
: bo two or more temporally succe351ve contexts such that
:(i) one or more chalaCterizatlons asserted to be’ verifiable
.from the standpoint of one context are disconfirmcd from
R the standpoint of a temporally subsequent context and’ (11)
'the pr1ncmple of non- appllcablllty 1s followed. L
Now, rules of sense are generally coastitutlve of
_relatlons connectlnv an obaect of refereme O wmth another
object 0° which sgerves to denote referenme to the former.
‘The ’ob:ject ’ is here said to be the "semse of ob:ject 0.2

At the same time, identifylng reference tm a glven obJect

' ; 10 See above. po 2260

: 2. Rules of sense therefore express a generalization of, 7«
the so-called 'Fido'-Fido principle, according to which all
. significant expressions are proper: names, and what. they are -
. the names of are what the express;ons sigﬂJWu [Ryle 1}
Cf. also [Beth l. 78].,

4



' .18 possible oniy if that reference does not conflict with
' those'consistency cond;tione‘without which the object .

cannot be given in that context of referencé. A reference

" _which does not incur-inconsistency is termed 'valid'.

-Only'a reference which is ve}id may have senee; that. is,
~.no reference which is invaiid; involving in its essential
,structure the exclusion of the possibility of reference,
?_can have sense in the above meanlng.l When conditionsg ’ N
of’ valid reference are disregarded, it is impossible to
establlsh those relatlons w1thout which reference is.
'osenseless.z | .

. Thus the foundations of sense require the consistency
of syeteme; rules of sense legielate‘ageinst inconsiétent
~wsﬁrﬁctures. The constitution of a context from the stand-

g point of whlch references can have sense, in principle must
: exclude absurd reference of the sort which conflicts with .
the | very conditions of reference.B. | |

It is important to observe that the foundations of

sense and of truth are closely allled., On the one hand,

l. "[L1a morphologie pure des smgn:ficatlone [presuppose]
la théorie pure de 1a validit@eese" LRL 11,2 iv Intro 86; his
.italics] One is reminded of Frege's somewhat different but
related view that names must have sense (Sinn) to have reference

. (Bedeutung). [Frege 2], [Frege 3].

2 In Husserl's view, "non-sens." (For references, cfe
Pe 232, n. 13 [RL II.2 iv § 10 1ll2ff1.)

" "[L]oi § gg significatione..e.régissent la sphére des.
1 complexlons de significations et...ont pour fonction de
séparer en elle sens et non-seng." [RL Il.2 iv Intro 87] Cf.
"[RL III § 63 2327, :

3. Thus, the absurd character of projective misconstruc~

tions entails that they are meanlngless. i.e., devoid of sense.

(See pp. 79ff.)
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the possibility of verification of the truth of a given
assertion is of necessity relative to a Eontext guaranteeing
" that valid reférence.can.be.maqe to a set of confirmatory

" or disconfirmatory'possibilitiés. Without this guarantee
vested in the rules of-sense df the context, verification is
impossible.‘ On the other hand, the. possibmlity of evxden01ng
that a glven reference has a. sense is essent1a1 Lo the
constltutive relativity of the phenomenologlcal concept of

truth.

[



Section 2.5

CAUSALITY




© .. CAUSALITY

A phenomenologlcal comprehen31on of causallty 1s
'essentlally linked to an elucidation of the conditlonlng
istructure of temporally per31stent phenomena or of
.'phenomena 1nvolv1ng change with respect to time. An .
.1nvest1gatlon of causality proceeds, in other words, in
: terms of a clarification of the constitutive structures
of continulty and change.l |

| In the most basic sense, causal connectlon is
expressed relative to (i) a contlnuous sequence of at
'least two temporally succe331ve contex‘oss in relation to
which (11) a given: -value is common, or overlaps, nelghborlng
contexts.2 It has been noted that time-order is dete:mlned
in relatiog to a successor-function restricted‘to_a‘range |

- of values similar to one a_nother.3 If a temporal

. 1y

l. On continulty, see above, p. 128. On change,
see [ 162ff. '

: 2. "Time order, the order of earlier and later, is
reducible to causal order.” [Reichenbach 3b: 303] Y([T]ime
order represents the prototype of causal propagation and
thusg...space-time [is] the schema of causal connection.”
[Reichenbach 4: 113] For a discussion of the causal theory.
of time, and an attempt to axiomatize such a view, see
[Mehlberg 1].

30 Po ll‘-f)o ' " . Ce ’b .
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succe331on of contexts which ‘bear such 51milarity—relations

~

to. one anether are euch that a definite phenomenon is! glven
'in a’ succession of related phasesa then the constitutive
structure: of that succession of contexts prov;des for s
-self-<identity, or genldentlty, of the given phenomenon

over a duratlon.l' Insofar-aenneighboring contexts 1n\that

succession are structured as’'in. (i) and (ii) above,: .

Loy

genidentically related phases:may be said-to have a .- ‘-

fcaueal character" in the given sensee S § o el
'f”¢1 single phenomenon may be said to change with respect

to”One or*more values in relation to distinct and succesaive

variations constltutlve of that phenomenon. In relation

to two succe531ve variatlons ¢n a non- dl continuons'temporal

_eequence,“the earlier varlatlon may be termed a 'cause’ ‘of

a change.in value expressed by the later'variatn.on.2 S
However, determlnatlon of the~terms of=a causal relationship
is arbxtrarily restricted to the limiting case of the
smallest continuously structured neighborhood w1thin whlch
a change between an earlier and a later phase may be ev1—

. ‘denced from the standpoint of e given context.3-K

- A o,

'{;; See pPe. 35, TR

2e ﬁsually certain general data concernlng the fre-
quency of:a given pattern of. persistence or change determine -
- in large measure the nature of the connection considered to
"hold between successive variations or between phenoniena,
generally. This s1gn1f1cant factor will be discussed shortly.

"3+ Russell observes thqt there is con31derable ambiguity ‘
in’ determlning the "terms of a causal relationship.” He
remarks that a limited view of the cause can be held, and the

. ‘\ .

-

EE
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On ‘the other hand, two phcnomena are causally related
only if they are. temporally successive and are similar

by virtue:of an overlap with respect to some value(s),

‘and, by 1nplicat10n,_are nonrqiscontlnuously,relabed.%;,

" A causal relation is said to connect two phenomena, rather -

< 'brorided,that

than two rariationswof aesinsle'phenomenon,
distinct o-series are constipntive.of the terms of_phapQ 
relation:; In other.words, reference to the terms of e:m

causal relation is such that they do not have commonvhgv
determinants of reference.BraIt follows that in order for

two distinct phenomena to ‘be. causally related, it must -

be. p0331ble to refer to the temporally later phenomenon

1n a manner not entalling reference to the earlier phencmenon.h

But- 1f the earlier phenomenon 1s not succeeded by the later

] . .

entire state of the universe a few moments later can be taken
as the effect, or, inversely, the cause may be taken as the
entire state of the univers=se, and the effect as a llmited
event a few moments later. Cf. [Russell 3: 11].

l. For convenience it 1s recalled that zonal
discontinuity obtains whensver an element, although 1ncluded
' %? alzon?l serles, does not overlap its nelghbormng zones.

. . 2 PY e . ' R ..,:~‘4-“. .

S

2. See Pe lp5’ Ne l, and po 56 Ne lo

3. It has been noted (p. 146) that a uni- contextual
‘particular is unified in a manner such that two references
have common determinants of reference. -

Le Otherw1se, the "two . phenomena“ would have common
determinants of reference.

' "It is...meaningless to say that A is the cause of B
unless we can experience systems in which A does not- occur.”
(Bridgman 4: 90] This case. 13 considered in greater detail -
latero S .

L)
1)
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phenomenon,-a causal connection cannot of course link. the
phenomenaiin quéstion;; It is invalid to describe a given
phenomenon, as an Yeffect” from the standpoint of :a context

which does'not provide fof pdSsible reference~towtemporally

earlier phenomena.® -”5;1;“ . ' ? R
az?Striétly speaking, then, ' causality congists in a "

certain férm'of.functional“dependence'expressing~thé”5‘"

- functional determinétion of1a7phenoménoﬁ or group of

temporally simultaneous or successgive phenémeng in relation

to a given temporially earlier phenomenonlor group of -

. témporally simultaneous. or ‘successive phenomenaes It is5l.

the specifically causal character of a relation beLween

temporally succegsive phenomana whmch determines a later'

phenomenon or group of phenomena as a function of an |

. earlier phenomenon.or groﬁp'of3§ﬁenomena.3 . / f;i f§¢{ ;

' ' . 5

i+ le Ey is an effect of By, if: : '
3 :“ . (a) Ep is temporally later than By and
' {b) a"small variation in E; is coxrelated
with a small variation in E,, while
the reverse does not obtaln. fL
See [Relchenbach 4: 136]. . o o .
2. The illegitlmate nature of such a descriptzon is
considered at greater lenghh below. .

3. On the notion' of parameter and functlonal relatlons,
see pp 35f£f. -
'Causality means nothing but a functlonal depenaency
of a certain sort. We must emphasize this because time-
and again the opinion is advanced that,; aside from the :
functional dependency between two events, there iaust be a
“real relation or "essential relatlon", nawmely, such that
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The possibility of descrlblng such functlonal B
dependence between glven phenomena is essent¢allx relative
’to the system from the stanﬁpoint of which it is p0581ble
to evidence the peruistence of certain structures in. i
relation tp.change with respectkto,qthers. The system-; ..
permitting reference to a given.grouptpf temporally - .:.' .
successive phenomena provides for the characterization: of
~ a certain phenomenon as changing or as persistingLin S
relation to distinct and successive phases.  The possibility
" of réference to any causal deﬁerminants of a phenomenon
or gronp of phenomeria is consequently guaranteed.provided.

. . : .
S C T S : "
- o , L

the first event "produces”; Ygenerates”, or "brlnﬂs about¥,
the second. It is strange that the opinion is still held,
even by physicists and epistemologists, that scmonce.u.,
must not rest content with an investigation of those
functional dependencies, but that it should. aacertamn,
above all, the "real causes“."” [Carnap l: 264] The same
formulation is given in [Russell.3: 1L£]. . R R
Husserl's view 13 closely related. "S0its .

Gl(o‘l ﬁ oo t)g G’z(o‘ ' e _t{)p Y
G (o<n aAY, ... t)

n concreta quelconques.... 31 nOUS CONCevons maintenant :
les symboles o, B3, eee d2,¢32, eee 3. COmme des variables,

“la 10i causale conslste avant tout alors dans le falt qu une

" variation libre n'est pas possible, mals que, par une valeur
quelconque, mais déterminée de L, par exemple tqs et par les
valeurs corréspondantes des. variables, c'est-a-dire

0( ﬂ ote ,o§2 (35. sos 5 les valeurs de ces variables
sont determlnees de fagon un1v0que pour chacun des moments ,
suivants.” [RL IX.2 iii § 12 Ire éd. 330f]

. Somewhat later, Russell gave a similar account of a
causally determined system [Russell 3: 18]: "A system is
said to be "deterministic" when, given certain data, e;, e,

eesBp, at times Tl Uos eee » Ty respectively, concerning this
8system, if B, is the state of the system at any time t, there

,‘\ [
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ﬁhatgqqmparative reference to.ifs relative phenomgnological
~ E . .

pasti:is also provided.lx BT o T I

\5“4 functional relation beﬁwéen any two phenomena o
expresses them as tems of'a{relation“in which th; terms
arefeSSenﬁially determined aééording to rule. IfVa‘

i phenémenoﬁ‘? gsometimes but not always precedes a seconda-
phénomenon P°, but whenever P, P° invariably: follows, then
v'a causal relétion between P and P° is temmed 'asyﬁmetrical‘.z
On’the other hand, if in any given instance reference to

P“ also involves reference to P, where P is:temporally-‘
earlier than Pf,'then’P-aﬁd'Pf*s&mmetrically are ‘functions
ofone énqtherb” | | Tg:' | o
"?”9Now,3the cha%actariZétiod of a causal Telatibn as
"agymmetrical® rests upon (a)‘a'criterion fop detérmination
of ‘the relevant terms of the relation and (b) the convention
that*a context of greater number'of tempofal 0+sgries“is

. S PO T . . Lo N
i R - B . o . IR T 1 ) PR _:./ )

is'a functional relation of thé form - o e

Et ® f(el’ tlg 32" 132’ see » en,*tn', t)oooo:.

. [TJhe events €, epy eee'y e, I shall call "determinants" of
the system.” , R N

" .le "We do not have a simple event A causally connected
with a simple event B, but the whole background of the:
system in which the events occur is included in the concept
[of causality], and is a vital part of ite. If the system,
including its past history, were different, the nature of the
‘relation between A and B might change entirely.  The causality
concept is therefore a relative one, in that it involves the
whole system in which the events take place.” [Bridgman 4: '83]

.h3y2.”lsee Pe 2415 Ne l.'fﬂ;f . o j .y

' . . RN
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gaid to come after one of a lesser number.l= Both. (a)  and
(b) .are in a certain seége essential to the possibility .
”of_chgracterizing the pérsistence or change of phenomena
with respect to time;‘ Reference.to a relation of;. '} ;
functional,dependence'requireé ghat,the terms of the . -;-
relation~§e,distinguishable;.ﬁthe particular~relationA9£.
functional dependence evidenced in the sﬁructure<9f~~@,{-
causélly ordered phenomena is,-as noted, constituted =
relative to a given sequence of temporally successive -
pherlomena differentiated on tﬁe basis of those phénoména
in”theZSEQuence which are relatively earlier or later -than
.certain‘others.“ Thus, in relation o a context from th¢

'standpoint of which‘it”cad‘be*evidenced that a phenomenon

~ P’(or a variation of P’) does not always temporally

follow: a second phenomenon P.{or a variation in'?). a.
icausa1 felation between P and P’ is asymmetrical.? Unless
itziSLPOSSiblé to.evidence P’ in the aﬁsence of P, it. is
incofrectfpo describe: a givén<céusalArelation'tb:be S

"as&hmetrical“. In such a case, the principle of non~

.<épplicability requires thdtltﬁé"terms pf.the causal

KIS

relation
be described to be symmetriééi) z

.vr“‘{ .

. .

v . le Due to the arbitrary nature of (a) (see p. 239, n,
'3) and the conventional character of (b) (see p. 148, n. 1),
asymmetrical causality has sometimes been rejected as
illusory. Cf.; e.ge, [Russell 3: 11]. My reason. for
declining complete agreement: is made clear in the texte.

' - - 2+ On the agymmetry 6f irraversible time sequencéé,
see [Reichenbach 43 136£f], [Reichenbach1l: 16]. - SR

'
. L
LRFRS AN I o ‘v, L] [‘..“" ? ,-q_‘ay'
B N
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- Withirespect toasymmetrical causal relations, data

concerning the uniformity of COrrelatidnl -of the-terms

~of a given causal relation may. provide a basis for
'indﬁctive;generalizaiion,~lnlponnection with either a ..
relative phenomenological pas% or<a relative phenomenological
future.2 +On the other hand, 80 long as a determination .

. of the terms of a causal relation is restricted to the.
smallest continudously: . structured neighborhood within o

| which a change between an earlier and. a later phase may be

- evidenced from the. standpoint of a given context, data
concerning the uniformity of. correlation of the terms of

a given asymmetrical causal relation may provide a basis
foruinducﬁive genéralizatipn‘only in connection with a
relative phenomenological future.3 It should be noted that
the possibility of evidencing a given causal relationawith :
respect to either a relétivé.phenomenological past or a

' ’ R Syt

l. The functional relation which nmay obtalﬁ‘between
a glven value and a second specific value has been termed
correlation's (P. 37, nole) S :

2 On the arbitrary nature of limiting appllcatlon of
' 1nduntive generalization to the relatlve yhenomenologlcal
future, c¢f. pe. 148, n. 1.

."[TIhe future "deternlneu the past in exactly the
game sense in which the past “determines® the future. The .
word ‘'determine', here, has'a purely loglcal significance:
a certain number of variables "determine” another variable
ig tgig other variable is a functlon of them.” [Russell 3

, | .

3. “"[AJn event in the setting of many repetitions does
‘have certain regularities which allow. us to attain a certain
measure of success with predictions of a certain sort.
[Brldgman 2: 101] ‘ .
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felative'phenomenological future is essentially.relative

A Y

. to ‘phenomena which, in relatlon to the terms of that given

causal relation, have a common . constltution.l

A given phenomenon for which no functional dcpendéncy
relation of a causal nature c;n:pe evideéced is termed-an
'uncaused phenomenon's A phenoﬁenon which is included in: -
" a sequence of teméorally successive phenomena,-is;uncaused
provided that it is discontinuous with‘phenomena adjoining
" it:® It should be emphasized that the possibility of
dgécribing a phenomenon as beiﬁg either "caused” or
: "ﬁncaused" is essentially restricped to a context' permitting
referenceiﬁo temporally successive phenomena in terms of
which the.phenomenon in. question is represented. | Some
phenomena overlap with respect to some value(s), but éré
not»temﬁorally successive; the constitution of some. -,
phenomena makes no provision for reference to a relative
phenomenological pasbforB _ for reference to a relative=
phenomenological futﬁre; somé,phenomena are givén in - -
relétion to relative past contexts or in relation to a

~certain valence-structure.“;Of'these, thy in relation to

i

"v'

1, Wittgenstein argues: "Auf keine Weise kann aus

. dem Bestehen irgend einer Sachlage auf das Bestehen einer -
yon_ihr gdnglich verschiedenen Sachlage geschlossen werden."
[Wittgensteln 1l: 5.135] .. ‘ . :

2. See Pe 21‘-0. ne. l. 1  . —

" 3. The logically exclusive usage of 'qr'*is’intén&ed.
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‘the latter can questions regarding causality meaningfully
~be posed. Those phenomena included in a given non-
. N

.discontinuous sequence of temporally successive phenomena

1‘ may be causally determined; those phenomena.the. inclusion

of which in a sequence of temporally successive phenomena | ‘

is disconﬁinuous'in character,Aare not causally determined.t
. It follows that while reference is possible, to

_causélly or to non-causally determined phenomena provided

" the above conditions are met, a characterization. of

.4phenomena in_general as the "effect of a prior cause" is

' necessarily projective. Moreover, if such a "prior cause"

is viewed as "being outside of the domain of possible |

expefionce",'the projeptive.misconstruction is still more

‘cqnfused.‘.The,constitutive_structures of causality, of

: evidence, of being, of temporal succession, of spatial

order, are, as has previously been observed, in various

ways essgntially relative to given pheﬁomena or groups

of phenomena to which identifying reference is ﬁbssible.

The view: that phenomena in géneral are the "effect of

_an eérlier cause outside of the domain of possible

experiencé" in effect is contrary to the relativistic

conétibutibn of spatial order (with respect to an “outside”),

of temporél order (with reppect'to what is "earlier"), of

. l. "[W]e shall only believe in causal sequences where
we find them, without any presumption that they always are
to be found.” [Russell.3: 13]
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being, evidence, and causality (in relacion to the

" assertion that "it is evident that there 1s, or wag
such a cause").t

| In the broadest sense, causal order is evidenccd in

- terms of rcference to established correlations.® A

description of causal relations as essentially determined

relative to gilven correlations between phenomena is neutral

with respect to the above projectice misconétruction.

Two phenomena are uniformly correlated in relation to a

~plurality of instances evidencing that correlation.

Uniformly correlated phenomena are such as to permit

reference to at least one phenomenon of the correlated

- pair as a function of the other phenomenons Provided

that one member of the pair uniformly comes before the

other (as evidenced in the given plurality of instances),

l. Refer to the respective chapters involved.

- It is clear, for the same reason, on the other handy
that neither can it be said that the domain of possible
experience is "uncaused"

2. "It seems to me that the broadest and least

' restrictive base that can be imagined for the attack on

the problem of understanding nature is correlation

between parts. For the broadest attack, we must set up

no thesis as to what sort of correlations we will accept

as gignificant, but any universally observed correlation

must be given potential significance."” [Bridgman 6: 352]

~ See also [Bridgman 4: 37].

o On the significance of correlatlons in this connection,
cf. [RL II.1 x ¢ 2 30f], [RL III ? 48 1898 [cM $ 393,

‘_{ggghanan 1l: 83]. [CeIl. Lewis l: 129f£f], [Goodman 2:. 97,
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\

then'phevtwovphenoména are specifically correlated‘with'
respect_to'%he‘order of their tempdral-successioﬂ. Further-
' more, if the correlation in Questioh is characterized =
:ﬂin relation to a plurélity of inétanceS'evidencedifrom

a yariety qf distinctly constituted standpoints, then

_ the correlation is said to be objectively determined;; :

L It is clear that established correlations‘between
';phenomené'proyide ndhground_fo; the view that, in addition
to functional dependency between phenomena, one member of
fa correlated pair "compels” or_"ne¢éssitates" the other.?
:Rather, reference-to the freéuenc& of uniformly corfela@ed'
phenomena provides the ground of évidence by virtue of |
.which a reiatibn of functiqﬁal dependency between‘thosg
phénomena één be asserted to hold. Strictly speaking, then,
' correlations have a purely degeriptive (not "explanatory")lf
.useg Inasmuch as phenomenavare'evidenced to be correlatéd!

a description of that correlation cannot be disconfirmed.”

L]

K e

'éuﬁ":l. "See p. 230. o : S

‘ ‘2. See p.. 241, n. 3, and discussion of the notion
of.“agency" in & 2.7. L
: ‘Dynamic science revels in such phantacies, but here
again the analyst can show how parametric order [involves]ees
purely formal relations between definite parts of observed
wholeseeee [I]Jt is only the animism usually attributed to
savages that is more content with occult forces than
correlations of the concrete. [Buchanan 1: 91}

3¢ See pe 233. "[AJny correlation is adopted to be
an absolutely final element of explanation, and can never
be superseded by the discovery of new experimental factseeso¥.
[Bridgman 432 48] , : :

e
’
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. It is ?f interestvto note at this point two |
::'; illustrations of correlations betweén phenomena. = Phenomena
i‘expressing a particula?xsensé mai‘he investigated in térmé
ﬂof the correlation established between that phenomenon
.and ﬁhat which, as its sense, it signifies. Rélatiohs of
signification between a phenomenon and that wh%ch it
;;signifies‘constitute a noteworthy form of correlétion.l
| ' Second, since phenomena in general comprise possible
;objécts of reference relative to a pragmatical context,
irefereﬂce to‘phenomena'is conditionéd relative to the
'pdssibility of correlating certain “attentional characters"

~ with a given phenorhenon.2 Certain correlations may be

evidenced, for example, between some spatial phenomena

, 1, Similarly, studies of the concept of "linguilstic
sign®” orient themselves with respect to the possible correla-
tion between "signifié" and "signifiante Cf., €egZey
[(Saussure 1l: 99ff, 14{4f1], [Lévi-Strauss 1l: 105ff],

[Martinet 1l: 15ff], [Britton l: 29ff], '
© "Sont alors caractérisés pour nous deux domaines

~ paralléles se correspondant l'un l'autre, l'un étant le -
domaine d'exgressions possibles du langage (domaine du-

~discours), l'autre étant le domaine de sens possibles,
d'opinions exprimables dans la mesure du possible. Ces
deux domaines, en s'entremelant d'une maniére intentionnelle
et en formant ainsi unité,. donnent le domaine, a double
face, du discours actuel et concret, du discours rempli
par le sens.” [LFLT § 3 36] S

! |l 2e Seeppo 133f0

|
o | S : P
i ’ o R . . !
!
;
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anq phenomena expressing an -explicit pragmatical character.l
.It is the purpose of the following chapter to elucidate
the. constitutive structures of the latter category of .

phenomena.

1. See p. 133, n. 2. |

Such correlations have been observed in relations

" between "physical® and “affective® phenomena. For example,
on the "liaison psychophysique inductive avec les corporéités
physiques appartenant au monde®, cf. [LFLT ¢ 99 337]; on

the correlation of a phenomenon with various affects, cf.

[RL IX.2 v & 15 194-199], [C.I. Lewis 1: 413, 321f], [Carnap

© o Xs 200f£]. usserl describes certain related correlations -

@eBey "pas de qualité tactile sans spatialité.” He remarks
in a note: "Il est frappant qu'on n'ait jamais essayé
.de fonder sur ces corrélations...une définition positive
des "phenoménes physiques”. “- [RL III appendice § 2 274]
See also [Ricoeur 3: 49]. ' Co Lo
"The following description given by Carnap is based

upon evidence of such correlations: “Therc is a certain
visual thing B which fulfills the conditions listed below.

These conditions and even an appropriate part of them form
 a constructional definite description of it; this visual
thing is called my body.

. [For example,] e..sworld lines of B or connected areas
of them are correlated with the qualities (or classes of
qualities) of a certain sense class in such a way'that, upon
contact with the world line of another visual thing or of
another part of B, another quality, called a tactile quality,
occurs simultaneously in the experience in question; the
so-constructed sense class is called the tactilé senseees

In a similar way, certain motions of B are correlated
with the qualities of another sense class; the sense class
so described is called kinegthetic sense.” [Carnap 13 199f;
supplemenvary references. given .there] ‘ ( :
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THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION OF THE EGOLOGICAL

The domain of possible experience investigated by

phenomenology is essentially prazmatical - i.c., phenomena

are objects of possible reference in a pragmétical
context. Reference to a given bhenomehon is conditioned
pelative4€o the possibility of corrclating certain
“attentional characters? with that phenomenoncl It is in

relation to the pragmatical structure of phenomena that an

4

2 ...
the “ego™c con be

investigation of the constitution ol coin be

carried out. ‘ C : i

A pragmaticzlly structured phcnomenon nmey be relatively

o

transitory.or persistent. A certain pregmatical character
may itself be temporally persisteat or transitory in relation
to a given sequence of temporally successive phenomena.

;
!
o
:

1. See pp. 133f, 250f. o ;

2. No distinction ig obgerved in the text between
_the terms ‘ego®, ®self?, 'person’, *subject’. :




That pragzmatical character may accompany a temporally
persistent phenomenon or a group of phenomena temporally
ordered in vérious ways. On the other hand, various
pragmatical characters may simultaneously, or at.differént
times, accompany a single phenomenon.l

Pragmatically structured phenomena are termed

'egologically modified phenomena’. The ggological modification

of a given phenomenon expresses the particular manner in
which that phenomenon is pragmatically structured. A group
of egologically modified phenomena may include -phenoimena
which arc "remembered”, “antigipa%éd‘?9 “imagihéd”, “doubted”,
"believed”, etc.~ L Lo - |
Together, egologically modified phenomena are
included in a definite region the esseatial structure of which
can be investigated-phenomenologiqally° This region is th: 3
proper to affective phénomenaa to ‘the.”psgychological®™. Ar
elucidatioﬁ of the constitutive structure of phenomena of
this region is the tack of phenomenological.psychology - in
particular, here, of phenomenological'egology. .
It should be clear from the fact that egologically

modified phenomena are said to ccmprise a general phenozeno-

1. Cf. [RL IT.2 v § 32 2673

2. Cf. pe 152, and [LFLT 6 16 803 6 39 147; & 4k 170; 1
;§ 50 183; 6 89 292; appcadice I o 9 4017 :
Pragmatically structured phencmena are such by virtue
of correlation with any egologicel rodillection{g) in-a
gamut of zifects - €.3., With anxziety, hatred, frustration,
bewildeiment, melancholy, exhaustion, birecom; envy, greed,.
pride, lust, shame; humility, compassion, love, ecstasy, |
contentment; noébility, edification, subdblimenecs. :

[y

P

i
t
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logical region, that some, and possibly most, phenomena

are not correlated with specific cgological modificationsel

Such phenomena are “egologically neutral®.? Egblogically;

neutral phenomena, however, atill are objects of possible

reference in a pragmaticsl context; egologicallyvneutral

1phenomena are essentially subject o G"OlO“LC&l mo icgtion.

In this sense, egologically r@utral phenomena are said

¥

tO'be'”dispositional"°3

The egolopical recion is determincd (i} relative to

egologically modified phenomena to'wnich. reference is

possible from the standpoint of any zivea context and (ii)

as a function of the dispositional posgsibilities which

Nel

Q

phenomena in that coatext may cxprecse I shall herealter
-refrain from using the term ‘the ege' in connection either
with egologically modificd phacnomena or with digpositional

possibilities, for. the fo lowing reasoAzh In the lignt

0t sour

1. "[A’7 17 occasion des cor‘ c
1tentionnels.

eux-mines; . cfesv~a’-dire en dei
[RL II.2 v § 31 Ire éd. ;603

2. It is important to emphasi
neutral phenomena are not, on that
See pp. 229f and below, pn. 266,
Note chould be mac
do not have the charactcr, Zn Kusse
modification®, since the co*rﬂ7~tus of
y-

e that egologice lly
t elone, obisctive.

de that ezologically neutral phenonena
vl ® ance, of dPCQtT“lluY*
1 cdoxic modilicatvioas
rerain - albelt in a modilied wa e “neutrallvca
Cf. [Ideen I 0§ 109-112]. :

3. In this case, ”la reprdésentats on du 0l peut bien
8tre "en .digponibilicd®.® [BL IX.2 v & 12 178f] Ricoeur
describes HuOSA:;’s view in terms of JEOWSC*OL SNesSs as an
BT can¥.¥ [Ricoeur 3: 41] Cf. also [LFLT é 98 3301. [Cernap

65], [CGoodnezn 2: 1C61., Xant's femiliar account may be
recalled: “Das ®ich denke® nuss alle mcine Vorstellungen

begleiten kdnnen.” [Kant 23 B 131]
L Other reasons will be mace ciear shortly.

i
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that discontinuities occur with respect to some sequences
of temporally successive phcnomena, it can be efronoous
naively to require that; for any plurality of egologiéally
modified phenomena, eithcr (a) there is a common *pole®
which all share which is called ‘the ego', or (b) there
is a single and genidentical "ego® which is the unity
of the interrelationé betweenﬂall phenomena in the given
'plurality.2 .Neithgr.of these conditions can always be-
satisfied in the fage of possible discontinuities; .I
therefore will make use of the less presumptive notion of
"egOIOdlcal region® |

The egological region 1s constltutedo then, relatilv
to egologlcally medified phenomena and dispositional
pogsibilities. In:relation to a group ol nonfdiscontiﬁuous
tebporally successive egologically.modified phenomena, the
pragmatical structure of the group of phenomena can be
expressed_ﬁarametrically such that the various egological
modifications are described in terms of a,certain}idenﬁity

condifcion.3 Similarly constituted: egologically modified

a°¢ost~d the notion of

2o

l. Natorp, for oxamole
“{lle moi, en ta ant qu fil est

as
CrNGRs @in zrm'r."'.? Co welarence

(Se¢ [RL II.2 v O § 1597f; i
adnmits much the same view. °{C [L;cobu“ 3: 10577 u

2. For example, in [BL II.2 v § 4 153]. Sce also
[Ricoeur 3: 22]. '

i,

Carnap has defined ’the gelf! as “a& class of aucopsrcho-

loglcal states.” [Carnap 13 205] iy objection to this view
is given below. _

3. See pp. 35ff. ;
. i : !

‘_

e - H
2 17670) I"'Ll .L".L'u in [lQOC¢ .L} .
£
& ©
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phenomena may be described in terms.of the same parameters
No assumption is made, és already noted, to the effect that
all phenomeﬁa cén be correctly characterized with respect
to the szms parameterol

Phenomena the egological congtitution of which can
be described in terms of the same paraucter arc sald to be
fegologically homogencous®. &n egologically homogeneous
plurality of phenomena may satisfy either condition {a)
or condition (b) above.z Egologically modified phenomena
the description of which reguircs reference to different

parameters are egologically heterogencous. The egological

region includes both egologically houocc eous ciad egologically

heterogencous phecromcnae.

'.A certain groupAof egologically howogcnedus phenomena
may be given over dlflcrvnt durations, or they may be |
given over a single aurdtwo‘, or tho phenomena in guestion
nay. have the same time-signatureg,and be 1Lu*n neous with
3

one another. Prhenonenological egologsy is grounded

in essential structures of phenomgnological time.

. 1oa {
l. 4 related cssumption is nede in [WL I, 2 v ¢ L
352], where “[lJc moi...est cxigé & la iranicre dlune lo
par la particularité spéeificuc ot causale des vécus.”

of ezolcegically homogeneous

2. Thus, the structurc C
e of an “eﬂo“ ip the sense of ne 1

phenomena is constitutiv
Or ne 2, Pe 255,
On Husserl's gencral conccot of #

. ‘-‘uo J
[Ricoeur 3: 80f, 1071, (AL 1.2 v § 4 Ire &d. 3k4E]e
ons

3. In the sense that an “czo” ds ¢ tituted relative
to a given pluraxlcy of cbo¢ov10~“*y nomscgocneous pacnoniena,

He o
b4
+
©
o
.
*



A specific phenqmcnon (or group of phenomena) may be

-given oither as egologically modified, or as egologically

neutral. A certain set of egological modifications may

be correclated with the dispoéitional chafacter of that‘

phenomenon' in an egologically zeutral context. Thig

correlation ma? be e¢videnced in rclation to a plurality

of instances evidencing an asynmctric 1 corrolutlon between

a definite set of egologiceal moclLlcatlons and the given

phenomenon. The relation here is asymmetrical provided all

egological modifications of the given set éxclusively

modify the phenomenon in question; wvhile sgome instances

of that phénoménon are egologically neutral. The correlatita

so cstablished betw en a gpecific phenomcnon and a

certain egological modification is not, however, causal

in:néture: neither member of the correlated péir

uniformly “comes before™ the otﬁerfl‘ An egologically

modified phenomenon is not such thét the relevant eaological

nodification has a time-signature different from that of

the phenomcnon. ,
In this connection, an 1mport~pu corrhlatlon has heean i

noted inlfhe relation between certain egologiceal modifications

and a complex of interrelatced phenomcena constitutive of

|
|

the following observation by Hugserl is pertinen?t heres
“ Liego se constitue pour lui-mdue en quelque sorte dans
1'unité d'une histoire.® [MC 64] )
1. Sec pe 240 and passim. Cf. [BL II.2 v & 15 195]
on the absurdity of regarding intentioncal connc .coions as

causal. On intentionality, see below, pp. 262f.




n 1 The establishment of this correlation

Hthe body
provides the basis for regarding the body, an object of
possible reference relative to ‘phenomena of that complex,

as ontologically distinguiched among spatizl objects.
Distinguished in this manner, the body provides a relatively
persistent singularity with rospect to which comparative

2 3

reference to other material bodies” is possible.
It is clear that only from the standpoiat of an

embedment-system of higher order, can reference be nade

to an egologicelly modified phenomenon so as to_permit

the discrimination4 of a.specific cgological modification

with respect to tho plienomenon which it modifies,; or with

which the modification is corr61ﬁtoc°5. It should be

emphasized that the distinguicshability of a sﬁecific

egological modification, or attentional character, in relation

to the phenomenon s0 modiiiea9 is ouscntiklly relative to &

l. See p. 251, n. l,'and [Carnap 1: 20617,
-2, Cf. pp. 182ffp and passin.

#This body serves as a refer cncc pole for all
3¢

phys*cal bOQlO° [Picooui 1217 ce also (CM V-97],
gRicocui 3 3873 [Ideen II iii 2. Kapo.], [Ricoeur. 3:
89 75]0 -
L. On the constitutive structure of a system proviciag
for reference to differences, sce pp. 51if.

5. This distinction is implicit in the s2p
evidenced between “the paysical” and “the psycho
Cf. especially [Brenteno 1: I 127£f7], [RL Il.2 v
[RL III appendice 2733. e



egologically modified or neutral, while the second is

correlation, however, is non-uniform, inasmuch as cither

259

|

context the logic of structurc of which provides for R

recoursé to a higher-order embedment—system.l In relation ;

to a context which does not provide for refcron@e from

the standpoint of such an cmbedment-system, & phenomenon

¥

and the attentional character modifying it canrnot be
. ! !

distinguished.z

)
!
i

A context the logic of structure of which does not

provide for recourse to a higher-order cmbedment-system is

said to comprise a “pre-reflexive étandpoint”, in contrast :
to a *reflexive standpoint®, in relation to wﬁich such

an ebedment~systen is established°3 The formér is said
to be "pre-reflexive® since it frequently is possible to
evidence a correlation between two given phenomena, where

one phenomenon temporally precedes the other,and is either
egologically modified from & reflexive stancpoint. This

phenomenon in question may be given iu contexts without the |

other.. The Jistinction here between the two phenomena

-

l. It follows that it is projective to represcent an
attentional charactcer autonomously of such a context.

2, Husserl's argument is rclated here: ¥I1l n'y a pas
deux choses (nous faison abstraction de certains ces excep-
tionnels) qui soient priscates dans le vécu, nous ne vivons
pas l'objot et, & coté de lui, le véeu inventionnci, qui se
rapporte & lui, mais cfest une scule chose qui cst présente,
le vécu intentionnel, doat le caractére descriptifl essentiel
cst précisément l'intention reletive a l'objet.” [RL IX.2 v
$ 11 174£] “Un objet ou un détat de choses désird, qui ne
serait pas conjointcucat renrdsenté dans et avece ce désir, non
seulement n'ecxiste pas en fait, mals est encore absolumient
inconcevable.® [RL IL.2 v & 23 234]

3. See p. 218, n. l.
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is a simplec expression of the difference, as it were, between
phenomena and their explicit'description.l
~ From a reflexive standpoint, then, it is possi%lé for

the purposes of descriptive analysis to différentiate'
between a given phenomenon and an attentional character
which may modify that phcnomenon. It is emphasized, once
again, that such a distinction is essentially relative to
that reflexive standpoint. It is thercfore projective to
"cérry over® the results of a reflexive analyslisg of
phenomena to pre-reflexively constitutdd phenomena.2
' It is possible for pnenomenology, however, to
investigate the relation which can'Bé evidenced from a
reflexive standpoint between a specific phenomcnon and
a certain attentional character modifying it.' o
assumption is to be made in advance that an eégological
mod:iication in fact is to be evidenced‘from a reflcxive
standpoint with respect to every phenomcnon to which
identifying‘reference is possiblc from that stzndpointe
The effect of such an assumption would -be to exclude

egologically neutrel -phenomena from possible inclusgion in

a reflexively constituted context.

1. See Pe 21[;-, ne 1o
2. See p. 193, n. 1.
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I shall call the view that evefy phenomenon is
egologically modified "the spectator theory™. In thisg
view, egological modification, or "consciousness", is a
wniversal characterisﬁic of phenomena; In particular;.
this view has the following implications: With respect..
to reflexively constituted phenomena, the spectator
theory requires that in fact ‘every phenomenon to which

identifying reference is possible from a reflexive

, standpoint evidences an attentional character. This is

simply erroneous.l With respect to pre-reflexively

constituted phenomena, the spectator theory maintains

that for any pre-reflexive phenomenon there is. a relation

wnich holds between a component of the phenomenon,
"cqnsciousness“p-and,that phenomenon itself. This invdlves
either (a) a mistaken characterigation of reflexively
constituted phenomena as “pre-reflexive, or (b) a projective
application of erroneous results of.reflexive analysis to
a framework in which those results have no poesible sense.

A given phenomenon in an egologically homogeneous
group of phenomena is such that an egological modification
of that phenomenon is functionclly related to the egological

modifications of other phenomena of that group. Such a

,

l. On the factucl error involved in this assumption,
see [Russell 5: 231-252].

HIt is merely a formulation of our grammatical hedits
that there must always be something that thinks when there
is thinking and that there must always D¢ a door when tnere

'is a deed.” [Carnap 1: 105]




262 .

functional relation sometimes is called “intentional.l
Relative to a reflexive standpoint, a characterization of
egological phenomena as intentionally related is
unobjectionable so long as the notion of intentionality is

free from the defects of the spectator theoryo2

1. "[Tlhe intentional rciation holds generally betwc.n
experience and an order of expzriences, if the following two
conditions are fulfilled:! first, the experiences must
belong to this order; second, this ordcr must be one of \
those constructional formg in whicn real-typical objects are
constructed.

The relation between en element zad a relational
structure of a certain sort in which it has a place is one
of the most important relations of the applied theory of
relations. The intention ralation is nothing but a sub-
class of this relation, namely the relation between an
experience (or constituent of zn expericace) and an order
which has a real-typical structure. Letwelly, taere is no
objection if such a relation is formulzted as “reference Lo
something outside itself®, as loung as it is made clear 1
that the expression “outside” means that the intentional .
object is not identical with the cxperieace or, more precisely,
that the exverience stands in a more comsrehensive context.”
(Carnap 1: 2613 my italics! “[iIjf one says that it lies
in the essence of an experience to refer intentionally to
something, ...then it must be replied that..o.thils holds qui
generally; it is essentizl to ezch objecrzc that it belongs
4 [Carnap 1¢ 233] Cf. [Goodnan 2

e
o;

ee ct ¢t

——— -

certain order contexXtSescee’

93£f].

2. Rusgall's argument against such a defective notion
of intentionality appears to mz unobjecticmable. (It should
be remarked that Carnep (in the preceding note) accepted
Russell®s conclusion here.) I give here the portinent
passages of that argunent: “Tac view...zxpressaed [in
"[Brentano 1: I] ], that relation to an object is an
ultimate irreducible characterigtic of meatal rhenomena, is
one which I shall be coacernced to combalsses P

The first criticiem I have to make is that...[Brentano's
concept here of] act seems unnecescary amd fictitious. The
occurrence of the conteant of a thought constitutes the
occurrence of the thought. Empirically, I cannot-discover
anything corresponding to the supposed aet; and theoretically

|

!

. . ]

. . !
. i

i

i
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In this connection, it should be pointed out that
the notion of “identifying reference® in no sense '
expresées a relation between a pragmatical structure and
a phenomenon. A characterization of the latter relation
- is somewhat in the order of an “oblique reference’,
requiring a higher-order embedment-system. from the
standpoint of which the egological modification and the
phenomenon madified cca be described.t An identifying
reference to a given phenomenon expresses;.as already

notedz, the coordinative determination constitutive of that -

I cannot see that it is indispensable. _

It is supposed that thoughts cannot just come and go,
but need a person to think them., Nowy; of course 1t is
true that thoughts can be colliected into bundles, so that
one buandle is my -thoughts, another is your thoughts, and a
third is the thoughts of lir. Jones. But I thinlk the person
is not an ingredient in the single thought: he is rather
constituted by relations of the thoughts to each other and
to the body...o This is simply on the ground tThat...the
act in thinking is not empirically cdiscoverable, or logically
deducible from what we can observe.” [Russell 5: 15-18] See
particularly [James 1l: 1-38]. '

Similarly, Cavaillés argucss  “Le terme de conscience
ne comporte pas d’univocité dlepplication - pas plus que -La
chose, d*unité isolable. Il 2'y a pas une conscience
génératrice de ses produits, ou simplement imménente & eux,
rais elle est chaque fois dans ll'immédiat de 1l'idée, perdue
en elle et se perdant avec elle et ne se liant avec diautres
consciences (ce qu'on serait tenté d?anpeler dlautres
moments de la conscience) que par les liens interancs des
idées auxquelles celles-ci appartiennent. [Cavaillés 13 78]

l. Sece pe. R1l7.

2. Ses pp. 10ff and paésim;' ‘



" between temporally successive.phenomena.l) From a pre-

‘reference from the standpoint of an embedment-system of

terized as "the same® -

phenomenon. Identifying refercnce therefore is not a i
- 4

form of intentional reference. From a rcflox1ve standpoxnt,s
identifying reference is such that a given phenomenon may bei
re-identified over a duration. (It may be recalled that ]
the re-identification of a phenomenon is essentially

relative to a context providing for comparative reference
reflexive standpoint, since there is no provision for -

higher order, no sense can be given to the view that
pre-reflexively congtitut ed phenomena can be re-identified
from a purely pre-reflexive standeintoz o E -
Although a pre-reflexive context provides no basis
¢or re-identification, such a context may of'caﬁrse be
investigated from a reflexive standpoint. HowéVefg refefence
to a "pre—reflexive“coﬁtext“ fron a reflexive standpoint

can only be understood to involve, gimulatione, a “pre-

reflexive context®.” From a reflexive stancdpoint it is
possible to analyze a context which, as it wereg does not

itself establish a basis for re-identification of tne

l. Cf. vp. 153ff and passin.

2. It may be recalled that the possibdi iLy of reference

to differences and the possibility of referpncu to continuities

share a common foundation. It follows (sce & 1.3) that from
a purely nre—*efloxlve stqndp0¢nt, objects cannrot be charac-

3. Perhaps 017y tartigtic 1nv01vb“ent" vermits wholly
intrinsic repreccatation of the esseatial structurc of dre-
reflexive phenomena. I om forced, however, to defer this
question in the present context.
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phenomena expressed in that context. The loric of structure
of phenomenology, prototypical of reflexive lﬂV(utlg tion,
guarantees the re- 1dent1f1ab;l¢ty of pactlcularu, gcnerully.
Now, it has been noted that (1) phenomena belonging
to ontologically disjoint regionsl may be egologically
heterogeneous. The occurrence of discontinuities may be‘
‘such as to prohibit description of a plurality'of
egologically modified phenomena in terms of a single.
parameter.2 (2)_Nop all phenomena are egologically
modified: some phenomecna are egologicaily ncutral. (3) An
established correlation betwesen a certain egological
‘modification and a given phenomenon nay express a functional

relation between that egological modification and other

egological modifications in a single egologically homogeneous

R : R N
group of phenomena. In no sense is this functional relation:
such that phenomena in the egologically homogeneous group

somehow bear a relation of Lﬁclus¢on“ or “containment

vith respect either to the og0103_cal mogifications or to
the parameter describing then. For thece three reasons,
the- comrton view referrod to earlier as "the myth of the

container-consciousness” is regoctedo3 Accorolng to this

1. Cf. p. 216.
2. Cf. ppe 255ff.

3. See p. 216, n. 1. For the szme reason, a description

of phenomenology as basxcally utoouycnologlch” is to be
avoided. In this connection, sce [Carnap 1l: 10213 [LTFLT o 96
3203, [CM 26ff], [Ricoeur 3: 92n., 1673,
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view, the pragmatical structure of phenomena is described'
in analogy to. a “recepticle™, in which pncnomcna in
general are deternlnedo

Solipsism, as a rcpudiation that “there are objects
outside of consciousnessﬁ, is often a variation sf the
myth of the container-consciousness. When solipsism takes
the form of a denial that "th are are objects outs LdG.Of
the domain of possible experience”9 the view is projectiveel
Either variety of solipsism can therefore be immediately
rejected. _ ‘

It should be noted at this poiﬁt that a plurality
of true assertions may refer to varsutlons constitutive
of an eaolog ally mOQlTlGd phenomenon., If gome of these
assert;ons are nmade from the standpoint of d1 tinctly
constltuoed contexts, and if each assertion can be
confirmed true on a basis wholly intrinsic to the context
to which that assertion is proper;'then the phenomenon
to which reference is made by those ssseriions ig objective.2
it follows that a description of ego‘owlcsl structures may

be obaectlvely orounded.B The cgolomlcal region is

consequently open to objective phenomenological 1nvest1 zation.d

1. See PDe. 2134.fo
On solipsism here, cf, [Ca”nao 1l: 101-109, 289}, (LFLT
§ 102 3593, [S. Bachelard l: 241], [Bridgman 2: 151,

2, Cf. ppe 229f,

3. ‘The reason for the strict injunction (p. 134f)
against any ascocilation of the notions of Zihicnomena and
experience with thoce of conscmousn 8s, suojectivity, etce,
should by now be clear.

L+ Husserl observez that ¥les Droblcmcs psychiques en
géneral, devaient avoir 03°°nu191]omrnt le méme sens et
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The egological is constituted as a determigate
spatio-temporal region the structure of which is
'relativistically self-—enclosed.l As such, a gifcn phenorenon!
is subject to indefinite reflexive ecgological izeration -
i.e., phenomena in a reflexivé sequence may be égdlogical;y

modii‘ied.2 Thus, e.ge.; a reflexively constituted context
may itself be examined in terms of its egologicél structure.3

i '

|

o P i

devaient etre traités selon les mémes méthodes nue les
problémes de la nature phvsicuee.sss [L]es problcmes
gsychi ues sont des problémes de la réalitéeees” [LFLT

8% 2841 Cf. also [LFLT ¢ 42 151] and {S. Bachelard 1:
32. ‘

It is therefore partly in terms of such an objective
phenomenological analysis of the egological region that the
constitution of the “world® can be elucidated.. (See pp.
199ff, 203, n. 3.) It should be clear way the notion of
an “intersubjective world” is to be avoided here. (On the
"intersubjective world®, or “world of persons®”, cf.

[LFLT & 96 3213 & 99 3371, [S. Bachelard 1: 241ff3, [MC 97
and passim.], [Ricoeur 3: 127, 129, 131f], [Strawson 13 1],
[Carnap 1: 223ff].) . : | :

1. It is of interest to note Husserl'®s view: “[Lla
conscience considérdée dans sa “pureté® doit 8trs tenue pour
un svstéme d?’8trs fermé sur soj, pour un systéme dfetre
absolu dans lequel ien ne pesut péndtrer et uquel rien
ne peut échapper, qui n'a pas de dehors d'ordre spatial ou
temporel, qui ne peut se loger dans aucun systeéme spatio-
temporal, qui ne peut subir la causalité dfauciune chose,
?ésgﬁercer de ‘causalité sur aucune chose.” [Idées I & 49

2. On indefinite reflexive iteration, see p. 11l6.
Cf. [PCIT II Supp. XII 1731.

3. "Self-consciousness” exempliifies such a structure.
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The egological comprises a significant regioh for
phenomenologica; inguiry. A description of the constitutilve
structures of this region brings to light a difficult
complex of problems, é few of the major dimensions of .
which have been characterized. Several vievsconcerning.
.egological structure which have been described hére and
found to be inadmissible are Tundamental to the notion of

" Mactivity¥, which I now turn to consider.




Section 2.7

STATICS
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STATICS

"The notion of ¥activity” is often involved in a
description of that by virtue of which an effect is related
.to a cause. As already noted, a relation of functiondl
dépendency holds between two phenomena provided théy are
uniformly correlated in a plurality of instances; 1if one
'member‘of the correlated pair uniformly precedes the other,
the phenomena are said to be causaily.felated.l"Now, the
establishment of correlations between sets of certain
egologically modified phenomena and sets of temporally
subsequent egologically modified or egologically neutral
phenomena may proviae the basis for an elucidation of the:

concept of activity.

According to the spectator theory,2 every phenomenon

is egologically modified. A correlation between a specific

egologically modified phenomenon and a temporaily‘;ater,

- 1

l. "Any really inward belonzing together of the
sequent terms,; if discovered, would be accepted as .
what the word cause was meant to stand for." [James 2: II &7

2. Pp. 261f.
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phenomenon may be characterized, in this view, as
evidencing “an act producing, generating, creating, or
bringing about é certain effeqt". Established correlapions
between phénomena, hdwever, can evidence no such "productivé
_act”, and exhibit no more than a relation of functional.
dependency.l By extension, the spectator theory of
activity describes the occurrence of any given phenomenon
as “the result of a prior act".2 Such én extension is -
projective in nature, as previously observgd.B' The notion
of activity according to the spectator theory therefore is
of no use for present purposesu; the notiqn of activity

is consequently described purely'in'tenms of pragmatical

1. See p. 249.

2. Essentially the same view can e traced through
the works of Herodotus, Hippocrates, Thucydides, the pre-
Socratics, Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, eic. Newton's First
Law emerges from this tradition. (Cf. [Mewton l: Axioms;’
Def. VIII; Bk. III, Rule I] and [Newton 2: Bk. III, IJ.)
It may be mentioned in passing that controversy in legal
reasoning concerning “motives” and “responsibility" often .
involves such an extension of the spectator theory.

3. See pp. 24,7, 261.
- The problem of “freedom versus determinism” posed in
the above manner is projective, by the same token. '

L. It is of interest to note that the notion of
Hfaculty” in the spectator theory is subject to similar
objections. The notion of “faculty" may be described as
the dispositional and causal ¥pole® common to *acts® of a
certain kind. It follows (in this view) that with each
class of Yacts” (defined in terms of -one or a group of
egological modifications which uniformly overlap a range of
phenomena) can be correlated a *“faculty® the “exercise’ of
which ""causes"” the individueal "acts”.belonging to that
clagss. "Faculty®, in this sense, has stmetimes been termed
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correlations which can be evidenced Zrom any given

standpoint.
‘A related misconstruction occurs relaﬁivezto
descriptions of those contexts which do not the@selves
provide for reference from the standpoint of hiéherA |
order embedment-systems.l This case has been cﬁaracterized
as involving reference from a rellexive standpoint to
a "pre-reflexive context”.? In the spectator thedry; the
"pre-reflexive context® may be charécterized asieséentially
“changed” or “perturbed”, where such “perturbation” is
viewed as “caused by the adoption of a reflexive standpoint"
or as "the effect of the act-character of refleﬁﬁioﬂ".3
Moreover, the.“pre-reflexive context® may sometimes Be
characterized in ‘terms of *its ontological struéture prior

to inclusion in a reflexive context”.* = i L

Tagency”. o ,

Cfe, €egs, [RL II.1 ii & 9 152f; ¥ & 13 1825 v § 21
(appendice) 229; v 6 30 252], [RL III & 36 143; é 511951,
(LG 178, 183}, [LFLT % 5383 & 11 57, BL3 ¢ 42 1555 ¢'10
351f], {S. Bachelard p. IX 1593,

$ 132], [PCIT II Sup
1. Cf. pp. 259ff. '
2. P, 264.

3. For example, "dans le passage de l'accomplissement
Iy 9 [

naif des actes & l'attitude réflexive, c'est-a-dire a
l'accomplissement des actes qui relévent de cette attitude,

les premiéres se modifient nécessairement.” [RL II.1 é 3 Intro

13] In particular, see.[Ideen I ¢ 79].
L. *[NJous appelons nature l'unité de l'expérience

universelle et nous disons qu'elle gst et qu'en soi clle a
telle et telle particularité et qu'elle est ce qu’elle est
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Now, the pdssibility of evidencing a change is
essentially relative to a context iﬁ relation to which
reference from the standpoint of a higher-order embedment-
system is provided: the notion of change is consequently
relative to reflexively constituted contexts. In addition
to its essential relation to a reflexive context, the
possibility of evidencing change with respect to some
value requifes comparative reference to temporally
éuccessive contexts. It is clear that é projective
misconstruction results if a change is asserted to obtain
.with rgspect.to a context which does not provide'for
reference from the standpoint of aﬁ'émbedment-sYsteﬁ of
higher order. ~ In other words, it is strictly absurd to
assert that ideﬁtifying reference to. a certain phenomenon
~relative to a reflexive context can be correlated with

a “change” in the structure of a given phenomenon. The | ;
_ possibility of evidencing'a change is relative to the i
very system which, in the spectator theory, "effects that
changeh. The same holds true with respect to the possibilit&
of evidencing a causal correlation between two:phenomena,

i

It follows it is projective to assert that reference

ou qu'elle est comme elle est avent notre acte de
jugement.” [LFLT ¢ 42(g) 1617 ) '
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' 5. from a reflexive standpoint to a "pre-reflexive context” -

!
“effects a perturbation in the “pre-reflexive context” *,
In very much the same way, the notion that the

constitutive structure of a system isg the result of a

-~ “productive act” is to be set aside for the purposes

"+ of de-projective phenomenolégy.;' Since the possibility |
~ of evidencing such an “act" is essentially relative to

" a context establishing a certain constitutive structure,

~  the above notion excludes the possibility that

identifying reference can be made to the "active
cdnétitution" of the~structure of the given contéxt, Which
the notion of such a "productive act”. seeks to explain.2
The notion of activity, then, can more effectively.
e described in' terms of an established correlation .
" between a cértain group of dispogitional possibilities
and/or egological modifications and a given group of

phenomena. A correlation may be evidenced between an

egologically neutral or egologically modified phenomenon =

. with respect to which, for example, a "volitional component“

is expressed3 - and a temporally subsequent phenomenon or

1. For the view that Husserl makes mse of a notion
of "active constitution” in this sense, see Jac ues Derrida's
introduction in {LG 23, 25]. Cf. also [LFLT l 245, 90
319]s A less objectionable reading of Husserl on this point
is argued in [S. Bachelard 1: 188, 236, 238] and [Ricoeur 3:
9, 27]. See [LFLT § 99 336f].

2. This argument is treated in greater detail above,
pp. 184-187. See also p. 262, n. 2.

3, It is sufficient here to note that the "volitional®
may be described as a specific function of the egologlcal.
Cfey €egey [Carnap 1: 139, 202, 206f].
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group of phenomena. A plurality of instances relative

i

to which this correlation can be confirmed to be unifbrm‘
provides the gréund of evidence for the establi%hment'
of a certain functionél relation which holds bétween the
given instances. When such a uniform correlation'is.

confirmed, the earlier phenomenon, if egolégically o

modified, is said to have an *"act<character®; -if :

© egologically néutrai, the pﬁenomenon has a “diépositional
. .
S
| |
It should be noted at this point that since. the concept

act-character®,

of identifying reference in no sense expresses:a relation

1 an

between a pragmatical structure aﬁd'a phenomenon,

identifying reference canno£ héve an act-charé&ter. Thus,

a phrase such as 'to make an identifying reference' involves

purely grammatical convénti‘ons.2 _Similarly, dé-projectiop

in no sense can be considered to *“bring about” or "cause"a

a "change in a projective formulation by means of a |

Rprocedure actively initiated". De- progec»zon is rather

ah expression of a ’chema according to which a glve1 context

has a consﬁitution that is not projective. Strictly

speakihg, then, any intimation that de—projection-consists

in a "step-by-step process’ reflects those same grammatical |
3 :

forms above which are potentially misleadinge.

b [: .

1. See pp. 263f. ' -

2. Cf. p. 261, n. 1.

3. I can do no better than to .direct attention here
to Wittgenstein's insightful remark at the conclusion of his
Tractatug: “Meine S&atze erlautern dadurch, dass sie der,
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The constitutive structure of a given group of
‘phenomena may be studied on a basis pﬁrely intrinsic to
the context providing for reference to that structure,
or on a comparative basis, with respect to the structure
of phenoména extrinsic to the context in question.
Analyses of the former kind are said to comprise a form
of phenomenological investigation which I term Ystaticg!';
analyses with respect to extrinsic relations between’
phénomena compose, in contrast, the branch of’inquiry
termed 'dynamics®. Static phenomenology includes
dynamical considerations as a proper subdivision, in paft'
becausel a sufficiently.comprehensiﬁe context provides
an effective basis for dynamical studies of relations.
between phenomena comprehended in certain sub—gfoups.‘
Relative strictly tb those sub-groups, relationélbetween
phenomena in those groups are “extrinsic®,

The foundation necessary for the p0531b111ty ‘of
reflexive reference is provided by the constltuplve

structure of an intrinsically determined systemfo2 Dynamical

t

: : !
welcher mich versteht, am Ende als unsinnig erkennt, wenn
er durch sie - auf ihnen - liber sie hinausgestiegen ist.
(Er muss sozusagen die Leiter wegwerfen, nachdem er auf

ihr hinaufgestiegen ist.)
Er muss diese Sitze uoerw1nden, dann sleht er die

Welt richtig.” [Wittgenstein 1: 6 e54]

1. Additional reasons are made clear shor%ly.
2. Pp. 98ff, 111ff, 119ff, 124, 190. S
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structures are therefore grounded by statics.

Phendmena~in general are intrinsically determined,
since any given group of phenomena comprises an
intrinsically determiﬁed system.l A certaih context
from the standpoint of which the temporal étructure of
a sequence of temporally successive phenomena can be

characterized, provides for comparative reference to

" the time-signatures of those phenomena. That context may

itself be characterized with regpect to its temporal
structure relative to other contexts. The latter form

of characterization is dynamical, and is possible relative
to a more comprehensive context from the standpoint of

which extrinsic relations between the various contexts

can be evidenced. .The explicit ground relative to

which it is possible to evidence certain given structures

expresses the gtatic constituticn of those'structures.2

l. P. 191. ' - .
A formal analogue may be found in Hilbert's idea of
a Ycomplete formalization” of a deductive system, which
conceals nothing and which consists only of what is
explicitly put into the formaligzation. [Nagel 1: 26ff]
This resembles Bridgman's view concerning the possibility
of building into a formalized system sufficient
walifications that a text ceases to be necessary. (See
lgridgmag 2: 69] and [Bridgman 4: 63J.) See, however, p.
l&, Ile . . -

2. Husserl distinguishes between "constitution
statique” and ¥constitution apriorique génétique®, between
“le rapport statique® and “le rapport dynamique", between
“static phenomenology® and “Zenetic phenomenology™. (Cf.
(LFLT 6 98 3343, [S. Bachelard 1: 2213, [BL III ¢ & L8ff],
[cM 76T].) I do not, however, follow his usage of these-
termse. ’
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Thus, a context relative to which the temporal
structure of a group of phenomeﬁa can be evidenced
provides for a dynamical form of description. A purely
intrinsic expression of the essential structure of that
context does not itself permit reference to "the
time~signature™ of the context. It follows that the .
.static constituiion of a cbntext can provide the basis
for dynamical considerations, but in no sense is
reference coherently possible to ¥the temporal structure
of the given context, per 59".1 Such reference is possible
without projective‘misconstruction only relative to a
more comprehensive statically constituted context which
provides for a dynamical desciiption of extrinsic
relations between the first context and one or more other

contextse.

l. In this connection, it is of interest to :
take note of a somewhat similar observation by N. Goodman:
MStrangely enough it turns out not that time 1s more
fluid than (say? space, but rather that time 1s more
static.... [Clhange is a concomitant variation in time
and some other respect. Since time is always one of
the variant factors of change, we speak of change in
whatever is the other variant factor in the given case.
Thus although there is no change that does not involve
time, there is no change in time.*” [Goodman 23 300f]

(See pp. 163f.)

T think our error [concerning the concept of time]
is nourished by a nebulous underlying notion of the self
as something that flits through time carrying 1lts specious
present along with iteee.. [Wlhether [the selfl...is or
is not like a thing, event, or quality - or wnatever else
. it may be or be like - and however meny are the times it
lights upon, the statement that it lights upon or. occupies
or is at _different times at cdifferent times will still
be absurd.” [Goodman 2: 302] (See pp. 255f.)
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It should be clear that the notion of.a "more
comprehensive cpntext” is time-relative. Of two
cohtexts, one is “more éomprehensive“ in this sense
provided it includes ﬁhe other retentionally.l Thus,
the valence-structure of a given context in relation to
which that context may subsequently be re-identified
with respect to a more comprehensive context, may be
" described as essentially relative to a retentional
augmentation of phenomena.2

The static constitution of activity is consequently
described wholly in the intrinsic terms of established
correlations between groups of egologically modified
and egologically neutral phenomena. In relation to a
statically constituted context, pragmatical strhctureé
are readily evidenced purely with respect to spécific‘

correlations. Static phenomenology is pure descriptive
. . 1 .

i
]
i

1. Recall that “the essential re-identifiability
of a context implies the posgsibility that a context
given with a time-signature of the relative phenomenological
Past can be included in a context with a time-gignature
of the relative phenomenological present.” (Pp. 153, 157.)

P

2., See p. 199. 3

It is relative to the possibility of evidencing a
retentional augmentation of phenomena that phenomenology
may describe the “expansion of experience®. Cf. [Se.
Bachelard 1: 99] : . | ﬁ

In this connection, the static constitution of
the notion of “history” will be elucidated elsewhere.
(For a “genetic” view of "history”, cf. [LG 176{fJ.)

!

|
|
|
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. 1
phenomenology.

Statics, then, is a form of investigation of

phenomena the essential structure of which is explicitly

disclosed. In this sense, de-projection provides a
schema for characterizing the static constitution of a
given group of phenomenae. De—projective phenomenology
supplies a foundation for the pure description of the
statically explicit. Statics provides the essential
foundation for what, dynamically consideredg may be
implicit.2 The static constitution of a given context
is that context's structure de-projectively identified.’
It folloﬁs that the logic of structure of any
statically constituted context is relativistically
self-enclosed: the static constitution of a given
context provides the grounds for completely intrinsic

self-reference.’ Thus, statics investigates the foundations

l. Cf. pe 249, and [Ricoeur 3: 11l2].

Phenomenology in this sense is, in the last analysms°
an inquiry into the formal *metric® of phenomenological
space-time. (See p. 111, and ¢ 1.6 passim.)

2. Thus, once agaln, "to analyze is to explicate the
implicit.” [Ricoeur 3: 99] (Cf. p. 78.)

" 3. See pp. 197ff, and passim.

A statically constituted context may be characterized
as "independent®” in the following sense: ¥[DJans son
essence concevable 1dealcment, ««o[un] contenu est indépen-
dant [si son] essence n'exige par elle-meme, donc a Erlorl,
aucune auure essence qui soit entrelacée.avec elle.” [RL
II.2 iii 6 5 185 Cf. also [Husserl 2: 162], [Husserl 3],
[RL II.2 iii 25 l7 51; (N, d T.) 371; passim.].
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relative to which a theory'about the general nature of

theories, or a science of the general nature of sciences,

is possible.l . o

Static phenomenological analyses are not themselves
 temporally determined, although any given subject-matter
has a temporal structure.2 In this sense, analyses
of relativistic constitution are not provision_al.3
"Strictly speaking, de-projeotive formulations are
effectively tenseless.h
Phenomenology, a sctience which sets the ta sk for
itself to study the general nature of all 501ence, seeks |
to elucidate the constltutlve structures of a multlverse'
of possibilitys Its proper subject-matter is w;thout
limits, subtle in its variety and varied in its?subtleties.
Its ultimate function is an elucidation of "the;fabric
of this vision®, of the structure of expériénce; of the

5

significance and dimensions of life.

lo' Cf. PP llefo
2. See pp. 163f, 276, and [Goodman 2: 286].
30 See PDe 121ff, 226f.f, 233, 2490 '

Lo In Leibniz's sense of the term, de-projective
phenomenology is essentially "philosovhia perennis".

5.. "The world and life are one.” ([Wittgenstein 1: 5. 6%1]

"[These] things above all distinguish this "sacred city’}
from our own.culture today: indifference to...progress [and]
eesea lack of history. The[se]...conceptions goc together and
are rooted in a conception of man and of life entlrely

| |
: | !
|




This unbounded domain of possibilities - open to |
. . |

novelty yet peéuliarly self-enclosed -.constitu#es:the

world for phenomenology.

different from ours. .

It is a difference between a peaceful, timeless
life lived in the stability of a continually renewed
present, and a dynamic, aggresive life aimed at the
future.” [Merton 1: 7&] .
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

The following bibliography is restricted to works
mentioned elsewhere in this study. Because this work
is intended as an introduction. to a field of research,
and as such would attempt to provide certain general
‘guidelines for investigations in that field, references
are supplied when possible to works which can be consulted
with profit in a particular connection. It is not my
intention, even were it a practical possibility, to offer
a comprehensive review of pertinent sources.

Explanation of Reference Style

The references have a uniform typographical structure,
but the manner of referring to particular: works varies in
certain respects. The Explanation of Reference Style
-describes the form used in the construction of references,
with a comment on the variations.

The expressions enclosed in brackets are the
abbreviations under which the various works are cited in
the text. Where several editions are indicated, references
are made to those preceded by a bracketed expression.

For convenience, frequently cited works by Husserl (s.v.)
are abbreviated according to title. All others are designated
by the name(s) of the author(s), followed by an Arabic numeral.

The two examples below illustrate the typographical
pattern of references to works listed in the bibliography;
and the headings above the examples call attention to the
elements commonly present in the construction of references.

(1) (2) (3} (4)
Author's Name  Reference Numeral  Auther's Page
(or abbreviation ' Divisions Sections

‘of title)

[ Carnap - 1: | 179 288-290 ]
[ PCIT , 1 13 b
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(1) Author's Name:

"With the exceptlon of frequently cited works by Husserl,
the author's name is the first element of the bracketed
expression. Author's names are often given in shortened
form,

(2) Reference Numeral:

An Arabic numeral follows the author's name, with the
exception of works by Husserl, noted above. When two or
more works by the same author are cited in the same
connection, two or more Arabic numerals follow the author's
name, separated by commas. A'colon [:] separates the reference
. numeral(s) from the author's divisions listed.

(3) Author's Divisions:

'Author's divisions' refers to subdivisions of a
work, e.g., as a book, part, chapter, section, paragraph.
Such divisions may represent the work of an editor or .
translator of the work. Most frequently cited author's
divisions refer to sections of a work, and are prefaced by
a single section symbol [ ¢ J, or two successive section
symbols if two or more sections are cited. Inclusion of
author's divisions in a reference often permits the reader
to locate the citation in editions other than those used
here, where pagination may vary.

(4) Page Sections:

Page sections give the page numbers of the passage
cited. If the passage extends for a single page beyond the
page number given, a single 'f' is suffixed to the page
number. If a passage is longer than two consecutive pages,
- 'ff' is suffixed to the page number. 'Passim' is used in
the notes and terminological index to signify that the-
work or passage referred to discusses the topic under which
it is cited, intermittently rather than continuously.

Often several author'’s divisions, accompanied by the
relevant page numbers, are given in connection with a single
work. Distinct author's divisions are separated by the
semicolon [; ].

The system of giving notes at the bottom of the page,
rather than in a separate section, was preferred because it
seemed more convenient for the reader. The method of
numbering footnotes by means of Arabic numbers beginning with
'1' on each page, was chosen to avoid the inconvenience .
both of successively larger numbers, and of a plethora of

e ere ¢ Ao Ao ot smhm
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I have attempted to include in the bibliography the
date(s) of the original printings.
publisher and place of publication are given for the
original editions. References are made to translations of
works not readily available in the original language. For
brevity, reprint editions are usually not listed.

Whenever possible, the

The following abbreviations are used in this work:

Aufl. Auflage(n)

*augm. augmented (augmen-

té-e)
Bd.,
Bde. Band, Binde
Bk. Bookzs
Ch. Chapter(s)
cfe. confer (i.e.,
compare
defo, :
df. definition(s)
div, division(s)
€ele exempli gratia

(for example)
Eng. English
et. al. et alii (and

others)

fasc. fascicle(s)
« Fr. French
Ger. German

hrsg. herausgegeben

i.a. id. est (that is)

Kap.

MSe,y NISSe

n.
no.
orig.
pare.
pseud.,
pub.
reve.

sect.,§
ser.

supp.
SeVe

trad.,
trans.
Ue ’
Ve

vol.

Kapitel .
manuscript(s)
note(s)
number(s)
original
paragraph

- pseudonym

publication, publisher
revised

section

series

supplement

sub verbo {(under the
word)

traduction, translation |

und
von
volume(s)
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TERMINOLOGICAL INDEX

The following index gives an inventory of key expressions’
used in this work, lists the pages on which thnse expressions
occur, and draws attention to the pages on which a given
expression is defined or clarified. It has been my aim to
include all the occurrences of important terms, omitting
- only those occurrences which do not explicitly exemplify or
clarify the meaning intended. Terms of principal significance
are underlined. Pages on which a given expression is defined
or clarified are prefixed by an asterisk [*].

Cross~references have been utilized to point out

. connections between ideas. The catchword is indicated in _
cross-references and in subordinate entries by the tilde [ ],
e.g., Foundation, "al elucidation: foundational elucidation.
If the catchword is divided by a virgule [/], the expression
preceding the virgule is indicated by the tilde, e.g.,
Dimensional/analysis, ~order: dimensional order. When 's.v.'
follows an entry, cross-reference is made to the heading
under which the entry occurs, or, when it is not ambiguous,

to the term immediately preceding the 's.ve'.

Abbreviations 284
Abstraction xxiin, 41ln, A7 _
Absurdity ixn, xii, 17, 69f, 71, 74, 76n, 79, 87, 215, 220n,
233, 226n, 257, 277n :
Suspensgion of (s.v. Phenomenological reduction) 213n
Activity (s.v. Egological) 145, *268ff :
. Constituting = 166, 185ff, 273, 278
Act (g.v. Egological) 218, 262n, 263n, *270ff
-character (s.v. Egological modification) 274
Adaequatio(n) (s.v. Concordance) xiin, 228n, 233n
Adjacent-membership 39, *50ff, 105
Affective modifications (s.v. Egological modifications) 25ln
Agency (s.v. Activity) 249n, 271ln ‘
Ambiguity x, xii, 28n, 214n, 219
Analysis %78, *279ff
Analytic relation (s.v. Tautology) 84f, 120n, 207n, 227n
Artistic involvement 264n
Ascription (s.v. Identifying reference) - '
Attentional characters (s.v. Egological modifications) 133f,
250, 252, 258ff
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Autoconcordance (s.y. Self—évidence) #121f, 225, 228n
Auto-justification (s.v. Justification, Seif-evidence,

. Self-reference) 110
‘Autopsychological 265n
Axiology xxx
Axiom 2, 122 :

of definiteness *140n -

atic formulation 80n, 8ln, 238n
atic method ll4n, 225
atic systems 224n .
incompleteness of Tatic systems (s.v. Incompleteness)

3

L IR I

. Being (s.v. Ontology) R47f
. of consciousness xiv
. of external things xiv
: of phenomena 202n, 203
Belief ii ‘
Betweenness (s.v. Adjacent-membership) 52n
Body *251n, *258f, 263n

Calculus of individuals (Goodman) 173n
. 'Cause %238ff, 269, 27,4
Causal/order #*238ff, 257
berturbation 271f
relation, determination of limits of 239ff
‘ asymmetrical =~ 243f{f
symmegrical6 2L3fF
Causality 144, *238ff, 267n o
as a relation of functional dependency *241ff, 269
Change iii, *162ff, 178n, 238ff, *271ff
Coherence theory of truth (s.v.S
Coherency (s.v. Consistency) *72f
Coincidence 11, 39, 227n -
Complementarity (s.v. Principle of ™) 104, 233n.
and quantwn mechanics 233n
Completeness L9ff, 88, 104, *12,ff, 178n

Relativity of ~ 130n
Complete equation *86f : -
Concept viiin _

Primitive s viif .
Concordance (s.ve. Autoconcordance, Coincidence) 227ff
Confirmation (s.v. Verification) *225ff
Consciousness (s.v. Egological) xiv, xxii, 136, 166n, 261,

263n, 26 ’

Myth of the container-" (s.v. Solipsism, Idealism,

Realism) 215n, *265ff : ; -

Object of =~ 134 :
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Consistency (s.v. Possibility) xii, *72f, 97, *113ff, 221ln
‘ bqundaryéconditions *Q7f, 196f, 204, 212, 217, 221,
Circulatiry of proofs of = 73n
‘Constitution (s.v. Conditions of possibility) ix, xiii, xxiii,
| 2, 11, 17, 22f, 48, 60, *135, 141, 176
Formal ~ xixf, 5, 38n, *139f, 146, 204n
Material ~ 38n, *139f, 202, 204n ' .
Relativistic ~ 6, 90f, 109n, %110, 123, 182, *195ff,
| 2275F, 237, 247, 280, passim
Spatio-temporal ~ *104ff, 130, 146, passim
Static ~ (s.v. Static)
al system 10, 12n
Constitutive of 14, 24, L4, L7, 56ff
~ structure xiv, xix, xxiii, xxvi, xxixf, 89, 98,
' 193, 280, passim
Constraint(s) xiii '
Catalogue of = xii
Constructional system 140f
Context xxxii, 6, 29, *30, 34, 38ff, L6, 49, 51, 61, 65f,
' M 68) 725 94, -_]-053 119, 192, 207, 215, 2383 276
eta-~

Multi-particular = *35ff, 59f, 71, 143, 196 )
Particular-" 31f, 38, 42, 55, 59f, 96, 110, 117, 143,
146, 167f, 196, 240n
Contingency (s.v. Material constitution) 5, *45f, 58, *138f
Continuity *49ff, 58, 104, 127f, 181, 238ff
Contradiction *6Lff, 71, 76, 79, 101, ll4n, 206
Conviction iii, xi .
Coordinate %6, g, %12, 19ff, 46, 5ln, 54, 70, 75, 94f, 105,
. 2l I
~ family 7, *30, *38, 42ff, 50ff, 60f, 66, 69, 151
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structure 29, 198 _
~ sub-systems *18ff, 28n, 37, 41ff, 60, 66 ‘
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. 21l, 218 -
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Cartesian system L4, 17, 20 -
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Coordination 2f, 7, 69, 71f, 82ff, 186 -
Correlation 78, 119, 133f, 147, *248ff, 257, 265, 272, 278
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as a functional relation 37n, 270ff
Non-uniform 259 . _ -
Objectively determined.” (s.v. Objective) *249
Possible *QLEE :
Uniformity of = *2L5ff, 269, 274

~

L

Counter-intuitive xvii
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Criteria xiin, xviii, :
.. of meaning xxi :
of truth %s.v.) 69
Criticism xv
Decidability xii, 126n, 178n, 231n
Definite *97
-Definition *ln, 41, 78, 223
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De-projection 6ff, *19f, 23, *63ff, 89, 132, *274, *279
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Phases of = *81ff, 136n, 225n, *274, 280
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Description xi, 24f, 28n, 58, 8L, 89ff, 206, 214, *249
Complete ®*57£f, 93, 133
Definite ~ 12n
Open-ended ~ 26
Ostensive _12n
Structural xxiv
Differentiability 7, LOf, *50ff, 58, 61
Dimensional/analysis *85ff, 1l42n
“ly homogeneous plurality *176f _
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Forms of ~ order *108n, 176ff, 191n
Dimensionology 1l5n
Discontinuities (s.v. Continuity) 265
Dispositional (s.ve. Egological) *254Lff, 270n, R73f
Dissociation 47, 189, 215, 225, 233
Determinant of reference (s.v. Coordinate)
Dynamic 28ln - :
.. science 249n
universe xiv
Dynamics *275ff
Economy (s.v. Principle of minimum assumption)
Effect (s.v. Cause)
Ego (s.v. Egological) 14k, *252ff, 277n
Metaphysical theory of the =~ 144, 277n
Egological/modification *252ff, 273, 278
_region *25,ff, 268
ly homogeneous *256ff, 265
“ly heterogeneous *256ff, 265 )
“ly neutral (s.v. Egologically unmodified) *25Lff, 265
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Egology *253ff ,
Spectator theory of ~ *261ff, 269ff v
Embedment *111ff, 123f, 148, 155, 159ff, 171, 177, 180, 189f,
B " 217, 221, 230, 258%, 263, 271ff |
in a higher order dimensional system 1llln .
Empirical 48n, 57, 6k, lhkln, 202
~ foundation (s.v.) =
= -projection 24, *92, *140
. objects xixf
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( Pfundamental I ) 6,

€ro xq 8.v. Phenomenological reduction) *13 213n
Equipollent *65f, 85
Equisignificance *65f, 85
Equivalence (s.v. Identity-relation) 67, 226
" Erleb (Carnap) 150n
Error ix, xii, xv, xvii, 18, 22, 64, 90, 159, *234f, 255,

261, 277
Evidence xi, 73, 110, liln, 216, 218f, *223ff, 2LLEL, 259,
272, 276¢r

Self-" (s.v. Auto-justification, Autoconcordance) 110,
121f, *223n, R2LLf
Existence (s.v. Ontologys
Experlence vii, xi, xviii, xxvf, 10n, 63, 12%n, 134, 1l4ln,
142n, 186f, 199n, 20ln, 227n, 233n, 240n, 262n,
266n, 27ln, 278n, 280
Domain of possible ~ xvi, xxx, *134, *141, 156, *199,
2£}+) 2151'1: 219, 233: 2L7, 252, 65
Possible  xxiv, 191
Theory of . xxvf, xxx_
Unitary structure of  xxv
Experiment xxiv
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Explicit 24, *29, L3, L7, 68, *77ff, 94, 102, 105, lll,
. 146, 151, 153, 276, 279
controversy xxvii
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Extrinsic xxi, 275, 277

Faculty (s.v. Activity) 270n
Fallibility (s.v. Principle of
Falsity x, 100, 223f
. “and tautology (seve) 63F
- “Falsifiability 228ff

' Conditions of = *1QO0ff

Non-falsifiable proposition *10L
Family resemblance (s.v. Coordinate zones] 55n
Field (s.v. Region)
Formgl

. mathematical disciplines xxx

mathesis *viif
~ structure xix, xxiii
Complete ~ization 1l4n, 276
izatlgn of relativistically recurved system
27
Foundagtion (s.v. Constitution) v, ix, xiii, 32, 34, 57, 89,
96, 102ff, 195, 275 .

~ of science xxv
“al elucidation iv, 100n, %135, 221
empirical = xxiiif
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