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ABSTRACT 

THE INTENTIONALITY OF QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: 

A PHENOMENOLOGICAL ANALYSlS OF THE QUESTIONNG ACT 

John Bmin 
University of Guelph, 1997 

Advisor: 
Professor Jeff Mitscherling 

A good deal of work has already been done on the topic of questions, most of it in recent 

years, and most of it on the "logic" of questions. Yet in spite of dl the attention paid to the 

topic, what has not received sufficient treatment is the phenomenology of question and 

answer, in the Husserlian sense of that word, "phenomenology". The present work has two 

aims: to fiIl in this gap in the phenomenological literature and to examine the intentionality 

of a question, and this in order to elucidate the "question-~cture" of intentionality. The 

argument is basically this: htentionality or conscious "aboutness" is a rivetting. The act 

does not "stare" at its referent, courtesy of its "sense". As an act, it rivets on it, and it does so 

to the extent that either the object is interesting or the act is being informed. What's 

"interesting" holds out different possibilities (maybe A, or B, or C); what's informative is 

the reduction of those possibilities (A--not B or C). What is "interesting" elicits that 

response called "questioning". In the answering-in the actualization of the question--the act 

itself becornes "informative". Thus, the act rivets on its object-the act is an act-in so far as 

it is structurally that of either a questioning or an answering, or somewhere in between. 

Thus, the "question-notions" of interestedness and informativeness must figure centrally in a 

theory of intentionality. This being so, there are some other key notions that will have to be 



revised. or introduced accordingly. Not least of them are the notions of bbemptiness" and 

hilfiiment, of tmth and evidence, and the problem of how reality is disclosed to us. 
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Introduction 

A good deal of work has already been ~ r i t t en  on the topic of questions. most of it in recent 

years, and most of it on the "logic" of cpestions.' Yet in spite of the volume of literature on 

the topic, what remains missing in d l  this is a systematic study on the phenomenology of 

questioning, in the Husserlian sense of that adaptable word, "phenomenology? The aim of 

the present work is twofold: (1) It is to fil1 in this missing blank in the phenomenological 

literature. (2) And it is to examine the intentionality of a question--&<th an eye to 

elucidating the "question-structure" of intentionality. In a few lines: intentionality or 



2 
conscious "aboutness" is a rivetting. The act does not "stare" at its referent, courtesy of its 

"sense". So far as it is an act, it rivets on it, and it does to the extenr that the either the object 

is interesting or the act is being ùiformed. What's "interesting" holds out different 

possibilities (maybe A, or B, or C); what's idormative is the reduction of those possibilities 

(A-not B or C). What is "interesting" elicits that response called "questioning". in the 

answering-in the actualization of the question-the act itself becomes gwinformative". Thus. 

the act rivets on its object-the act is an act-so far as it is sû-uchirally that of either a 

questioning or an answering, or somewhere in between. Thus, the "question-notions" of 

interestedness and informativeness m u t  figure centrally in a theory of intentionality. This 

being so, there are some other key notions that will have to be revised, or introduced. 

accordingly--not least the notions of "emptiness" and fulfilment, of tmth and evidence. and 

the problem of how reality is disclosed to us. 

This introductory chapter fdls into three parts: (A) In the first, I draw up a list of the 

basic claims of this study. (B) In the second part, 1 write about some different approaches to 

the problem of Qs and explain how our approach differs fiom these. (C) And in the last. I 

provide an outline of the work, chapter by chapter. 

A. A List of Assertions 

Before drawing up a list ofthe key claims, it is expedient that 1 Say a sketchy word or two 

about the operative term, "intentionaiity". The term means quite different things for 

different philosophers.2 1 shall take as my starting point Husserl's notion of it. (What other 

philosophers have said about it will not enter into the argument.) And to narrow things 

down even more, 1 shall stick fairly closely to Husserl's formulation of it as found in the 



Logical Inves~igatiom (hereinafter usually referred to as LI.) The later Husserl does 

introduce notions of intentionality not to be found in the LI, for example, operationai 

intentionality. anonymous intentionality, horizon intentionality, and unconscious 

intentionality [see Mohanty (1 970)]. However, these notions will have no part to play in the 

present work. Now that the parameters of the notion have been narrowed down, somewhat 

arbitrarily 1 admit, let us consider the basics of the notion. 

The term "intentionality" derives fiom the Latin intendere, meaning "to point at" or 

"extend toward". According to standard curent usage, the term "intentionality" sirnply 

stands for "aboutness"; it does not refer exclusively to a psychological property. On this 

view. a sentence, an instruction, or a road-sign is intentional in that it is a t h g  about some 

other thing, just as a promise, a wish, or a Q is about some other thing. By contrast, for 

Brentano (certainly), for Husserl (1 take it). and so also for us, the term refers only to mental 

phenomena. htentionality is phenomenological "aboutness"; it is a relation that hoids 

between the subject and the object of which that subject is conscious (see L I  V, $9 10-1 3). 

On this point we are also fotlowing Husserl. intentionality is not the defining feature 

of any and al1 mental phenomena. (Husserl parts Company with his teacher. Brentano. who 

would have intentionality imposed on al1 mental phenomena.) One's taking delight in an 

object may persist long after that object is out of view; but in that case the lingenng mood 

itself has presumably ceased to be intentional. To be intentional, then. is to be "directed". to 

have a "target". to "'mean" an object, to be actively locked into this or that thing. What is 

intentional is an act of consciousness, or, less redundantly, an "actY3 With this minimal 

description of "intentionality", 1 shall now list the key claims of the present work. They are 



4 
not the only key claims: but they are the claims fiom which the overall argument basically 

(1) Husserl partitions the intentional act into two moments: "matter" (Materie), or 

"meaning" (or "propositional content", as other philosophen have sometimes cailed it); and 

g'quality" (Qualitat) (or, as it has been caiIed by others, '-forcew, or "mood") (LI V, tjS20-22). 

(The terms are subsequently replaced--speaking roughly here-4th "noernatic Sinn [sense]" 

and "thetic character" respectively [Ideas I ( 1 9 1 3), $5 1 1 7, 1331 .) This is how the distinction 

works. Take, for example, these three utterances: "The rose is red", "Oh that the rose were 

red!", and "1s the rose red?" They al1 share one and the sarne rneaning, the rose is red. Yet 

they differ, obviously, in what they are; the fust is a statement, the second a wish. the third a 

question. 

1 disagree with this account, at least so far as what it says about questioning. It is a 

distortion to Say. to this effect, that a Q is what you get when you add a certain "quality" to 

an act already equipped with the meaning. Add this quality, stir. and--poof!--the act has 

more the "feel" of a Q than an optative. or an assertive, etc. Adrnittedly. that's a caricature 

of Husserl's view; but it is not too far off the mark. On our view: It wouid be better not to 

construe a Q as  being just one more type or "quality" of intentional act. to be merely ranged 

alongside, Say, promising, stating, requesting, predicting, doubting, hypothesizing desiring. 

seeing, and whatever other "quality" may exist. In fact, it might even be better not to 

constme a Q as an act-quality at dl.  Why is that? Because this way of talking about a Q has 

a way of covering over the fact that questioning instantiates a basic structure of 



intentionaiity. 

(2) By a "basic structure". 1 am referring to one of the two intentional categories, "empty" 

and "fulfilled". For Husserl, and for us. these categones are absolutely basic to the notion of 

intentionaiity. To illustrate what the terms are about: A person says, "There's a black bird''. 

Another person undestanding what would count as evidence for the tmth for this assertion. 

looks up to see if it is so, and so it has tumed out. The evidentially empty act "becornes 

Mfilled. What, then, makes a Q and an answer together a "basic structure"? 1 propose that 

questioning be identified with the "empty" phase of an act, and answering with the 

"fulfilled" phase. Given this, the notions of intentionality and questioning are radically 

brought into relation with each other. The relation c m  no longer be viewed as incidental. a 

Q can no longer be regarded as "just another" quality-type. This, 1 think. is a bold claim, a d  

1 had best moderate it by pointing out the following. 

(3) Intentionai acts may be separated out according to their "direction of fulfilment". of 

which there appear to be basically IWO k i n d ~ . ~  (Never mind here that there these two 

domains in some cases overlap. For example, in uttering a promise, one both makes it and 

States it at once.) The one "direction" is thing-to-thought, let's cal1 it. The aim of an act 

operating with this direction of fulfilment is that it bring about a state of affairs, make a 

cake, keep a promise. build a house, etc., according to a plan, idea, recipe, or whatnot. Here. 

the standard is the ''thought" to which the "thing" must measure up. The second "direction 

of fulfilment" is thought-to-thing. The aim of a thought-to-thing act is to match up one's 

"thinking" to how "things'' are, which it must do either truly or falsely. Describing what the 



6 
cook is doing in the kitchen. seeing that the plan has been carried through, stating the time 

of day, etc., are examples of thought-to-thing acts. 

Now, backing up a step: The categones of "empty" and b'fuifilIed" in the domain of 

thing-to-thought acts are (if you will) "making" and "fkshing off7, respectively. The one is 

"empty", the other is "fulfilled". By contrast, the categories of empty and fulfilled in the 

thought-to-thing domain are (once again) questioning and answenng. The one ac t  or phase 

of the act, is %mpty9'. and the other phase of it is '-fdfilled". It should be noted here that a 

developed distinction to this effect is not to be found in Husserl's theory of intentionality. In 

our nomenclature, his theory deds with thought-to-thing intentions ody. In any case, we, 

too, shall be investigating only the one of two domains of intentionality--namely. what we 

are calling the "thought-to-thing" domain. Having just divided things into two, let us do it 

once more. 

(4) In reference to the category of fùlfilment. there are two types of Q that we ask: the 

"predicative" (or "signi@ing") and the g'herrneneutical?' (or "symbolizing"). With the 

predicative QI the meaning materiais are already in place; its job is simply to check out how 

things are in the world in reference to the already established meanings. Here are two 

examples of a predicative Q: Ys this a rose?" has the meanings this is a rose. this is not a 

rose. "What colour is this?" has the meanings, this is blue. is green, is yellow, etc. However. 

it is evident that the predicative Q is only one of two types of Q. Whereas the predicative Q 

provides the rneaning-materials ("1s this mirror taller than that one?", the hermeneutical Q, 

on the basis of sorne "clues". has to find the meaning! A good example of the hemeneutical 
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Q is the nddle, which providing the "parts" (as it were), asks for an identification of the 

%hole'' in which they belong. "Be good to me, I am everybody. Scratch my back 1 am 

nobody. Who am I?" Answer: "A mirror". 

Now, on Husserl's view. the empty act is, paradigmatically, the signifiing act. By 

implication, the sort of Q that wodd prove to be paradigrnatic in his scheme of things is 

what we are cailing the 'predicative Q". h our scheme of things, a thought-to-thing act ma\; 

prove to be empty not only predicatively, but also interpretively. Our division of Qs (and 

answers) into "predicatives" and "interpretives" is nothing less than a division of: "empty" 

acts into predicatively and interpretively empty; and "fulfilled" acts into predicatively and 

interpretively fulfilled. Of course, there is a cnticism in al1 this: Had Husserl noticed how 

crucial is this very distinction with Qs, and, what's more, had he thought of correlating 

questioning with intentionality, such a distinction would have alrnost certainly shown up at 

the centre of his theory of intentionality. So what if it did? Among other things. he would 

have had to modiv his concept of the noerna in such a way that it could account for both 

types of Q. 

According to Husserl, it is the "noematic Sinn". the "matter", or "meaning", or 

"logical content", immanent in the act that is responsible for the intentionality of that act. 

for making that act an act. The content provides, so to speak, the vectorial CO-ordinates of 

the act. If the act hm the content. then, automatically, it also has an object in front of it. in 

fact, it is the content alone which guarantees that the mental event is intentional. That. at 

any rate, seems to Husserl's view. Anyway, it is one of the way in which his concept of the 

noerna has corne to be interpreted. (Dapfm F~llesdai [1969], Hubert Dreyfus [1982]. 
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Rondd McIntyre and David Smith [1982], and Izchak Miller [1984] have variously 

interpreted the concept of the noema dong the lines of Frege's theory of linguistic refening. 

Just as Frege says that reference is effected via sense, so Husserl says that the intended 

object is effected via the noematic S~M.) 

So what is the problem? Granted, the theory works well enough for the predicative 

Q. In asking, Where is the book?', 1 I e a d y  know enough about the book to be able to 

identify it should 1 come across it. Indeed, I know enough to be able to ask al1 sorts of things 

about it. To oversimplify: It is "predicatively" that reference is effected via sense. When it 

cornes to asking a hermeneutical Q, on the other hand, what 1 start out with is the enigrnatic 

object and a few riddle-ches to go by; and what 1 set out to find is the -'rneaningy' of that 

object. "What is this that 1 plainly see in front of me?" Hermeneutically, things work in the 

reverse: Sense is effec ted via re ference. 

(5) There are various ways in which information has come to be technically defined.' 

According to one definition, and this is what we shall mean by it. information-- 

informativeness, cal1 it instead-is a rneasure of the reduction of alternative or contending 

messages. The greater the degree of the contentiousness of those messages, the greater the 

"noiseT', or uncertainty, or--this is our technical term-herestedness. And the greater the 

degree of the filtering-out or reduction of the contentiousness, the greater is the 

informativeness of the remaining message. To illustrate the point: What does it take to 

"know" that, for example, moving the knight From this square to that square on the chess 

board is the most expedient move? According to the idea that information is a reduction of 
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uncertainty, knowing this fully wouid require seeing how any one of the rivai options is 

less expedient. Putting the point in pedagogical terms: To know something well is to be able 

to deal with the opposing point of view. This basic idea of what makes for information is 

neither original nor exceptionable. 

To be sure, "information theory", in practice, might have more to do with talk about 

the molecular organization of a fluid or the design of telephone circuits, than with a 

"phenomenology of questioning". But this hardly restricts the basic principle of uifonnation 

theory to things mathematical. Nor does it prevent us from appropnating for 

phenomenological purposes a principle that has an expenential basis in the work-a-day 

activity of questioning and answering. If there is any phenornenon that best fits the 

description of reducing the contending messages, it is in the act of answenng. How so? 

Queaioning "es note" of the noise, maybe x, or y, or z; and aiming to eliminate it. it 

asks, "1s it x, or y, or z?" Answering this Q would be an acquisition of "information" in the 

technical sense that it involves, among other things, a filtering-out of rival messages. 

(6 )  Our notion of informativeness. and interestedness, are phenomenological. Unless I am 

already "interested, uniess 1 already WANT TO KNOW your telling me about something. 

or--a littie problematically--unless 1 retrospectively WOULD WANT TO HAVE KNOWN. 

then what you have to tell me, however trustworthy 1 take it bey is NOT informative. In 

order to be informative, there has to be a questioning behind it. Al1 this is another way of 

saying that interestedness and informativeness are not essentially quantifiable. To be sure. 

they admit of "more" and "less". But this depends upon the circumstance in which it is 
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being asked. who is asking it, when it's being asked, and a thousand other factors. 

However, it is not numbers that these notions ride on-for example, a reduction of 99 of a 

100 possibilities is more informative than a reduction of 1 of 2. The Q, "1s it a boy or a 

girl?", which deals with two possibilities, may prove far more interesting than, the Q1 

"Which one of these hundred items is it?", which deals nith a hundred. And 

correspondingly, the answer to the first Q would prove to be the more informative. 

(7) What is the philosophical advantage in saying, %.n empty act is a questioning act". or 

-'A ful filling act is an answering act"? What changes here besides the terms? Once we start 

to construe the intentionality of an act in terms of questioning and ansrvering, we then find 

ourselves obliged to re-evaluate Husserl's concept of intentionality in a way which is more 

substantive than nominal. How is that? We have to renovate his concept in such a way as to 

bring into it the -'question-notions" of interestedness and informativeness--notions that are 

simply not there to be found in his phenomenology. One of the consequences of doing this 

is that the ideas of "truth" and "evidence", obviously centrai to Husserl's phenomenology. 

have to be modified accordingly. 

For Husserl (roughly speaking), truth is an adaequatio rei et intellectus. a 

correspondence between thought and thing, word and world (LI V1.539). Where does 

evidence (Evidenz) fit into this? For Husserl. evidence is not. as psychologism would have 

it, a "feeling7' of conviction. (If evidence were a matter of feeling, then logic. which deals 

with tnith, would be a branch of psychology!) Evidence is, rather, the expenence of tnith 

fiom which "conviction" follows. in the expenence of evidence, one "sees" the agreement 



or coincidence of rei and intellectus. To illustrate: A says, "There's a black bird!" 

Hearing this, B has an "empty", or "signifj6ng", idea of a state of affairs; B then look up, 

o d y  to see the percephial intuition of a flying black bki, an intuition which "Mfils" the 

signiSing act. In this evidential re-identification of the meaning in the fulfilling intuition. B 

experiences the tmth. 

On our account, truth is, as it is for Husserl, adaequatio rei et intellectus. Where we 

differ with Husserl is mainly on the question of evidence. What makes an act "empty", and 

what "fills it up", is not so much the intuition. Rather. the -'emptiness" of an act is correlated 

to how noisy or interesting its target is; My not seeing the black-bird doesn't make the act 

empty; and seeing it doesn't fulfil it up. What makes it empty--and interested in its object-- 

is my thinking it rnight be othenvise, my not taking your word for it; etc. And what hl fils it 

is not the perceptual intuition, but the reduction of contending possibilities--a reduction of 

which. it so happens. is sometirnes carried out by way of perceiving, and sometimes by 

taking your word for it. 

Evidence. then, is not so much a -'filling up" as a crowding- out of so many 

contending possibilities '-as false?'. The experience of a tmth lies in the "acknowledging" 

that the rose is red and. at the same time, the "denying" that it is not any other colour. 

Where we find this double structure of "acknowledge and deny'? is, precisely. in the 

answering act. To answer is both to acknowledge and deny. 1 do not mean to suggest that 

the focus of an answering act is on the denying; to be sure, its prirnary business is to 

acknowledge the truth of the matter. However, although the "filtering-out" is not the 

defining characteristic of an answer. it is not merely a logical "byproduct" of grasping the 
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truth either. An answering act both acknowledges and denies, even though the focus is 

admittedly on the '-tnith. 

(8) A theme of this work, closely connected to our "information theory'. of intentionality. is 

the problem of realism. The "metaphysics" of a questioning, in its very performance. is 

realistic. To ask a Q is to presuppose, in the very asking, that the answer is already "out 

there". (One can't ask, knowing that France is a republic, "1s the king of France wise?": one 

can't ask the Q simply because it adrnits of no answer. The most one can do is reply that it 

that '-the Q does not arise".) So what if questioning is "realistic"? So far as we can Iine up 

the notion of questioning and answering with that of intentionality, then we have some right 

to Say that, by extension, the intentionality or "aboutness" of acts rnust be realistic. When is 

the act really intentional? When its object is either interesting or informative. or somewhere 

in between. 

In the present work, the problem of redism is not about whether the world exists 

(which it does. you know). Nor is it about non-vendical experiences (yes. we sometimes do 

hallucinate). Nor is it about whether there are real causal relations between the act and its 

object. The problem is about how to explain our experience of the real or Innesein (literally. 

--in the midst of being")! Reaiity is something that 1 cannot actually see, no matter how 

much perceptual intuition '-fills" the act. Perception no more adds existential weight to a 

thing's "looking real?' than the thought of a hundred dollars in my pocket makes me any 

richer. Perception might be a predicate, but existence is not. What, then. is in the structure 

of Innesein that allows me to "feel" a reality that I c m o t  see? In our informational sense of 
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the tem, evidence is precisely something that 1 do not see. Evidence is a denying that 

what 1 see as being thus-and-so is othenvise. 

But here's an objection: "Isn't Husserl's talk about fulfilment also a kind of 

argument for realism? Isn't 'Mfilment' ail about seeing whether the intended object 

exists?" The answer to this depends upon which Husserl one is reading and how one is 

reading him. Behind the bœphenomenological reduction", which Husserl puts forward in 

Ideas 1, is Husserl's recognition that perceptual fulfilment cannot, after d l .  "legitimate its 

own contents and is thus not proof against skeptical doubt" (Schuhmann and Smith [1985. 

7671). "For this reason Husserl regards the natural attitude, which accepts the claims of 

perception at face value, as no more than 'the conception of the naive human beingqb- (ibid.. 

767). 

To continue: Yes. "fulfilment" is about seeing whether the intended object exists. 

However. "fuifilment", as Husserl himself understands it, cannot quite do the trick--a fact 

which he himself recognizes. Husserl's mistake was to have stopped at the point of making 

this correct assessment. Stopping at this point, he effectively declared that the question of 

existence is fundamentally irrelevant for purposes of doing phenornenology. Granted. 

perceptual acquaintance does not legitimate its own contents. Granted, no matter how good 

the lighting and how accurate the sets, a perceptual intuition is, by itself. rnerely cinematic. 

But this being true does not warrant the reduction? There is something that does give the 

object its "look" of being real. In order to find this sornething, we need a difierent notion of 

fulfilrnent, i.e., the informational fulfilrnent of a Q. What gives the object its look of being 

red is that "halo" around it 'that ain't othenvise'. 
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B. Their Approaches, Our Approach 

It should prove useful to take due note, at the outset, of the different approaches to the study 

of Qs. In this way, we can better see where our own approach fits on the philosophical map: 

we c m  ward off any misunderstanding about what we are, and are not, setting out to do: and 

we can show what makes our approach different from the others. 1 have sorted out the 

approaches, somewhat arbitrarily, into two groups: (1) the "logical" and (2) the 

"intentional". Our own approach, it nims out, fits somewhere in the second group. But 

again. this is somewhat arbitrary-or rnisleading--not least because the act of a Q cannot be 

examined apart fiom its **logic" or semantics. 

1. On the Logic of a "Q" 

Rather than h-y to defme the "logic of Qs", I shall give some examples of the different 

things that different philosophen have in rnind when they talk about this gilogic''. 1 shall 

break this discussion into two sections. (a) The fust is about a logic of Qs in the sense of a 

calculus. Although 1 shall not be deding with Qs in this "mathematical", and admittedly 

legitimate way. it is well that 1 still say a perfi,inctory word or two about this sense of a logic 

of Qs, if only for the record. (b) The second section, the more relevant, is about a logic of 

Qs in the semantic sense. There seems to be four semantic notions of a Q. Except for the 

"make-me-know" reduction of a Q. 1 have no major qudms with these different approaches. 

We shall see about this when we get there. 
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(a) A Logic of Qs, a Calculus of Qs 

It rnay have been a certain Richard Whately, a 19th cenniry logician, who was the f ~ s t  to 

have hinted at the idea of developing a logic of Qs (and imperatives) that would run parallel 

to a logic of propositions. in his Elements of Logic (1 826), Whately suggests that Kant's 

hipartite division of judgment of relations might also apply to Qs (and imperatives). (This is 

pointed out in Pnor and Prior [1955,43].) Thus, there are categoricai Qs ("1s this a rose?). 

just as there are categorical judgments (The  rose is red). niere are conditional Qs (Yf the 

rose is red, then-?"), just as there are conditional judgments ("If the rose is red, 1.11 buy it"). 

And there are disjunctive Qs ("1s the rose red or white?"), just as there are disjunctive 

judgments ("The rose is either red or white"). A few ptùlosophers have since tried to 

formalize a logic of Qs into a calculus, what with its own "erotetic" quantifiers, variables- 

and the like. Pnor and Prior (1 9 5 9 ,  in their classic paper. have argued against any such 

attempt to formalize what they dubbed an --erotetic logico' (aîter the Greek word erorerna. 

'bquestion"): 

. . . the things it seems proper to Say about questions are exactly the things 

which iogicians of a conservative and antisyrnbolic bent (like Cook Wilson)- 

-or of a radical and antisyrnbolic bent (like Mr. Peter Sû-awson); it is the 

sarne thing anyway--have said about propositions. Erotetic logic would seem 

to be antisymbolic; and we hazard the suggestion that, conversely, 

antisymbolic logic is erotetic.[l955,59] 

This, at any rate, is one sense of a "logic of Qs"--narnely. a calculus of Qs. Why develop it? 

To what end? 



One motivation for such an approach is that of the "pure" logician: to 

study certain logicai properties of answer sets (e-g.. completeness with 

respect to possible state descriptions or whatever) and relation between 

answer sets (inclusion, implication, and the Iike).[Harrah, 1987,200-20 11 

The other motivation is to develop a logic of retrieval--the "librarian*~ logic". we might Say- 

-that fomalizes the how-to of retrieving and managing information. Belnap's work ( 1976) 

is representative of such a logic. The aim of this sort of logic is to mechanize the retrieving 

and managing of information. 

Probably the strongest motivation for the abstract interrogative approach is 

that it leads to the construction of systems that work very well in situations 

of a certain kind . . . . Example: The questioner is a scientist, the respondent 

is a research assistant, and the infornation source is a library; the scientist 

says to the assistant "What book in the library has the best discussion of 

nematodes?" For other examples we can let either questioner or respondent 

or both be a machine. In cases like this, the argument for the abstract 

interrogative approach is very impressive. [Harrah. 1987.2021 

Again, although a calculus of Qs will not figure in the present work. I have no disageement 

with the idea itself. What I do disagree with, as regards the "logic of Qs". are a few views as 

what this logic is "semantically". Let us go over this. 

(b) A Logic of Qs, a Semantics of Qs 

1 begin with a note that is more about a clarification of terrns than about any sort of 

--approac hW. 
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The act of a Q is what we shall be principdy examining. Ln order to give some 

idea of what a Q-act means, we have only to distinguish it kom its counterpart, the Iogical 

formation of a QI sometimes called the 'proposition", or the "content", or the '%ense'?. or 

"matter". Imagine a single Q put to, Say, ten of us. If each one of us is asking it, there are ten 

different Qs (or eleven, if we include the person puîting it to us), qua Q-acts. Yet there is 

only one Q here qua Q-meaning. This notion of the "meaning" as something which is 

logicaily distinct fiom the concrete act goes some way toward explaining how it is possible 

for me to comrnunicate "the same Q", or 'Vie same" anything else for that matter, to 

someone else. It goes some way toward explaining how 1 can communicate "the same 

k g "  to myself--how 1 c m  go back the next day to "the same Q" that 1 had asked myself 

the night before; how 1 "know" that the just-arrived answer is the answer to '-the same Q" I 

had asked myself five seconds ago. 

It is essential that we not confound the logical formation of a Q with its grammatical 

formation--the interrogative--"in" which the meaning of the Q gets expressed. One and the 

same interrogative may represent, after dl. what are in fact different questions. The Q-act 

behind the interrogative, for example, "When was Karl in Berlin?". may involve the idea 

that Kar1.s visit to Berlin was unique. Logically, correlated to this Q-act is one Q-meaning. 

Or the Q-act behind that interrogative may involve the idea that Karl was there many times. 

and require a list of the dates of Karl's visits to the city. Logically. comelated to dus Q-act is 

quite another Q-meaning. Take another example: Where the contrastive stress occurs in 

certain of our questions does not, it seems, modib its core meaning. The utterances "1s the 

rose red?" and "1s the rose red?" seem to be semantically equivalent. Yet in other cases. 
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notably in the why-Q, a shifi in stress can substantially alter the logical formation. The 

utterances, "Why was Karl in Berlin?", "Why was Karl in Berlin?', rnean different things. 

in that they each have to point toward different things, they expect Iogically different. 

indeed, grarnrnatically different, answers. ïhey are not just pragmatically different, which is 

obvious enough; they are semantically or "logically" different. Sace it to Say that there 

can be a whole lot more to the logicd formation of a Q than gramrnatically meets the ear. 

Of course, I am not suggesting that a Q is unique in this respect. Very much the same is to 

be said of statements, warnings, retmctions, and so forth. 

There exist as many as three basic interpretations as to what logical formation of a Q 

"means". (i) On the fmt view (in fact, this would seem to be Husserl's view). it is simply 

the meaning that inhabits the act, irrespective of what kind of act that is. In a stating act. the 

meaning is a statement-meaning (S is p); in a wishing act it is a wish-meaning (Oh that S 

were p!); and in a Q-act, it is a Q-meaning (1s S p?). 1 have already formally expressed my 

disagreement wlth this view. (ii) On the second view (Aqvist's [1975] and Hintikka's 

[1974]), the meaning of a Q is constmed as an -*epistemic imperative". Accordingly, to ask. 

"1s S p?" means the same as, "Make it the case that either 1 know that S is p or 1 know that S 

is not p". I shall explain what is with wrong with the second view in the next chapter (where 

1 criticize the view that a Q is a request of some sort). (iii) On the third view. the rneaning of 

a Q is identified with its "set of answers". Accordingly, ta ask, "Is S p?" is to present as 

alternative answen the statements, "S is p" and "S is not p.'. Among the chief 

representatives of this approach are Harnblin (1 958), Stahl(1969), and Belnap (1963. 

1976). We do not quite go dong with this view either; however, it does fare better than the 
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fmt. and fares much better than the second. (iv) Not to get too far ahead of ourselves. we 

propose a fourth view. Although it comes close to the third, it is still slightly different. The 

rneaning of a Q is not the set of possible statement-answen; it is a set of possible ways that 

one statement can go. Puning it differently, a Q is. predicatively, a "name" in need of 

"predication". Or hermeneutically, it is a predication in search of a name. 

1 shall not make heavy weather of the above classification of a logic of Qs. which 

means quite different things to different philosophers. What we do need to note carefully is 

the distinction between the logic of a 'bcalculus" and the logic of "semantics" (ifs the 

second logic that is the more relevant) and that it is the fourth of the semantic notions which 

we happen to hold. 

2. On the "Intentional" Approaches 

The so-called intentional approaches to the study of Qs are more taken up with the problem 

of the expenence of the activity than with its "logic". (But again. the distinction is fuzzy.) 1 

shall single out three approaches: (a) the hermeneutic-Collingwood approach; (b) the speech 

act approach: (c) and Dauben's approach; and (d) Husserl's approaches. 1 shall explain our 

own "phenomenological" mode1 by way of contrasting it with these three. as 1 go through 

each one of them. 

(a) A Hermeneutic Model, Our Model 

Doubtless, few philosophee have ever denied that asking Qs is important when it comes to 

trying to make sense of things. But there are only a very few who have gone out of their way 
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to make something of this fact; the names RG. Collingwood and H.-G. Gadamer corne 

immediately to mindm8 1 have accorded neither of them a prominent place in this work. A 

partial explanation is called for as to why 1 am not giving our close allies more Say in this 

work (besides the one about not being able to invite everyone to the party). One reason is 

that hermeneutics, although obviously very much in the business of questioning, does not 

cover the whole domain of questioning. The task of interpreting, in the usual sense of that 

term, is but one type of Q; the task of asking the predicative is yet another type. 

Accordingly, hermeneutics is a specialization of a "phenomenology of questioningo'. 

(To be sure, it might be that Gadamer, for one, uses a different defuiition of 

"interpret". and so 1 suspect he does. But this hardly takes away fiom my point. Gadamer 

works with a different definition if only because he does not appreciate, let alone see. that 

there is a difference between what we are calling the predicative Q and the hermeneuticai Q. 

That is our distinction. not his. And if he does recognize it (which he doesn't), 1 have not 

found him fighting for it. It also rnight be that Collingwood uses a different definition of 

"interpret" as well, and so I think he does. Whereas for Gadamer questioning is 

"interpretive", for Collingwood it is "predicative". (Read: Collingwood?~ talk about Qs is at 

times not that "hermeneutic" after dl!) As if he were ûying to persuade the positivists of the 

day that he, too, is "scientific", Collingwood stresses the "definite question" (1 939, 124) at 

expense of Qs--hermeneutical Qs--such as "What is knowledge?", "What is duty?"? "What 

is art?", and other what Qs. which he next to denounces as 'œpseudo-questions" (ibid.. 122 j. 

In any case, Collingwood seems to have forgotten, at least for a moment, that one 

sometimes has to look for and find the "definite question'' before asking it, and this one 
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does by asking the 'peudo-question", the herrneneutical Q, "What is the Q here?") 

Yet another reason for not giving Coilingwood and Gadamer a prominent place in 

the present work has to do with the fact that our problem is not '.their" problem. True. we 

are asking, as they are, "How does one corne to understand this or that?" But in addition to 

this, we asking a question that they do not ask, certainly not systematically ask, namely: 

"What is this intention called a Q?" Not surprisingly, our problem requires that we arrange 

things somewhat differently. The hermeneutic model effectively has it that the questioning 

act is on the one side of the world, and everythmg eise, which is to be interpreted, is on the 

other side. On the other side are to be found such things as tables, electrons, triangles, but 

also promises, requests. statements, invitations, thank you's, greetings. dong with Qs and 

answers, and whatever other target there may be for the interpreting act. 

Our rnodel, on the other hand, requires that things be arranged in this way: On the 

one side of the world. lined up side-by-side, are any number of kinds of act, such as making 

promises. issuing requests, thanking, . . . not to mention also asking Qs. And on the other 

side of it are things such as tables* trees, chairs, electrons, but also, you might Say. "promise 

O bjects", 'request-O bj ects". "statement-O bjec ts", -'question-O bj ects". and other "spintual 

objects? Our model would have us view the questioning act as one act ranged alongside so 

many other kinds of act. Looking at it in this way, we c m  pose the problem accordingly: 

What is it that differentiates this one intentional act fiom other acts? That's how start to 

figure out what a Q is--paradoxically, not so much by examining anything and everythng 

about Qs, but about what seeing what marks it off fiom its next of intentional kin. 
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(b) A Speech-Act Model, Our Model 

When examining the Q within the fiamework of speech act theory (so-called), one sees it as 

but one more kind of '-illocutionary force". A thanking, a stating, a warning, a predicting, a 

guaranteeing, a praying. and a promise are some ways of "doing things with words". 

Questioning is still another way. 1s our own approach something like this speech-act 

approach? A small "Yes"; it, too, takes note of the fact that a Q, just like a waming, a 

thanking, etc., is one of any nurnber of types of act. But a much bigger "No": a Q is not. as 

mainmeam speech-act theory might democratically have it, just one more act among many 

othen. Such a theory cannot in principle do justice to the hermeneutics of a Q without going 

outside speech-act theory. Questioning is primarily taken up with the elucidation of the 

-rhird thingo'--the object in question--not with the interlocutor. who may or may not be 

present to help in this business of elucidation. 

1 am not saying that speech-act theory dues not. or cannot. recognize the target- 

fixing feature of acts, i.e., acts of uttering. Searle's discussion about word-to-world and 

world-to-word "directions of fit" of utterances is clearly meant to do justice to the fact that 

utterances deal with %ird things". 1 am saying, rather. that speech-act theory (the 

mainstream theories of Austin and Searle at any rate) cannot Say very much about the object 

without "going outside" its own apparent territory. Searle's own view on this to the contrary 

(and we'll see about this in due course). the defining mark of a Q is not its "pragmatic". or 

"communicative", or "illocutionary" force. In or out of speech, a Q is what it is by virtue of 

that thing which it aims at and tries to elucidate. If one wishes to examine the structures of 

this object, one ought not rely too much on a speech-act analysis. To SLUTI up: Even if a 



speech-act theorist wouid make the concession, "Weil. agreed, questioning is very, very 

'important'", and then write a book about it, entitled "A Most Important Speech-act", that 

stîll wouldn' t take care of our objection. 

( c )  Daubert's Model, Our Model 

The most ambitious work on the subject of the Q in the phenornenological literature, of 

which 1 am aware. is that undertaken by Johannes Daubert, the "unknown 

phenomenologist" (1 877- 1 947).9 1 have already explained a little about how our approach to 

the problem of questioning contrasts with the hermeneutic and the speech act approaches. It 

is Daubert's approach that 1 shail now briefly consider. 1 quote Karl Schuhmann and B a y  

Smith. who provide this historical background: 

[The] Jahrbuchfiir Philosophie undphanomenologie Forschung, to give it 

its Full title. was a joint undertaking sponsored by Husserl and the Munich 

group. and Daubert took a major part in the preparation for its launching. 

Like the other prospective CO-editors--Reinach, Pfhder, Geiger, and Scheler 

(representing Munich), and Husserl (representing the rest of the wor1d)-- 

Daubert, too. was expected to contribute a major work to the first volume of 

the series. He had been working since March 19 1 1 on a "phenomenology of 

questions" and had accordingly planned to submit a piece on this topic. And 

while he failed, as on earlier occasions, to produce a final version of his 

ideas in published form, the clrafts of his work have survived and been 

collected in a convolute consisting of 87 full folio shorthand pages ["it 

carries the sigil Daubertiana Ai2, bearing the title "Frage"] . . . [198i, 3571. 

What, then, does Daubert say about the questioning act? Not enough for our purposes. 
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Daubert does not so much as define a Q as single out (nght at the beginning) three 

different moments of a Q. There is, fmt  of dl, the act of questioning (das Fragen). There is 

the meaning of the Q (die Frage); its inhabithg your Q-act and my Q-act allows us to ask 

the "same Q .  And there is also the addressed or cornrnunicated Q (die Anfiage), which on 

his view is the Q-act in its original form. Now, while Daubert says in effect that a Q is a 

many-sided thing (which is m e  enough), he fails to provide a defuiition of what makes the 

Q-act (das Fragen), the Q-meaning (die Frage), and the Q-communique (die e g e )  a Q. It 

may be that Daubert's failure to define this common thing, a Q, poses only a slight problem 

for his work. which could be easily fixed up by just supplying in a d e f ~ t i o n  of our own. 

But in any case. he does not appear to recognize what is (so it seems to me) the main 

phenomenological significance of questioning. 

Daubert entitles the Introduction to his "Frage", "Die Frage irn Vergleich mm 

Urteil". (Read: The question compared to the judgrnent.) He States the aim of the work as 

fol10 ws: "Die Analogie zum Urteil. Ziel: Ph2nomenologie der Frage als eigentümlicher 

Denkakt selber" (N2,  1 r). (Read: A Q ought to be investigated in the sarne way that a 

judgment is investigated, namely, as an act of thinking in its own right.) Behind Daubert's 

stated airn is a rejection of reductionist view, one formulation of which Husserl happens to 

defend at the end of the Sixth Investigation. 'O According to this reductionist view, a Q, **Is 

A b?" is reducible to the statement, 0'1 ask whether A is b", or "My current question is 

whether A is b". Ditto for any other non-stating utterance. A promise, a thanking, a wming  

are dso so many abbreviations of stating acts. It is this reductionist theory, almost certainly 

Husserl's version of it, that Daubert calls into question. Al1 well and good. But if it is a 
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matter of having to cnticize the reductionist thesis, an analysis of promising could just as 

easily do the trick. So why, then, does Daubert single out Qs for analysis? 

What else is notable in Daubert's approach is that he accords no hermeneutic 

privilege to questioning. Ln fact Daubert expressly dismisses Heinrich Rickert's assertion to 

the effect that there is something inherently answer-like about a judgment. (.'Am besten 

werden wir die Stniktur dieses Sinnes verstehen. wenn wir das Urteilen als Antwort auf eine 

Frage betrachten" [Rickert, 1904, ch.3, $6, 1533.) An answer is not, Daubert declares. the 

onginal f o m  of a judgment (AE, 78v). Al1 of which leaves the reader asking yet again: 

Then why does Daubert single out Qs? Why not, instead, write about commands or 

promises? Why not a work beginnllig with: "Phiinomenologie des Wunsch als 

eigentumlicher Denkakt selber''? Should we expect some forthcoming works on each kind? 

A hundred-volume set, maybe? 

1 am not saying that there'd be anything wrong with writing a hundred-volume set. 

My point is that it is best to get the first volume right. And my point is that the problem of 

the Q ought not be treated as merely incidental to phenomenology, as Husserl treats it (as 

we'll see in a moment). Nor should it even be treated as only very, very interesting, as 

Daubert seems to have treated it. What makes the phenornenon of questioning "especially 

special" for phenornenology is that the terms "intentionality" and "questioningo? are--not 

quite. but almost--convertible terms. Consequently, doing a phenomenology of the Q 

doesn't boil down to just one more 'ropic of choice". alongside so many other topics--the 

social world, making promises, the law, and mailboxes. Failure to note al1 this was 

Daubert's missed oppomuiity. 
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Certain factors led me to decide that it would be best not to bring Daubert into the 

thick of the thesis." Not les t  of them has to do with the incongruity between his a h  and 

ours, and the fact that many of the topics broached in this work simply do not corne up in 

Daubert. Nothing would be worse than to force a philosopher to Say what he's not really 

saying. With this in mind, 1 decided that it would be best. for both parties, to keep Dauben 

mostly in the whgs of this work. 1 ask the reader to watch out for the "Daubert subtext" that 

shadows the whole work, although mauily only in Chapters 2.3, and 4. 

(d) Husserl's Model, Our Model 

The researcher is hard pressed to fmd anything in the phenomenological literature dedicated 

specifically to the problem of questioning. Edmund Husserl, prolific writer that we was. has 

next to nothing to Say about the subject.12 It is only here and there in his published works 

that he gets around to examinhg the subject of Qs. It is in even fewer places that he writes 

about the subject at length. His most extensive treatrnent of it is be found somewhere in 

Evperience and Jttdgment (hereinaer usually referred to as U). But that discussion adds 

up to a mere seven pages ($878, 79). Husserl also examines the subject at length in his 

Analysen m Passiven Synthesis ( 5  15). But then what is stated here is. almost word for 

word, the same as what is stated in EX 

In the Logical Investigations (1 900/190 1 ) and ldeas 1 (1 9 13), arguably his most 

important works, there are no analyses of Qs to speak of. Whenever the topic of Qs cornes 

up in these works, the purpose is invariably to illustrate some bigger point. in the Sixth 

investigation, for example, the bigger point is about "disputed utterances" in general, of 



27 
which the expression of a Q is but one among many, many types. There is the wish- 

expression, the cornand-expression, the promise-expression. And to throw in just one 

other example, there's also the question-expression. In a word, Husserl has very litde to Say 

about the subject. More to the point, it does not seern to have occurred to him that the 

connection between questioning and intentionality is not so incidental after d l .  

It is Husserl who will prove to be our main philosopher. But to this, one rnight 

object: Why Husserl, who never wrote a treatise on Qs? The objection misses the point. For 

one thing, Husserl never officially wrote a treatise on intentionality either; yet what he says 

about it is everywhere in his writings. And second, what Husserl explicitly says about Qs 

will not rven figure al1 that heavily in the overall argument anyway. 1 shall be interested in it 

mainly to the extent that 1 read it as a consequence of a "prior" theory of intentionality. 

What I propose, then, is that we work in somewhat the reverse direction: Examine the 

'what" of a Q, and then. working backwards. see what al1 this says about the nature of 

intentionality. 

There are at least four theones of Qs (if they can be called that) that may be culled 

fiom of Husserl's writings-theories " A ,  "B", "Cm, and "D", 1 shall cal1 them. It should 

prove helpfid that I identiQ these four early on. According to dieory A. a Q is next to 

identified with doubting. We fmd this view in EJ, 5977-78. Theory B, which is to be found 

at the end of the Sixth Investigation, is less a '-theory about questions" than a theory about 

non-stating expressions. The expression of a Q just happens to be but one among any 

number of kinds of nonstating acts. To the extent that theory B can even be called a theory 

about Qs, it is more a theory about the act of expressing a Q, than a theory about the thing 
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that actually gets expressed. Such is the way that Husserl taiks about--and marginalizes- 

the phenornenon of questioning in the Sixth Investigation. According to theory C, a Q calls 

for taking up an attitude-- it or deny it-toward a proposition. An answer is defmed. 

accordingly, as a "judgmental decision". Theory C is also to be found in W, §§77-78 (and 

in L I  V, $79. 616). Finally. there is theory D, which is to be found Ideas 1. (There is a touch 

of theory A in it, but the two theories are still quite different for al1 that.) According to this 

theory, a Q is to be classified as one more "doxic modality". niere exist the doxic or belief- 

modalities of certainty, of doubting, of conjecturing, of deeming possible. And then, to add 

one more item to the lia, there exists also modality of questioning (Ideas 1. $594' 103). 

My different readings of Husserl are intended to be no more than rough-and-ready. I 

do not pretend to do justice to al1 nuances of this moving target Edrnund Husserl. And that 

is not the point of the present study anyhow. This work is emphatically not on Husserl. It is 

a work whose starting-point, bearings, and spirit is fùndamentally Husserlian. And it is a 

work that may even be read, at one level. in certain parts. as a critique of Husserl en route. 

But that said, my business with Husserl is mainly to lean on him, as on a larnppost. partly 

for light, partly for support. 1 turn now to an ovewiew of the next five chapters. 

C. The Argument, Chapter by Chapter 

In Chapter 2,1 work through a number of traditional accounts of the questioning act. 

Philosophers have variously defined questioning as a request, as a desiring, as a proposition 

in doubt, to take only a few examples. None of these accounts, it turns out, quite hits the 

mark. Once these accounts have been examined, and gotten out of our way, we shall be 
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equipped to devise our own definition. To put it down to a slogan: A Q is a multi- 

directed act: and its aim is to reduce this "multiplicity". 1 shall not explain at this point what 

this is supposed to mean, except to note its philosophical novelty. Operative in the 

d e f ~ t i o n  is the very notion of intentionality--"directedness". This definition is, 1 thi& a 

philosophical first. 

In Chapter 3,1 explicate our definition in rems of how a questioning act relates to 

its object. 1 argue that the phenomenological object of a Q--a predicative Q--is an "eclipsed" 

state of affairs~ or a '-state of f lairs  in question". The state of &airs (usually referred to as 

SAS) is taken as being "al1 there"; what makes this intended object questionable is that one 

part of it remains hidden from view of the questioner. With the answer to the Q, the object- 

in-Q is unveiled as a "SAS as answered". But so what if this is the "object of a question"? 

And how can we be so sure about this? 1 go on to argue that the questioning act requires that 

its answer performs two things at once: It has to recognizes as '%rue" the %us-and-so" of 

the SAS; and, what's more, it has to nile out as "false" the contending possibilities. ("The 

rose is red-not any other colouro'. "This is a rose--not any other flower".) Cal1 this the logic 

of answering the logic of "acknowledge and deny". What follows frorn al1 this is that the 

questionability of a SAS-& being "ec1ipsed"--is not 'ljust" an obstacle, which 1 have only to 

get around in order for me to see the SAS in its entirety. It is a h e w l  obstacle. so to speak: 

it is rhrough overcoming it that the that SAS can be exposed as a SAS. In answering the Q1 1 

not only recognize the thus-and-so of the "state of &airs"; in denying the contrary. the SAS 

is given to me as real, as being, indeed. a SAS. The implications of the present analysis. 

then, are both "realist" and "epistemological". Ontologically, the "SAS as answered" is pnor 
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to the "SAS as questioned". (Unless the former is already assurned to be there, die latter 

isn't there.) And epi~iernolu~cally, questioning is 'Lprior" ui that this act is required in order 

to see the SAS as an existing SAS. (Much of what 1 shall Say in the third chapter applies also 

to the hermeneuticd Q; but al1 of it is meant to apply to the predicative Q. Chapter 3 

represents the fint part of our analysis of the predicative Q. Chapter 4 is the second of the 

two parts on the predicative Q.) 

In Chapter 4,1 push the discussion on the predicative Q a step further. I propose. and 

argue for, the idea that the s ign img act and the fulfilling act, as Husserl calls them. be 

redescribed, respectively, as "questioning" and "answering". And 1 re-propose the idea 

which I aiready float in the thkd chapter-namely, the idea that conceptions of truth and 

evidence, which Husserl lines up with the notion of intentional fidfiiment, be renovated 

accordingly. On our view, a fulfillhg act is an answenng act. And on our view, answering 

involves both moments ~backnowledging'7 and "denying". Putting two and hvo together: 

Tmth involves essentially an acknowledgement of "what is the case". And evidence. should 

it go with it, involves the reduction or denying of the contenders. Hence. the relation 

between ûuth and evidence is already, and rnanifestly, built into the logic of question and 

answer. In Chapter 4, then, 1 c o n h  our intuition that the notions of intentionality and 

questioning are in fact intertwined. More than that, 1 link up the notion of "noise". in 

reference to which a Q arises, with interestedness; 1 link up our notion of evidence with 

informativeness; and 1 end up maintaining that how real one's relation to the thing "feels" is 

predicated on how interesting or informative that thing is for the subject. So far as the object 

"bores" us, it takes on the "Potemkin look". 
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In Chapter 5.1 examine the hemeneutical Q, which paradigmatically reads as. 

"What is this?" The airn of the hermeneutical Q is, like that of its predicative counterpan. to 

filter out those contending messages called "noise". But there are some differences between 

the two. 1 aiready pointed this out, but 1 m u t  reiterate it here. The fact that there might be-- 

would have to be-traces of the interpretive element in the predicative Q does not render the 

distinction between the predicative and the hermeneuticai pointiess. Far fFom it; to make 

light of that distinction, because "everything's interpretive", is like talking about a night in 

which d l  cows are black. To try to answer. "How many nails are in this box?" is 

predicative; the interpreting (the formulation of the Q) is already over and done with. in 

order to answer it, one has to "go into the world" and get the information that would '-fil1 in 

the blank" of the Q. By contrat, to try to answer. "What is this?", or answer a nddle, is 

hermeneutical. The materials are already in hand; now it is a matter of seeing how they fit 

together "syncategorematically". Fïnding the book is the predicative Q; interpreting what is 

on the page is the hermeneutical Q. 

I shall argue for this difference as 1 go dong; but in any case. the differences are 

profound enough that the hermeneuiic notion of "noise", dong with the notions of "tnith?'. 

"evidence", "fulfilment". "informativeness". and suchlike, will warrant a separate treatment. 

Such will be the general airn of the fifth chapter. The specific airn will be to answer: What 

prompts the hermeneuticai Q? What does it want, besides, of course, an interpretation? Or. 

what is it that an interpretation provides? Roughiy, these are the claims 1 shall argue for. 

(i) The hermeneutical problem begins with one's seeing a coincidence or 

conjunction of events or appearances, the actual connection of which is not determined. 
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("Every t h e  there is [A] sunspot ac tivity, there is p] a surge in monetary inflation.) (ii) 

The hermeneuticd Q, not satisfied with finding a coincidentai conjunctions, or 

-'predictabiIities". sets out to establish whether and how A and B are in fact comected. 

Lndeed it is precisely when the Q cornes across a coincidental conjunction that the 

hermeneutical Q arises-not in spite of its discovery, but because of it. in our terminology. a 

coincidence might prove "interesting". but not "informative"; it has a way of posing a 

problem, but not offerhg a "solution" or explanation. (iii) Hermeneuticai noise consists not 

of possibilities that, "predicatively", rnay or may not actually obtain (e-g., "Are we. or aren't 

we, in a penod of inflation?"). The hermeneutical possibilities have more to do with the 

question of belonging and nor belo-g (e.g., "What, if anything, do these sunspots and 

this inflation have to do with each other, besides their 'interesting' positions in tirne?") and. 

if they belong to each other, the question of how they belong to each other. 

To illustrate: What is for ourside the ontological penmeter of this thing called 

"infiation" does not belong (e.g., of what relevance could there possibly be between 

inflation and the beat of a butterfly's wing on the other side of the world or the penny that 

went down the drain?!) What is far outside the perimeter is too uninteresting to ask about. 

On the other hand, what is well within the ontological perimeters of inflation (for exampie, 

the factor of not enough people being out of work) does "belong" or is "relevant". However. 

for someone in the know, this comection, might also be uninteresting, for the same reason 

that it is also '200 obvious". Where. then, is hermeneutical noise to be found? Where do Qs 

of interpretation &se? It is neither far outside nor well within the ontological perirneter of a 

given thing. It is at, or near, or around, the fuuy, vague perimeter of the thing. To re-phrase 
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Spinoza's dictum for our purposes: Al1 informalive determination is the negation of what 

is at the fuPy, interesfing border of thing. 

ln Chapter 6, the conclusion, I redefme, f h t  of dl, what a Q is: A Q may be 

thought of as a "potential" intentionality or relation to the world tequiring an "actual" 

intentionality. It is actuaiized, becomes "reai", ody  so far as it comes into contact with what 

it sees as actuaI or reai. The realist mord is that intentionality-thought-to-thing 

intentionality--gets its reality fiom the ioutside". 1 expand on this moral a littie by 

considering it in light of the son of intentionaiity which 1 do not discuss in the argument 

proper: "cooking", as opposed to "cognition", thing-to-thought intentionality, as opposed to 

thought-to-thing intentionality. Second, 1 reconsider the distinction between the 

hemeneutical uid the predicative in light of the problem of what makes one Q "profound" 

and another "shailow". one Q asked for its own sake and another for the sake of something 

else. 

In otder to ward off any fdse expectation toward the present work as a whole, 1 

must emphasize the following: "Being", 3emporaiity". or whatever it is, makes things 

"interesûng?'; we make them "informative". Questioning arises within an "interesting --field 

of noise"; answering tries to narrow down this field informatively. Note well. our account 

does not explain what generates this field in the first place. How it is actually set up would 

be the next thing to investigate--but not in the present work. In any event, our main purpose 

here does not require that we plough back that far. Our business is restricted to an "ontic" 

examination of what goes on within the field that is already in place. 



Notes to Chapter 1 

1. Since around the mid- 19507s, a nurnber of '-analytic" philosophers have attempted to 

develop a logic of interrogatives. To narne a few: Gerold Stahi (1 956), C.L. Hamblin 

(1 %8), and Nue1 D. Belnap and Thomas B. Steel (1976); Lemart Aqvist ( 1965, 1975) and 

Jaakko Hintikka (1 974); David Harrah (1 96 1 ); and M.L. Prior and A.N. Pnor ( 1955). I have 

included in the bibliography ody  some of these references. For M e r  reading and an 

extensive, although slightly outdated, bibliography, see David Harrah, "The Logic of 

Questions" (1 983). More on the "logic of interrogatives" in B. 1 of this chapter. 

2. Consider the very different things "intentionality" might mean for these different 

philosophers. for starters: Franz Brentano; Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty; the 

"phenornenologicai" philosopher of rnind, John Searle; and the possible-worlds 

semanticists, for whom intentionality is to be defined in terms of the information that a 

given act carries (Jaakko Hintikka, and, 1 suppose. Sad  Kripke). And then consider what 

intentionality actually means for: the behaviourist (Gilbert Ryle and Car1 Hempel); the 

functionalist (Daniel Dennett); for the "property dualist", (Thomas Nagel); the -'substance 

dualist" (Descartes, John Eccles); the tùnctionalist who still wants to be a property dualist 

(David Chalmers). It is simply beyond the scope of the present undertaking to give coverage 

to every one of these theones of intentionality, and then, at the end of it d l ,  try to negotiate 

these theories. 

3. "Act" sounds a lot like "activity". and we may suppose that for some philosophers it 

means just that. But as a phenornenologist's term of art, "inteniional act", or "act" for short. 

is not synonymous with "activity". The minimal defming feature of an act is its 

"directedness". My actively looking for this or that about a particular thing is an "act" only 

so far as it is directed and has something before it. But then so, too, is my just inactively 

seeing this thing as this or that; in this case, also, my directedness at the thing, although not 

active in the busy sense of "active", is still an "act" al1 the same. Apart from this difference 
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between the two experiences, they are both of hem, equally, acts. We may make a 

distinction, then, between, the "active act" in the sense of busy act (the "'task" of looking for 

something, say) and the "inactive act" in the sense of an unbusy act (ofj ust having found it. 

=Y)* 

Doubtless, some wouid disagree with the temiinology. Searle, for example, notes 

that "Some authors describe beliefs, fears, hopes, and desires as 'mental a&, but this is at 

best false and at wont hopelessly confused. Drinking beer and writing books can be 

described as acts or actions or even activities, . . . ; but believing, hoping, fearing, and 

desiring are not acts nor mental acts at d l .  Acts are things one does, but there is no answer 

to the question, 'What are you now doing?' which goes, '1 am now believing it will min'. . . 

. or 'desiring to go to the movies"' (1983,3). His point, of course, is that we should 

carefully distinguish an activity fiom a state, and of course we agree with this. But if by 

"sorne authors" he is alluding to people like Husserl, it is in fact Searle who is "hopelessly 

confused" about the history. See, e.g., Husserl, LIV, 513,563~12. See also J.N. Findlay's 

"Translater's Introduction" to Husserl's Logical Investigations: ''The use of a language of 

acts. of things done. is in this context traditional, but Husserl makes clear, like Brentano and 

Meinong? that his use of the term has no special comection with activity. The mere 

presence of soinethg to mind, its entry into consciousness in whatever unheralded rnanner. 

its mere ruming up or appearance or Erscheinung, constitutes an 'act' . . . " (ibid, 8; also 

25-26). 

4.1 am appropriating the temiinology from Searle (1977). Searle cdls the two 'idirections of 

fit" "word-to-world and ~cworld-to-word". In order to counter any association of his motive 

of using the terms with our motive. his baggage with our baggage, 1 am playing it safe and 

am labelling the ni0  "directions" thought-to-thing and thing-to-thought instead. To be sure. 

the distinction itself doesn't originate with Searle, as he adrnits: 

The best illustration of this distinction 1 know of is provided by Elizabeth 

Anscombe (1957) [in Intentions]. Suppose a man goes to the supermarket 

with a shopping list given him by his wife on which are written the words 



"beans, butter, bacon, and bread". Suppose as he goes around with his 

shopping cart selecting these items, he is followed by a detective who writes 

down everythmg he takes. As they emerge fkom the store both shopper and 

detective will have identical lists. But the function of the two lists will be 

quite different. In the case of the shopper's list, the purpose of the lia is, so 

to speak, to get the world to match the words; the man is supposed to make 

his actions fit the list. [Thus a world-to-word fit.] In the case of the detective. 

the purpose of the list is to make the words match the world . . . .[Thus a 

word-to-world fit.] [ 1979,3; see aiso Searle's htentionaliiy (1 983,7f., 

l7lfJ.l 

What 1 am calling a thought-IO-thing act is in Husserl's scheme of things (1 am speakllig 

very roughly) an "objectifying act", i.e., an act of a cognitive and '-looking" character. As 

for what 1 am calling a thing-to-thought act, Husserl scarcely recognizes its 

phenomenologicd importance. These "emotional acts", the acts of 'volition". are not the 

primary bearers of meaning, but are, rather, at best founded on the prirnary bearers called 

"objectifjmg acts". I shall be saying more about this matter, and Husserl's attitude toward 

it. in the closing chapter. (See Mohanty [197l. 1071 and Mohanty [1964,80-861). 

5 .  The word "information" stands for any nurnber of things: "It may mean a measure of 

physical organization (or decrease in entropy). a pattern of communication between sources 

and receivers, a form of control and feedback. the probability of a message being 

transrnitted over a communication channel. . . . or the reduction of some uncertainty . . . 

.There is no unique notion of information upon which the above senses converge and hence 

no proprietary theory of information" (R.J. Bogdan [1991.394]; also PhiIip Hanson [1990]: 

Dretske [1986]). What we mean by it is specifically the reduction of uncertainty. "Where 

there is uncertainty, there is usually the possibility of reducing it by the acquisition of 

uiformation. indeed, information is merely the negative measure of uncertainty . . . " 
(Kenneth Arrow, The Economics of information [l984, 1381). Now, there are mathematical 

ways of talking about information, which evidently prove usefid in communications 
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engineering. (To get an idea of what 1 mean, see, or glance at, Claude Shannon (1 95 1) 

"Prediction and Entropy of P ~ t e d  English", Bell System Technical Journal; J.R. Pierce 

(196 1) Symbols, SignaIs and Noise, ch. 3. Both works cited in Fred Dretske (198 1) 

Knowledge and the Flow of Information 2421113.) In having to ask, "Which of these three 

is it?", the infornational quantity is three "bits". So much for the quantitative notion of 

"reducing uncertainty". What we mean by information, by contrast, is a phenomenological 

notion of it. Udess 1 am already "interested, unless I aiready WANT TO KNOW your 

telling me about something, what you have to tel1 me, however true it is, is NOT 

informative. In other words: Information-informativeness is the preferred term--is 

correlated to questioning. The idea of correlating a theory of questions with a theos. of 

information is not new. For example, at the end of his article, "Questions", Hamblin (1958) 

suggests that some such comection ought to be made. For what saying this is worth. 1 

reached the idea independently. 

6.1 borrow the term "innesein" fiom the Munich phenomenologist, Johannes Daubert. For 

Daubert, it means that mode of consciousness in which reality is disclosed. 1 quote 

Schuhmann and Smith's excellent article. "Against Idealism: Johannes Daubert vs. 

Husserl's Ideas P'. According to Daubert 

The "immediate access" to reality granted by Innesein gives '%ri.rnediate 

evidence" of the world (1 1 v) and produces "immediate certainty" (1 r). It 

contains "an absolutely certain awareness" not o d y  of my own red 

existence (1 2 1 v) but also of "extemdly perceived reality in its being (its 

reaiity)" (Ir). [1985, 7841 

I shall be saying more about Daubert as 1 go dong. 

7. According to Collingwood. it is a mistaken view that the sciences c m  be constructed by 

arguing from the mere observation of things. Against his "realist" contemporaries--G.E. 

Moore, Ernst Mach, Bertrand Russell, and others--he contends tliat the mere staring at a 
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thing cannot reveal what is already there. What is required to apprehend the phenornenon 

is a questionhg activity. 'The kind of science which Bacon describes and al1 'modern 

scientists' have practised." Collingwood notes, 3s the kind of science in which the first 

stage is to ask a question and the second smge is to get it answered (1 940,278). Doubtless. 

this is hardly a contentious thing to Say. Who, nowadays, would want to be caught denying 

that asking questions is crucid when it cornes to thinking well? If this is the only thing that 

Collingwood has to Say about Qs--his logic of inquiry-it does not amount to very much. in 

fact. if one compares it with some of the things which have been written about the logic of 

interrogation since, Collingwood's "logic" looks at least fifty years old. 

9. Karl Schuhmann and Barry Smith explain: "Daubert's near-total eclipse is no accident. 

Although we have no hesitation calling him. and not Husserl, the true architect of the 

phenomenological movement, it nonetheless remains true that he 'never published a line'" 

(1 985, 763). Husserl, who held Daubert in the highest esteem since they fust met in 1902. 

put the latter's unwillingness to publish d o m  to being too self-critical. Making his work 

even less accessible to the philosophical public, Daubert wrote his manuscripts. dating fiom 

1902 to 191 4 and 1930 to 193 1 in a nearly undecipherable shorthand (Schuhmann. 199 1. 

1 96). It was Schuhmann who finally cracked the code in the 1970s. The manuscript. 

canying the sigil Daubertiana AI2, and bearing the title "Frage". was transcribed into 

German in 198 1. under Schuhmann's supervision, by Reinhold Smid. 

10. Daubert's criticism of Husserl's theory of non-stating expressions goes at least as far 

back as 1904, in a correspondence with a certain Dr. Fritz Weinmann (Daubertiana Ai 

5/83). The question conceming nonstating expressions cornes up yet again in 1906 (AI 

51153). (See Smid [1985,282-2831. Also Schuhmann [1996. 19, conceming 5/83]: "Brief 

an Dr. Weinmann über seine Frage betreffend Husserl, VI. Kap. 9 über Frageakte und 

objektivierende Akte". Also Schuhmann [1996,37, conceming 5/lS3]: "Die Gesprache mit 

Husserl wthrend meines Besuches: . . . Einfühiungsfï-age; über. . . Wunsch- und Fragesatze 

usw.. objektivierende Akte und Sachverhalt; . . . " (i.e., during his visit he discussed with 

Husserl such topics as the question of empathy. wishing and question sentences, the 
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objectimng act and the state of affairs). I cannot Say to what extent Daubert's 

disagreement with the "Husserl VI, Kap. 9" of the Logical hes i iga t iom led him to the 

decision to attempt to do a phenornenology of questions s o m e h e  in 191 1. But ceaainly the 

disagreement was instrumental; and certainly also, the Husserl text in particular provides the 

backdrop for the work. (See also Barry Smith, on the AI 5/83 text [1988]). Of course, this is 

not to Say that Daubert disagreed with the Logicd Invesiigations as a whole. Far from i t; 

Daubert played a major role in propagating the newly published Logical Investigrrriom-the 

founding book of the Phenomenological Movement as it is known today (see Schuhmann 

1989,53; Mitscherling 1997, 13). 

1 1. Still another reason: 1 judge myself as still lacking ~ ~ c i e n t  familiarity with Daubert. 

whose ideas 1 came across rather late in the writings of the present work. My reading of 

Daubert is at this stage still too dependent on the secondary literature and the good authority 

of Karl Schuhmann and Barry Smith. The prirnarily literature on Daubert is. currently. 

pretty well only the secondary literature. Only a few of the original texts have been 

published (in Kevin Mulligan ( 1 987), ed., Speech Acr and Sachverhait J in Sc huhmann 

(1985,7-8); and in Smith [1988, 132-341). The original texts are currently avaifable in the 

Bavarian State Library and at the Centre for Advanced Research in Phenomenology at 

Wiifid Laurier University, in Waterloo (Ontario). Karl Schuhmann, with whom 1 have 

corresponded, was kind enough to have sent some of the Daubert texts my way (in the fa11 

of 1996). 1 also express gratitude to Dr. Jose Huertas-Jourda, who provided me access to the 

Daubert archives that were until quite recently maintained at Wilfiid Laurier University. 

13.1 stress "published". It remains to be seen what Husserl has to Say in the documents that 

have yet to be transcnbed. Arnong them. in the Husserl Archives in Louvain. are the MSS 

on "Frage- und Wunschverhalt' (As noted by Barry Smith, "Toward a History of Speech 

Act Theory" [1985' 148n18J.) 
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Notes to Chapter 2 

Introduction 

In this chapter. 1 examine some of the key ways that the questioning act has corne to be 

interpreted by philosophers.' Some of these interpretations have been put fonvard as 

definitions of a questioning act; and some of them are have been intended as only partial 
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descriptions of it. But in any case. no one of these accounts, 1 shall argue, quite hits 

the mark. The airn of the present chapter is twofold: It is to show how this or that account 

goes wrong and how to improve upon it. ("'A Q is a request'? Not tme; however. . . .": 

"'A Q is a doubting'? Not true; however . . ."; and so forth.) 1 shall be exarnining only a 

few of the accounts, just enough to allow us to mark off this one act from other acts with 

which it is easily confounded.' This brings us to the second aim: Once the ground is 

cleared. 1 shall be able to put forward a definition that works better (for our purposes, 

anyway) than the ones already available to us. I shall end up defining a Q as follows: A Q 

is a multi-directed act. the aim of which is to reduce this ~multiplicity" of its directedness. 

The chapter reads somewhat like a "syllabus of errors". in which these different 

accounts are cntically examined one by one, in this order: (A) A Q is a request. (B) 

Answers take the form of statements. (C) A Q is a wishing. (D) A Q is a desire. (E) A Q 

is an asking. (F) A Q has to be asked. (G) A Q has to be in words. (H) A Q is a doubting. 

This part of the chapter represents Husserl's officia1 entry into the overall argument. And 

for purposes of our trying to define a Q, it also represents the turning point of the chapter. 

Agreed. questioning is not the same as doubting. However, when we look at why these 

two forms of expenence are so easily identified with each other, we hit upon the 

definition we are looking for. It is to an examination of these eight accounts that 1 now 

m. 



A. A Q ia a Special Case of a Request 

Perhaps the most common interpretation of a Q nowadays is the one according to which a 

Q is a request of some sort.' This definition ha. two drawbacks. ï h e  first is that it is 

limited to covering only those Qs asked in conversational interchange. Afier d l ,  a request 

is a social act, and anythmg described as a "case of requesting" would have to be, by 

extension, social as well--as, for example, when I ask you, visible to me; or ask the 

anonyrnous addressee ("Who goes there?"); or ask the person who might not be there ("1s 

anyone there?"); or ask the gnome in the garden; or ask God who lives inside me: etc. Of 

course, some Qs are -'public". It may even be that a Q is tmly in its elernent when it goes 

public. But the fact remains that not every Q is inherently Unless a Q is actually 

addressed to someone else. that Q doesn7t work like a "request". in the ordinary sense of 

that word. Under ordinary circumstances anyway. 1 no more "request" myself to answer 

the Q that 1 ask myself than 1 "request" myself to get up and close the door. 

There is a second drawback to this definition, and it is the more senous one. Even 

those Qs which do go public ought not be called "requests". Agreed. there is aprugmaric 

similarity between the communicated Q and the standard request. Both of them may be 

counted as attempts to get the other person to do something. But whatever they share in 

cornmon "pragmatically". the two kinds of act are "metaphysically" in different lines of 

business altogether. The "direction of fit" of a request is "thing-to-thought". The primary 

aim of a request is to "modify" something in the world. The aim of a Q, public or private. 

moves in the opposite direction. Its p r i m q  direction of fit is thought-to-thing. 
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What's wrong with saying that a Q is a Q is a "special case of requesting" 

(Searle, 1969,69)? Nothing at all, if it is just the pragrnatic force that is being singled out. 

Still, the description does more to misguide than elucidate.' It amounts to saying that the 

act of annvering is something rather like, Say, the delivering a piece of mail. In asking 

you a Q. for example, *'What7s the time?", 1 am putting in a reguest for information. You 

comply, and send me the appropriate "file" or "box", i.e., the answer in which there 

happens to be contained the statement. for example. -'Twelve o'clock". Looking at this 

another way: When 1 ask, "Please, answer the phone". I issue a "telephone-request". 

When 1 ask, "Please, close the window", 1 issue a "window-request" . . . . But when 1 ask. 

"What time is it?", 1 issue an "information-request". And when 1 ask. "Could you please 

get me that file which contains the information, 1 also issue an information-request. Now 

for some mysterious reason, our dictionaries lack such entries as "telephone-request-, 

"window-request". "door-request", 'bdig-that-hole-request7'. etc. But it does happen to 

include. thanks to sorne weird, historical accident, a special word for "infornation- 

request". and this is what everybody calls a "question?'. Cal1 this the "answer-is-a-box" 

theory. 

When it comes to determining the direction of fit of a type of act, the important 

thing to ask is: What is its primary direction of fit? What is the thing that primarily 

"fulfils" this given act? A promise is fulfilled when the world matches up to the 

requirements of the word. The same goes for requests, invitations, and many other acts. 

When it comes to a Q, on the other hand, the act is primarily fûlfilled when the words 
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match up to the world. A Q belongs, if anywhere, in the Company of statements. 

descriptions, and those other utterances which work in the "department of truth?' 

But the plot thickens; p r i m d y  and essentially, a Q "looks both ways" in its 

direction of fit. Never mind the "pragmatic" and secondary sense in which a Q may be 

thing-to-thought. At the primury level, a Q, any Q at all, is thing-to-thought as well as 

thought-to-thing. Consider, for example, the Q, "Where is my book?" The Q cd ls  for a 

thought-to-thing reply. But, what's more, it sets down a thing-to-thought directive or 

"plan"--not the pragmatic plan of "getting someone eise to answer", but the "semantic" 

plan, which is to secure, in this case, a where-is-the-book answer. Any other kind of 

answer, a who-answer, a why-answer. a what-colour-is-the-book answer, etc.. would miss 

the mark. A Q, then, calls not just for any old ' m e  reply". It calls for a reply which is. in 

addition to being tme, also in some sense "appropriate", or "right". or in cornpliance with 

the kind of answer that the given Q is calling for. "Primarily" then. a Q has a double 

direction of fit: It has an "obligatory" thing-to-thought plan, which is to reach a thought- 

to-thing report. It requires an answer that is both "right" and "tnie".' 

B. Answers have to be Staternents 

To the contrary, not al1 answers take the form of a statement. Nor do al1 of them even 

have to take the form of any one of those acts that might be thought to be closely related 

to the stating act (e.g., reporting, testifiing, revealing, announcing, notifying, classi&ing. 

identiwng). Consider, for instance, the Q, "Which one of the doors should I close?", or 

"Should 1 close the door, yes or no?" This Q calls for a request, not for a statement, or for 



any one of the close allies of a statement. More to the point, the given Q doesn't 

cal1 for an answer which is supposed to be "about" a request. (For in that case the answer 

might be better descnbed as a "statementy'.) Rather, the Q calls for a "request-answers". 

Ln my saying, "Close the door", or "Yes, close the door", it is not as if 1 am doing two 

things separately--answering your Q and then. switching intentional gears, requesting that 

you to do it. Nor does rny utterance sound to me, or you  as if 1 am doing these two things 

separately. Thus the reason for hyphenating the expression "request-answery'; it is in order 

to indicate that the "acts" of answering and requesting are integrated moments of one and 

the sarne act. 

(A parenthetical note on bghyphenation" of Qs with other acts--parenthetical 

because the present discussion is mainly about the "hyphenation" of answers. To be sure. 

a Q can also -'hyphenateW. not least with that very farnily of acts with which it is easily 

confounded: requests. invitations. or any other son of utterance that %ks" something of 

the hearer. A invites B over. But genuinely wanting to know B's answer to this--invithg 

B is not a mere formality here--A also questions B at the same time. Thus, the utterance is 

a fusion of two act-moments: an invitation and a question. This, it seerns to me, suggests 

an explmation for why invitations, requests, and other "asking utterances" can be so 

readily phrased in the interrogative form. The reason has to do with the fact that, 

whatever else these utterances are up to, they can also be [or have ?O be also?], asking Qs. 

Perhaps this also explains why one c m o t  %aturally" phrase a command in the 

interrogative. If one phrases it so, the utterance is liable to corne across in a rnocking tone. 

["Soldier boy, do you think you can do fi* push-ups?"] Or if it sounds sincere, it rnight 
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cornes across as if the person who is "supposed to" be doing the commanding were 

uncertain about whether the other person will comply. Coming across in this way. the 

"comrnand" has the illocutionary force that feels more like a request. After ail, to 

command, or order, or boss about is to "tell"; but to request is to "ask". [In fact. it might 

be that nested in this de facto request, or any request. is the trace of a question, i.e.. "Will 

you do it?'] S~umming up: A Q is not to be reduced to a request. But nor is a request. or 

any of its thing-to-thought cousins, to be reduced to a Q, even though they ail "ask". Tme. 

a hsed utterance, e.g., a request-question. might be more a request than a question. or the 

other way about. But this doesn't mean that the Q-moment is more like a request. or the 

request-moment more like a Q. My point is that Qs, just Iike answers, do not have to be 

found in their pure form. Let us resume our discussion about the "hyphenated ansver" 

and about their telling the tnith.) 

There is nothing particularly new in my pointing out that an answer doesn-t have 

to be a statement. Tornrnands. requests, advice, recipes, suggestions, imprecations, or 

any other of the various kinds of imperatives," as philosophers have already pointed out. 

"may also be given in answer to questions" (Harnblin; 1967, 50). But (maybe this is new). 

1 propose that we don't stop with a small list of imperatives, but go al1 the way. adding 

the entries: warning-answers, guarantee-answers. promise-=swers. thanking-answers. 

vow-answers, declaration-answers, . . . and, yes, even question-answers (e-g.. "If you 

must know, my question is, Where is my book?'"). Any kind of "illocutionary" act can 

be given in answer to a Q. 
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But let us be careful here. We are saying that request, promises, warnings, 

and the like, may constitute instances of answers, every bit as much as statements. But 

then how are we to reconcile this broad conception of answerhood with our other view-- 

namely, that a Q seeks for its fulfilment a thought-to-thing answer? Afier d l ,  isn't a 

request, to take only one esample of a non-stating act. basically thing-to-thought? So 

wouldn't a request-answer also be thing-to-thought? And if so, doesn't this expose a 

contradiction in our previous assertion that a Q's direction of fit has to be thought-to- 

thing? ïhere is no contradiction here. 1 shail relegate the details of my argument to the 

endnotes. My da im is this: A request qua answer is, indeed, thought-to-thing. Or to use a 

more genenc terni: A reply to, "Which door should 1 close?" has, or might have, not one 

but two "act-moments". The reply is. qua thing-to-thought. a request; and the same reply 

is. qua thought-to-thing, an answer. 

The truelfalse dimension of assessrnent applies not only to the stating act. Even 

advising, requesting, promising, confessing. and the like. are "bnswerable" to telling the 

tmth. (Whether they are issued just "by themselves" or as answers to Qs that antedated 

them, this would seem to be besides the point.) Admittedly. the job of "telling the truth" 

is more conspicuous in the stating act. But this is probably because a stating act has this 

one outstanding peculiarity--teIling the tmth (or failing to) is about the only right thing (or 

wrong thing) it can do. To sum up: An answer doesn't have to be fipure". Or a safer way 

to put it: A reply doesn't have to be pure. If there is a Q behind it, the reply has to be an 

answer. And even if it is doing other things besides answering, one of its "moments" is 

still an answer. This reply, qua answer, is thought-to-thing in its direction of fit. 
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I shall try to clarify our position by contrasting it with Aristotie's view that 

tnith is the preserve of the statement. At the same time. I can show what bearing our 

position has on problem basic to the philosophical tradition. 

The problem of truth--Mat is it? What can be truly said?--has been near the 

centre of philosophy right fiom the start. It was only a matter of course, then. that 

philosophers early on came to attach priority to the statement. The policy of a statement 

is, afier d l .  to state a fact or describe a state of afiairs, which it has to do "tmly" or 

"falsely". Yet the moment philosophy endowed the statement with special significance. it 

took on a dismissive attitude toward non-stating sentences. The remark that Aristotle 

makes early on in his De Interpretatione was to remain representative of this view for a 

long time to corne. "There is not tmth or falsity in al1 sentences," he concedes; "a prayer 

is a sentence but is neither true nor false". A mere concession, because to this he 

immediately adds: "The present investigation deais with the statement-making sentence; 

the others we can dismiss, since consideration of them belongs rather to the study of 

rhetoric or poetry" (De [nt., 17a3-5). Now. from the perspective of Our "phenomenology 

of questions", what position should we take conceming the traditional view that has 

accorded primacy to the statement? 

The temptation might be to Say something "daring": "Weil, promises. guarantees. 

warnings, . . . and questions, too, are equally important for the needs of civilized living. 

and philosophy shouldn't be so dismissive towards them. Statement are not quite as their 

cracked up to be!" Or: "Since al1 these things are so important, then 'the study of rhetoric 
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or poetry'. to which they have been relegated, is 'where it is at'. D o m  with 

pretensions to 'tnith'. Long live rhetoric!". I suggest that this would be the more sensible 

Iine to take: 

"It may be that prayers, requests, guarantees, and wamings belong to the study of 

rhetonc or poetry. But you just canot relegate ques&ions in the same way. They belong, 

with statements, in the 'serious business' of philosophy. There is no 'tnith or falsity' in 

Q-sentences. But Qs still looks for the tnith. What's more, they have a noticeable way of 

hanging around in the Company statements. We have to do explanatory justice to this fact 

that you seem to pass over". We might even Say that our analysis of the Q-act points in 

the direction of explaining Aristotle's devotion, and ours. to the stating act. Perhaps. after 

ail, the statement is nothing other than the 'purest' of answers. And then we might add to 

ail this: "Maybe praying, promising, warning, and other non-stating utterances cannot be 

wholly relegated to the study of rhetoric or poetry either. After all, it is not just the 

statement that c m  be made in answer to a Q. Any and every type of utterance besides c m  

also be construed as an answer to a Q. This means- going by oztr account: To the estent 

that a non-stating utterance c m  be so constmed, it would have to have 'tmth' in i t ' ~ . ~  

C. A Q is a Wishing 

The logician Bernhard Bolzano defines a Q as an "assertion" about "our desire, in fact. to 

be inf~rmed".~ Husserl says alrnost the sarne thing, defining a Q as a "definite wishing 

[besrimmt Wunsch]", and still in another place as a "striving". A 'wish" is a -'definite". or 

articulate desire, or "intentional" desire, clear as to its target. The same is true of a Q: so 



far as it is admissible to talk about it in terms of a desiring, it is an intentional. as 

opposed to a "dark, desire. This, 1 take it, is the argument for linking up questioning and 

wishing. I disagree with it. Admittedly, wîshing and questioning have both to do with 

desiring. And for argument's sake, they are both articulate. ("For argument's sake". Not 

every Q. it tums out. is clear as to its target. More on this below.) But there is a 

qualitative difference between the two. A wish, unlike a Q, is not so much an articulate 

desire as an articulation about a desire. A wish, e-g., "Oh 1 wish 1 knew d l  that!" or "1 

wish 1 had dl that!" is typically idle--it doesn't really do anything--in that its job is more a 

matter of reporting a desire "at a remove".1° 

To push the argument a step M e r :  Whereas there exist indirect Qs ("1 ask 

whether x is y", instead of '-1s x y?"), there exist no indirect wishes." Indirect wishes do 

not exist because they are already as indirect as desire c m  get. (There is the desiring of X. 

The desire "goes through" the act of my reaching out for X. There is. in talking about it, 

an indirect desire--a report about that desire--and this we cal1 a ' ~ i s h " .  e-g.. "1 wish I 

could have that "desirable X". Since a wish is already an indirect desire. expressing the 

indirect wish would be to make a report about a report of one's desire! Accordingly. we 

rnay coordinate questioning, as well as, Say, the desire to close the door, with "lucid 

desiring". which " m s  through" and animates these acts. And we may coordinate 

"indirect questioning", as well as wishing (e.g., talk about questioning; talk about wanting 

to close the door) with "indirect desinng", which is less a desiring than a report about it at 

a remove. 12 
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D. A Questioning is a Desiring 

1 shall now examine the very different idea according to which a Q, not a wish, but a kind 

of desiring. Alexius Meinong seems to have held sorne such view.13 Heidegger also 

c o ~ e c t s  questioning with desinng. Almost certainly alluding to Cicero's formulation. 

"Qaestio est appetitio cognitionis", he descnbes a Q as a "cognizant seeking?'. And R.G. 

Collingwood, in a telling metaphor, says that the "ranging of the mind in search of its 

prey is called asking questions". Indeed. this view that a Q is a desiring is reflected also in 

our everyday speech. When we "question"' we "ask" for an answer. Whatever else 

"asking" means, it includes the idea of a seeking afier something. It seems to be the 

consensus, then, that a Q is a desiring thing. What should we Say about this view? 

Although it isn't al1 that informative as it stands, it is worth talking about. 1 shall have 

two things to Say about it: (1) Contrary to Daubert's view. desiring does seem to be an 

essential part of a Q. (2) A questioning desire need not be "clear as to its target" afier all. 

1. The Two Orders of Desire 

Daubert's first argument takes as its starting point the acceptance of the Brentanian 

doctrine of the "phenomena of interest". According to this doctrine, our "interests" 

characteristically admit of opposites--"an opposition between love and hate. . . . between 

inclination and disinclination, between being pleased and being displeased" (Brentano 

[1969,§2 1,171). Now, what Daubert attempts to show is that questioning belongs to a 

domain entirely different fiom the "interests" that go with striving, desiring, and the like. 

(Daubert [AI2, Ir; 14r; 3 0 ~ 1 ;  Schuhmann and Smith [1987,362-631). The act of a Q, 



acco rding to Daubert, has no qualitative counterpart (qualitafiven Gegenst inke ) . 

One can hope or fear the prospective answer, be afiaid of, or not &aid of, it. and so forth; 

but none of this enters into the question itself. What about this argument? 

Daubert may be right in saying that a Q does not admit of qualitative opposites. 

But he is mistaken in thinking that for this reason it cannot be a desinng act. When 

Brentano speaks of the phenomena of interest, he means "not an opposition of abjects". 

but "rather, an opposition between references to an objecr" (1 973 [chap.7, §9,223]; my 

italics). For Brentano the "phenomena of interest" admit. so to speak, of 1 and + l .  One 

loves this. one hates that. On the other hand, the phenomena of acr-desire--and this is 

very different-admit of O and 1, "empty" and "Mfilled". The questioning act can hate its 

objecr. or love it, or be indifferent to it. But the act itself still stands in a desiring relation 

to its own future and actualization. It can love or hate its object, but still desires. or 

"loves", to know about its object. (Indeed, the more the Q hates it, or loves it. the more 

the "emotional investment" it puts into the object, maybe the more the Q would desire to 

know something about it.) 

2 .  On How Lucid is a Questioning Desire 

One might be willing to concede that a Q does involve a desinng, but with this 

qualification: The desiring of a Q has to be "lucid" as opposed to "dark", and this is 

because a Q is clear as to its target. But is this mie? Does it have to be lucid? What is the 

difference between these two desires? And then how does the difference bear on the 

subject of Qs? Let us briefly go over this dificult matters. In the following text. which is 

not about questions per se, Husserl tries to capture something about the difference 

between what we are calling iucid and dark desires: 



. . . desiring does not dways seem to require conscious reference to what 

is desired, that we are often moved by obscure drives or pressures towards 

unrepresented goals, and if one points especially to the wide sphere of 

natural instinct, where goal-consciousness is at least absent at the start, one 

may Say: This is a case of mere sensations . . . Le. of experiences really 

lacking intentional reference, and so also remote in kind fiom the essential 

character of intentional desire. [LI  V, § 1 jb, 5751 

Now. so far as questioning involves "desire" (not that Husserl says anything about this). 

this desiring would have to be articulate rather than dark. And this is because a Q is 

always specific as to its target. So the argument might conceivably go. In fact. Husserl 

almost seems to Say as much when, a little later, he calls a question a "definite" 

[gewissen] wish" (LI  V. $29. 6 16). By this I take him to mean: 

Here we are dealing with intentionai experiences, but with such as are 

characterized by indeterminateness of objective direction, an 

"indeterminateness" which does not amount to privation. but which stands 

for a descriptive character of one's presentation. The idea that when 

"something" stirs, when there is a nistling, a ring at the door, etc., an idea 

had before we give it verbal expression, has indeterminateness of 

direction, and this indeterminateness is of the intention's essence, it is 

determined as presenting an indeterminate 9omething". [LI  V, 9 15b. 5751 

These so-called indeterminate acts are what we are calling 'dark". On our view, to the 

extent that such indeterminate experiences do amount to "privation"--to the extent that 
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they are "desiringsn--they are questioning intentions. "Something stirs"--Mat 

stirs? "Sorneone's at the door?"--Who's at the door? "The box is some co1our"--Mat 

colour? 

My point is: So far as desiring is involved in a Q, it is, in some cases, "lucid". In 

these cases, the Q is clear as to its target. Sure, the Q is "in the dark" in that it does not yet 

know what is on the other side of the target; but the Q, and the very desiring that animates 

it, is, although "in the dark", still "definite" so far as the Q itself is formtrhted. However, 

it is not always the case that Qs are clear as to their targets. tndeed, what makes a 

hermeneutical Q "hermeneutical" is that it seeks the formulation of the very Q which is to 

be asked. (Or for that matter, it seeks the formulation of the right thing to Say, etc.) In the 

case of hermeneutical questioning, as opposed to its "predicative" counterpart, the Q has 

to grope about for words that, should they arrive, will as a comequence clariQ the target. 

So far as we may talk about desiring as involved in the hermeneutical Q, this desiring is 

even .'darkerW still. 

Nobody actually says this, but everybody seems to assume it. 1 include a discussion of this 

everyday definition in our "syllabus of errors", partly because 1 shall have to state at some 

point how I mean to use, loosely, the term "ask". And 1 include it partly because an 

examination of it will bring to light what ought to be taken note of early on in the present 

study. The act of a Q has a "career", which is not to Say that it is always a happy one. The 



act passes through different phases--a beginning, a rniddle, and an end. The 

beginning phase is what 1 cal1 "asking". Let us go over this rnethodically. 

In the ordinary usage of that verb, one can "ask" in the form of a Q or an 

imperative. One c m  "ask oneself" or "ask another". One cm ask publicly or solitarily. 

But in any one of these cases, "asking" cornes to the same as "seeking to obtain 

something". More, asking is a seeking by way of words or gestures. When using the word 

ask, 1 shall be refemng to a formulated seeking. And 1 shall be referring, usually. to the 

act of speciflng in words what is in Q. To "ask a question" involves bringing that act 

into words. To ask a Q is to have fonndated it. What, then, about the relation between 

asking and questioning? 

"Asking" is not one and the same as questioning. Asking is, rather. something 

more like the beginning phase of a Q. (Never mind here that there is also thing-to-thoughr 

asking, such as requesting, inviting, etc.) In addition to a beginning. a Q also has a middle 

and an end--in addition to an asking phase, also an askweringphase and an answering 

phase. In the middle phase, the Q, which is still somehow being asked, works toward its 

answer. Whence, of course, our hybrid name for this middle phase: "askwering?'. (But in 

fact. we already have words for this at our disposal, e.g., "calculate", "appraise", "assess", 

"figure", "reckon", "puzzle out", "unravel", "disentangle?', "decipher".) in the end phase. 

assuming that the Q even reaches that stage, the question-act is "answered". The act turns 

into an answer. The question-acr, then, has three phases. the first two of which mark it out 

as a question-act: asking, askwering, and a n ~ w e r i n g ~ ~  
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Moreover, answering is not (or needn't be) a numerically separate act. It is 

best to think of it as, rather, a "phase". 1 may do the asking, and you do the answering; but 

your answer becomes "my" answer, the fulfilling phase of rny Q-act. and my question 

becomes 'your" Q, the lead-up to your answer. What we find in conversation is ofien a 

division of labour between questioner and answerer. But a "division of labour" implies 

that there is one and the same job to do. So, then, when 1 ask you a Q, there is, as pointed 

out already, one Q-meaning, two Q-acts. We share the same Q (qua its logical formation): 

but we each ask it alone (qua the act itself). 

F. A Q has to be Asked 

In order to counter a misunderstanding, 1 emphasize that our threefold distinction does 

not always correspond to how reai Qs actually work. Not every Q has to have a definite 

beginning, middle. and end. Some Qs don? end happily ever after either. What's more. 

some Qs can actually get around the job of even having to do any asking and go straight 

to the job of answering. Without having to waste words, "What is the time?", one simply 

looks at the time on the watch. One is so accustomed to having asked the Q a thousand 

times before that the need to put it into words a11 but drops out. If you like, "asking" is 

replaced by a "know-how asking". 

To take another example, consider how the questioning activity works in your 

trying to follow a lecturer (or trying to read a text). Knowing too well what follows. you 

can't ask, because you already know. Knowing absolutely nothing about it, you can't ask 

either, but this time because you don't know what to ask. It is in the fuvy territory of 
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knowing neither too much, nor too little, that following it becomes informative. It 

is in this middle zone that questioning and answering take place. Moreover (getting to my 

the point), the structure of the experience of following a lecture, or reading a text, is such 

as to allow for degrees of questioning and a n s w e ~ g .  The utterance doesn't have to have 

to intonation of a Q to becorne a Q for the hearer. Nor does the given sentence have to 

end with a question mark in order that the reading of it points me to a "questioned target". 

It is in the very hearing of the utterance, or the reading of the sentence, that one can be 

effectively engaged more or less in a questioning act, and more or Iess in an answering 

act. "More or less", -'matter of degree". "quasi-questioning", and "quasi-answering". are 

the operative expressions here. 

In asking a Q, one fkeezes the movement between the intentional act and the 

intended target. But consider how the target is presented in thejlow of a lecture. or the 

jlow of a reading. The lecturer holds up this "objectW--it's called. Say, "medieval history9*- 

-and slowly tums the object around in such a way that different aspects of it are revealed. 

Flowingly. the present message is at once a quasi-answenng (answering the prior quasi- 

Q), and a quasi-Q (anticipating the next message). However, this flux might suddenly 

freeze up, for one of any nurnber of reasons. For example, the lecturer might just stop, 

deliberately delaying the answenng. And this would give just enough time for the 

questioning, already operative, to cross the asking threshold and formulate itself into 

words. But whatever it is that stops this "flowing", the movement of the disclosing of the 

object cornes to a sudden standstill, at which point an asked Q suddenly aises, "Well. 

what's on the other side?"; "Well, what did happen?"; or, "And . . . ?!" 



G. A Q has to be in Words 

Not onIy can there be a questioning apart fiom asking. Evidently, there cm aiso be 

questioning apart From words altogether. With littie or no ceremony of words, we pick up 

al1 sorts of information simply by way of touching, seeing, hearing and the like. The 

activity is still a questioning for al1 that, even when it does not always cross the "asking 

threshold". What seems to fil1 in for the job of "asking" in this case is my moving oround 

it or moving it around me. 1 g'quasi-question", Say, the vase on the table. by looking at it. 

niming it around, walking around it. 1 see how it reflects, first things close up, then 

further away; feel how rnuch it weighs, by lifting it, then leaing it d o m ;  determine its 

colour, under a dim light, then bright, then next to the red drapes; feel its surface, moving 

my finger this way, then that, hear the sound it makes when 1 tap it, first a sofi tap, then a 

hard tap. These different experimenis. or "strategies of seeing", represent so rnany 

different Qs seeking diflerent answers, e-g., Is it a solid? Made of what material? 1s its 

density continuous throughout?" 

In the present work, I have steered clear from examining "unlinguistic" 

questioning; the mode1 Q in th& work is linguistic. To this extent, by the way, the later 

discussion on the "object in question" is somewhat rigged and specialized; it is about the 

"object in question" of a linguistic Q. In any event, 1 radier doubt, or would to like to 

think, that saying more about the specifics of the unlinguistic Q would matter al1 that 

much in the end for purposes of this analysis. Al1 that we would have to do, 1 suspect, is 

make the necessary accommodations. "This is how a "predicative" Q works; a 

"hermeneutical" Q works; predicative truth works . . . ; transposing our findings to the 
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'quasi' region, this is how a predicative quasi-Q works, a henneneutical quasi-Q 

works; and so forth. 

H. Questioning and Doubting (Husserl's "Theory A") 

The idea of defining a Q in terms of doubting goes as far back as Boethius. according to 

whom, "A question is a proposition in doubt". I shall argue that, contrary to this 

traditional interpretation, the two are not the same. (That's the easy part. Obviously, they 

are different. What is less obvious is how this definition ever came to prevail.) Next. in 

the attempt to do justice to our intuition that the two acts are closely related, 1 shall 

determine what is the structurai similarity that holds between these two adrninedly 

different acts. And then, having identified their similarity--both acts are "multi- 

directional"--1 shall try to determine what, precisely. it is that differentiates these two 

obviously different acts. In so doing, we shall have arrived at a definition. 

1 pointed out in the opening chapter that there are, arguably, four theones of a Q 

that may be culled from Husserl's writings--theones "A". "B", and 'T". The present 

discussion takes as its starting-point Husserl's theory A.  According to this theor-y, a Q is 

al1 but identified with doubting. 1 shall begin with a statement of Husserl's articulation of 

this traditional account, and then, without staying too close to the text, go From there. The 

following passage is taken from the beginning of a section in his Experience and 

Judgernent, in which the author spends the first paragraph or two on explaining the 

relation between questioning and doubting. 



The phenornenon of questioning . . . is found in close association 

with doubt. Like doubt, it is originally motivared by events in the passive 

sphere. Ln this sphere a disjunctive fluctuation of apprehensions 

corresponds to the intuitions which are split in an intentional contlict; in 

the unity of the conflict, A, B, and C are present to consciousness as  united 

in their reciprocal opposition. We cannot express this othenvise than by 

the words: for consciousness there is whether A, or B, or C is, and we find 

this precisely in the expression of the question and the doubt as acts . . . 

. We Say, for exampie, I question, I doubt, whether A is. Therefore, what 

precedes the questioning, as, similarly, what precedes [active] doubting in 

the passive sphere. is a unified field of problematic possibilities . . . . 
The passive, disjunctive tension of the problematic possibilities 

(doubt in the passive sense), to begin with motivates an active doubting, a 

mode of behaviour which puts the ego into an act-cleavage. This cleavage 

brings with it . . . an original impulse to get out of this condition . . . .Thus 

arises the striving for a firm Uudicative] decision . . . .Taken in a 

completely general sense, questioning is the srriving, . . . to corne to afirrn 

jlrdicative decision. [EJ, 878, 307-081 

1 shall now comment on this. The cornments proceed in the following six steps: (1 )  

Doubting and questioning are not the same after all. Al1 well and good. (2) But it still 

remains to be explained why is it that these two foms  of experience are so easily 

identified with each other, even though it is "obvious" that they are not the same. The 

reason is that they are both of them multi-directional. Whether in asking or doubting, the 

act deals with a plurdity of competing possibilities. ("1s it A or B?"; "Maybe it is A 

ùistead, in which case it is doubtful that it is B".) Now that we know what these two acts 

have in common, ouï- next question is: How are they in fact different fiom each other? (3) 
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Before answering this, 1 shdl k s t  have to distinguish between first-order and 

second-order doubting. (4) M e r  bat, 1 shall go on to explain that part of the difference 

between the doubting and questioning lies in this: Doubting is "passive" and questioning 

is "active". (5) The next move consists in seeing whether there is anything else that is 

multi-directional, and so it tums out that there is--for example, surprise, wondering, and 

suspicion, supposition, Our problem, then, tums out to be bigger than we had thought; it 

is about the difference not just between questioning and doubting, but also between 

questioning and the many multi-directional cousins of doubting. By the tirne we get to the 

end of the section, we shall have anived at the definition: A Q is a multi-directional acr. 

the airn of which is to reduce this rnultiplicity. (6)  In the final section, 1 take up the 

problem about what to do with very fair objection that. our claim to the contrary, certain 

of our Qs seem to be passive. 

1. Doubting with Yes-No Qs, Not with Word Qs 

The idea of defining a Q in terms of doubting goes as f a  back as antiquity. In his De 

topicis d%freniiis, Boethius writes: "a proposition is an expression signiQing what is 

true or false, either simply stated or for the sake of proving something else; a question. on 

the other hand, though it is an expression, is a proposition in doubt." [De top. diff 

1 176d34-383 Of course, it is true that doubting does accompany certain of our Qs. But 

clearly this is not always the case and, it may be suspected, it is not even usually the 

case! What best exposes the limitation of this traditional definition is the word Q. 

These are Qs which, unlike yes-no Qs, work with an interrogative word--"who9', "whato', 
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"where", -'how", etc. Typicdly, word Qs do not carry doubt and for good reason. in 

asking, for example, "Where is x?", it is simply too early to doubt. The materials for 

potential doubting are not in yet. Only once they are in--the answer is, "It is upstairsW--cm 

one then go on to enter into a doubting question, if one so chooses: "But is x really 

upstairs, as you Say it is--yes or no?" (1 stress the word "typicdly". To be sure. it is 

possible that there might be doubt in rny asking, "Where is X?" But in that case, surely. 

the "grammai' of the Q does not quite reflect--and this is what counts here--the 

underlying logic or rneaning of that Q. For if 1 am doubting, then what 1 am logically 

asking is. -7s x really upstairs?", even though grammatically 1 ask it in another way. 

"Where is x?", It is as if 1 were trying to conceal my doubt; as if 1 were not quite aware of 

my doubting, and then ask it in an undoubtfùl way; etc.) 

The definition that a Q is a "proposition in doubt" does not work when it cornes to 

word Qs. The sort of Q that more readily fits the description of a "proposition in doubt" is 

yes-no Q (or a Q to which a "yes" or a "no" would count as an appropriate answer). But 

even restricting the definition to the yes-no Q, there is still a problem. Not al1 yes-no Qs. 

rnaybe not even the majority of them. have doubting in them. in asking the yes-no Q, Ys 

it lightning?" one doesn't have to be doubting anything; more likely, one is asking for a 

specification of a state of affairs, "Well, is it lightning--or is that fire?" Or in asking. '-1s it 

lightning?", one doesn't have to doubt anything either; one might be asking, rather. 

"Well, is it, or was it--?" Doubting works, rather, something more like this: "They Say it 

is lightning. 1 myself thought it was lightning. But IS it the case rhat it is lightning?" Or. 

"They Say it was lightning. But IS it the case ihat it was lightning?" 



If it is so "obvious" that these two forms of experience are not the same, 

then how is it that they are so easily identified with each other? 

2 .  The Doubting- and the Question-Targets are Identical 

Husserl points out (in the above quote) that the expressions "1 question whether" and --f 

doubt whether?' ordinary mean the same (W. 307). This is m e  enough; but this is not to 

Say that questioning and doubting are themselves the same. What makes the expressions 

the sarne, 1 suggest, has to do with the fact that, as Husserl himself recognizes. the 

htended targets of questioning and doubting are stmcturally one and the sarne. Both 

questioning and doubting aim at the sarne "whether A, or B, or C" or "whether A or not- 

Ag'. Moreover. the expressions themselves are not, respectively, the expressions of a 

questioning and a doubting. Saying "1 question whether--" cornes across as less a Q and 

more a "second-order" description of the "field of problematic possibilities". Nor is the 

expression, "I doubt whether--", quite a doubting act either. It is, just like its counterpart. 

"I question whether", more like a second-order doubting, a description of the same thing. 

namely, a field of problematic possibilities. It is no wonder that doubting is sometimes 

thought to be the sarne as questioning. It is no wonder that doubting is sometimes thought 

to be the same as questioning. However they happen to be different, their targets are 

stnicturally identical. (This is our view, and Husserl's. This is not to Say that we are in 

agreement with Husserl as to what this target is "made of  '. But more on this in the next 

chapter.) 
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We see how questioning and doubting are stmcturally so aiike. Our next 

question is about how these two "multi-directionai" acts actually differ fiom each other. 

In order to answer this, we shail have to distinguish between "first-order" and "second- 

order" doubt. The distinction is not that novel, but for purposes of the discussion. it is 

crucial. l 7  It turns out that the sort of doubting that is, stmcturaliy, so -'question-like" is 

first-order doubting. This is the reason for our having to draw the following distinction. 

3. First-Order and Second-Order Doubt 

h instance of second-order doubt would be my entertaining the idea that, Sayo my two 

hands in fiont of me might not actually be there. Or it would be my pointing out, with 

Descartes, that anythhg and everything is logically doubtable. Or it would be rny refùsing 

to countenance the existence of tooth fairies, because their existence is "highly doubtfül" 

(in which case, what 1 really mean is that 1 am highly certain of their nonexistence). So 

much for some examples of second-order doubt. What about first-order doubt? To take 

Husserl's own example (W. $2 1 b, 92): The thing in the shop-window looks to me like a 

mannequin. But then suddenly 1 see that it might be, to the contrary, a truly animate thing. 

First-order doubting is the very conflicr of readings of one and the same core 

phenomenon: This is a mannequin. No, this is a man. No. this is a mannequin. etc. 

First-order doubting, then, might well be defined as the partial Ioss of the 

"authority" of the original apprehension alongside with the entry of a rival apprehension. 

"1 believed for many years, or for a few seconds, that this thing in the shop-window was a 

mannequin. But now it looks like a man, although I'm not 'wholly7 sure". "1 once 
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believed for half a minute that this was a man. Now 1 see it is a coat rack, although 

1 can't yet Say this for sure". Up to this point anyway, we agree with Husserl as to what 

doubting involves in the original, first-order sense. 

We already know why doubting and questioning are such close cousins; they are 

both "multi-directional". And when we talk about doubt being a close cousin of 

questioning, it is first-order doubting that we are referring to. Our next question will 

involve asking how doubting and questioning actually dzrer fiom each other. As a firsr 

approximation, doubting is "passive" and questioning is "active". But in fact, this is only 

partially m e .  Let us proceed carehlly. 

4. Passive Doubt, Active Question 

Husserl distinguishes between "passive" and "active" doubting (W, 307-308). In 

passively doubting, the phenomenon just appears as maybe A,  or nluybe B, or maybe C. 

and al1 this happens without one's "doing" anything. "Passive doubt" for Husserl is, 1 take 

it, "first-order doubt". 1 am less certain about what he means by active doubting. 

However. whatever it is. it is not quite like "second-order doubt". In fact, if Husserl were 

to use our terminology, he would probably want to cd1 this active doubting a case of 

"first-order" doubting. Why not, indeed? Passive doubt is doubt based on "givens"; one 

just comes across something as "doubthl". Active doubt, on the other hand, is a seeking- 

out of reasons to doubt. If this is, in fact, what Husserl would Say. or is saying, 1 do not 

wholly disagree with it. However, 1 suggest that this would be the better way of looking at 

the matter: 
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Among the other features of first-order doubt is that it is characteristically 

passive. (Of course, there is more to it than that. Doubting involves a "loss of authority".) 

Granted, one can actively doubt in the authentic sense of "doubting". But this is not to 

admit that first-order doubting is, d e r  dl, sometimes active. Rather, it is to Say that first- 

order doubting, which is passive, can be weaved inro the activity of, Say, pronouncing (as 

if reaching an answer on this point), "This is doubtful!" It is also to Say that first-order 

doubting can be weaved into activity of questioning--for example. "What rnight be the 

reasons to doubt what already 'feels' authentically doubtful?" 

To elaborate: One can actively "respond" to first-order doubt in one of two ways. 

One may shift perspectival gears, so to speak; that is. one rnay %tep out" of first-order 

doubting and enter into a second-order doubting (should we even care to cal1 it 

--doubting?'). In that case one actively switches fiom the multiple-target of first-order 

doubt to the "de dirto" relation toward the first-order doubt. 1 then question whether such- 

and-such is doubtful; or. maybe in answer to that Q, 1 "state'' or "report" that such-and- 

such is given as being doubtful. In effect, 1 nominalize and "disarm" the original doubt by 

taking a distance fiom it. Still another way that 1 rnay actively respond to first-order doubt 

is by switching the act into a Q. In this case, I don? shift perspectival gears. 1 continue to 

"live in" the doubting; 1 stay with the same "de re" multiple-target; I actively set out to 

resolve the arnbiguous target, asking not, "1s this doubtfül?". "How is it doubtful?". but. 

-'doubtfülly", Ys this so?". In the adequate answering of the Q, "It is so", first-order doubt 

goes away. 



Should we Say, then, that the difference between these two "multi- 

directional" acts, doubting and questioning, is a difference between one of them being 

passive, and the other being active? 1 suggest that this is part of the difference.18 (But 

can't questioning be passive, too? 1 shall Say something about this problem at the end of 

this section.) The other part of the difference (to repeat) is that whereas doubting points 

in the direction of "losing" a belief, a Q points in the direction of gaining something. (In 

answer to an objection: Yes, even if the Q finds a reason to doubt, it is still a gaining. 

What is gained is the reason itself.) 

5. Doubting and Its Cousins--Suspicion, Wonder, Et Al. 

Questioning and doubting are not identical, but they are closely related. Doubting is 

multi-directional, as is also questioning. And not surprisingly, doubting also gives way to 

questioning. With first-order doubt (A or B or C), the target of a potential Q is set up. The 

"target matenals" for the "formulation" of a Q (1s A or B or C?), should that Q corne 

about. are already nght there for the taking. But having just said al1 this, what should we 

say about those other Qs in which there was no doubting leading up hem, or no doubting 

accompanying them? Are they just "pure" Qs that just came to be Qs entirely on their 

own. so to speak? Or might it not be, instead, that they, too, got prior help. that they. too. 

were provided with their "target materials" by some preceding experience, albeit not the 

experience of doubting? Are there other forms of experience that, like doubting, 

contribute to the origin of a Q? We should think so; and when we look carefully, it is not 

hard to find "question instigators" other than doubting. Doubting sets up a target for a 
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potential Q. But evidently, the same goes for, Say distrust, suspicion, and, maybe, 

ambivalence, hesitancy, and caution ("1s it A? Or is it only an appearance of A? Might it 

not be B?"). Although in a way different from doubting, distrust, and the like, being 

surprised and wonder also, presumably, set up targets for potential Qs, or (another way of 

saying it) they provide the materials for their g'formulation". In my being surprised, or in 

my wonder, 1 see that it is A. But 1 also see that it might been othenvise. 1 ask. then, not 

"Whether A?", "1s it A?", which 1 know about already, but "Why A?" 

First-order doubting is multi-directed; so, too, are the acts of suspecting, 

distnisting, and the like, in the first-order sense "multi-directed". Doubting provides the 

materials for a Q; so also, do suspecting, distnisting, and the like provide the materials. 

Doubting c m  accompany certain of our Qs; so, too, cm suspecting, distnisting, and like 

accompany them. To be sure, a suspicion may involve an asserting of a possibility; or it 

may fa11 under what philosophers call. "entertainhg a possibility". But suspicion. like 

doubting, conjectunng. supposing. and so forth. needn't remain at the level of 

'*a~ser t in~". '~  A first-order suspicion opens up a "suspicion target", and predisposes me to 

Q, "suspectingly", e.g., "1s my spouse being unfaithful?" Or, moving up to a more 

detached level, it might get me to Q whether the suspicion itself is actually correct. 

1 can best explain my point by sumrning up: 1 have differentiated doubt from 

questioning. At the sarne time 1 have set out to explain the cornmon intuition that the two 

are still closely related. (They are both multi-direction acts, as Husserl himself 

recognised.) Along the way, 1 introduced into the analysis other "Q-instigating" acts. In 

so doing, 1 reformulated. and extended, the original probiem. Now that we have 
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discovered that doubting is but one rnember of a family of multi-directional acts, 

we see that the problem is not really only about the idea that a Q is a "proposition in 

doubt", or only about how to differentiate questioning from doubting. It is also about the 

idea that a Q is a "proposition in suspicion, in surprise, in wonder, etc." 1 have tried to 

give at least the hint of an explmation for our cornmon intuition that wonder. surprise. 

etc., as well as doubting, are in close Company with questioning and how it is that they 

predispose us to ask. 1 have at least found for these "instigatorsY7 a conceptual home in the 

analysis. But more importantly, it is through an examination of these multi-directional 

acts (notably, the doubting act) that we have reached our definition of a Q: A Q is actively 

multi-directional, the aim of which is to reduce--this is what 's "active" about &-the 

mzd~ipliciiy. 

Doubting and suspicion "open up" the target: "A or B7', "A or not-A". 

Questioning, proceeding in the opposite direction, sets out to close or "reduce" it: "It is 

B". or "It is A". Not to put too fine a point on it, but it should be pointed out here that not 

al1 "question instigating" acts are quite "multi-directional" in the way that doubting or 

suspecting is. In one's being surprised or started, against al1 expectation, that "IT IS A!". 

a target for questionhg might also be "opened up". (Maybe wonder works this way 

sometirnes, too.) But notice, what the target elicits is not, "A or not A?", or "A or B?'?. 

The fact that it is A is not in question here. What the surprise target is more Iikely to elicit 

is, " Why A?" (or "How A?"). Still, the surprise intention is rnulti-directed for al1 that. It 

"sees" that A ,  but, seeing no reason why it could not have been not-A or B instead, it 

asks, "Why?'' or "How so?" In other words, even when it cornes to being surprised or 
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startled, the airn of the sometirnes ensuing Q, "Why?" is still to reduce the 

multiplicity of possibilities. ("It is A, as we already plainly know. But don't be t00 

astonished, for this is why it can't be othenvise".) 

6 .  Questioning and "Being Questioned" 

A Q is active& multi-directional. Just in what sense is it "active"? To recall our threefold 

distinction, a Q asks with an eye to answering. The Q, in the working-out toward the 

answer, askers. And the Q also answers, if al1 goes well. But there is a problem, which 

may be stated as follows. The distinction between a Q and its "multi-directional" cousins 

(notably, doubting) cannot be made in terms of "active" and '*passive".20 Never mind the 

problem that it might that certain multi-directional acts besides Qs c m  be active. It seerns 

that in certain cases questioning itself c m  be passive! Doesn't al1 this put the definition in 

jeopardy? Or rather: Canot certain of our Qs be "passive" in some sense--in the sense. 

perhaps. of "being asked" and "being answered"? 

A Q "finds itself ', "arïses", "shoots up", within a field of possibilities. Note well. 

a Q is not what generates this field. Rather, a Q "takes note" of it (this is asking); it sets 

out to narrow down the field (this is "askwering"); and if al1 goes well, it ends up 

narrowing it down to a single possibility (this is "answering"). As to whether the field has 

been set up actively, or passively, or even whether it has been set up by a pnor Q (which 

would itself require a pior target!), is a somewhat separate issue. By implication, we 

might well say that first-order doubting, suspecting, wondering, and its "instigating" 

cousins are, in a sense, prior to the activity of questioning. We rnight even Say that these 
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are so modes of "being quesrioned". in any event, the question about how diat field 

is actually set up is prior to the question that we are trying to answer in the present study: 

"What is a Q, which arises within this field? What does a Q try to do in this setting? &c." 

in answer to this "prior question", 1 shail hazard only a guess or two in the concluding 

chapter. However, it is not our main purpose here that we plough back that far. 

1. Conclusion 

A Q c m  be public. but then again it doesn't have to be. A Q works like a request, but then 

again it doesn't. Its direction of fit is deemed to be thing-to-thought; but then, no, the 

direction is thought-to-thing. So, then, on this view, an answer, a thought-to-thing act. 

would have to take the form of a statement. Not really; any kind of utterance can come 

back as an answer. And so it would seem that, therefore, a Q's direction of fit is also, in 

some cases, thing-to-thought! Yes, it is, but not for that reason . . . . A Q has to come in 

words? Not always. .A Q is active, as opposed to passive? Maybe not. Its temporal 

structure is episodic as opposed to enduring? Not always. A Q is a desiring? Well, yes 

and no, but then again . . . . Enough examples. Pretending for a moment that we don? 

have the definition at this point, let us ask: "How, then, ought this chameleonic thing be 

defined?'' The thing to do, I suggest, is consider whether there rnight be something wrong 

in the way that philosophers have tried to defme this thing. 

Why the persistent failure on the part of those who have tried to define it? One 

might ûy to explain this "failure" by insisting that there is no failure to begin with. What 
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is needed is an eclectic approach. A Q is "ail these things taken together". This is 

how one writer optimisticdly sees it: 

. . . the divergence in opinions about the notion of question is only 

apparent. It arises partly fiom the fact that the tem question is differently 

understood; partly because some authors, when analyzing questions, 

emphasize syntactic properties, while others stress the semantic ones, and 

still others are interested in the pragmatic aspect, the latter being 

sometimes included in the semantic one and appearing as semantic. [Jerzy 

Peic, 7471 

According to this explanation, the way to correct the "failure", lies in simply taking up a 

pluralistic approach. It consists in settling for the conclusion that, "At any rate, a Q is a 

highly intricate thing". The explanation proposes that al1 we have to do is piece all the 

various things of a Q together--its syntactic, its semantic, and its pragrnatic moments--and 

try to look at these aspects al1 at once. 

It is already apparent why this approach will not work. A Q may be descnbed. 

pragmatically? as a request, another as a doubting, another as linguistic. But. here's the 

objection, not every Q is a "request", not every Q is a "doubting", not every Q, evidently. 

is linguistic' and much less is it likely that a Q could be al1 of these things put together. 

What is required, 1 suggest, is not eclecticism, but a willingness to dig deeper. And when 

we do this, it becomes less a wonder why these various attempts to define a Q have more 

or less failed. The terms which have gone into the these definitions of a Q--"request". 

"statement", and so forth--are too dinky to capture the phenomenon. What al1 this 
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indicates, surely, is that there has to be something very busic about a Q--at any rate, 

too basic for such seemingly regional notions as "request", "'desiring". and the suchlike. 

Maybe what is Wery basic" about it has something to do with intentiondity itself. Maybe 

the "what" of a Q is linked up with the ABC'S of intentiondity. In fact, this is precisely 

the case. as we have already found out. Tentatively stated: A Q is a multi-directed acr; 

und its aim is to reduce the "multiplicity " of ils directedness. 

One might offer the following objection. "Before 'provisionally' declaring what a 

Q is, wouldn't you first have to do this scientific thing first--namely, sifi through a 

thousand types of act (or a hundred thousand, depending on how you count hem). just to 

make sure there's nothing else like it?" The objection misses the point. We are not ruling 

out the possibility that there might be instances of other types of act that have the 

structure that defines a Q. What we are saying is that if this structure is ernbedded in 

some "other act". an act that typically goes by another name, then, whatever else it is, it is 

ais0 questions. 

To take a messy exarnple: 1 look at a photograph of you, in which case the act is a 

seeing. But then, in my "seeing the past", the act is also a remembering act. 1 ask. in 

looking at it, "Where was the picture taken?". The act is a seeing-remembering- 

questioning. The act may also be arnenable to such partial descriptions as "presupposing". 

"reminiscing", "waiting" or "hoping" (for the answer). A few other examples: 1 question 

seeingly. or question hearingly (We have common names for these acts; they are called 

"looking for" and -'listening for".) 1 question "doubtingly", "predictingly", 

"conjecniringly", "suspectingly". But enough examples. 
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The general point is that there are any nurnber of ccact-qualities" that can go 

into a single intentional act to give that act its "final fee1"--just as so rnany notes go into 

making a single tone. As Husserl puts it, "There is, in this plurality, . . . necessarily a 

positing which is archonîic, so to speak, which unifies and govems al1 others" (Ideas, 

tj 1 17,279). The specific point is that a Q' aithough logically set apart in a radical way. 

doesn't have to operate ail by its lonely self. Quite the contrary. In fact, we may rather 

doubt whether a Q-act could operate in a rarefied form, without at the same time being 

something else "in addition". in fact. for purposes of this inquiry, it had better not operate 

alone! The key aim of the present study is to disclose a thing or two about intentiondis, 

as szich on the basis of an examination of the b e r  workings of a Q. The strategy largely 

hinges on the assumption that a Q enters into, and pervades. these other intentional acts. 



Notes to Chapter 2 

1. My opening strategy is much like Daubert's. in the first stage of his "AI2 Frage" 

analysis, he isolates the act of questioning from those forms of other experience with 

which it is easily misidentified. ("A. Die Absonderung des Fragens von anderen 

Erlebnissen" [AE, Ir].) Daubert rejects, as 1 also do, the interpretations according to 

which a Q is a doubting, a wishing, and a desiring. My own list of interpretations includes 

more entries than does Daubert's; and unless indicated otherwise, the criticisms which 1 

raise are my own. 

2. In case this doesn't go without saying, it would take a very big book indeed to cover 

everything said about the subject, frorn Aristotle to Adam of Balsham, fiom Cook Wilson 

to R.G. Collingwood. That book has yet to be written. And whatever the "historical" 

details there may be in this chapter, they should be taken as rough approximations only. I 

shall be discussing the "basic themes" only, not every variation on every theme, and 

discussing only some of the themes at that. 1 should add that a few of these accounts have 

not actually been put fonvard by anyone, at least not in the way that 1 shall articulate 

them. ("A Q's direction of fit is pnmarily thought-to-thing only"? Whoever said that?!) 1 

should add. also, that at least one of these accounts has never really been "officially" put 

fonvard by anyone at all. But 1 include these "unoficial" accounts in the list al1 the same. 

if only because either they are, or seem to be, cornmonly presupposed; or, if that's not the 

case, they have some plausibility in them, even though they turn out to be "importantly 

wrong", so to speak. Although nobody actually says, for example. that a Q requires in 

every case a statement for its answer, or that a Q is an asking, the idea is still very much 

out there. 

3. The request-definition of a Q has been around for at least a good century. See Felix 

Cohen (1 929,35 1n2): " . . . the narnes of Bolzano, Natorp, Jerusalem, Wundt, and many 

others are adduced in factor of this position [that a question is a kind of request]". We 

might be able to add Frege to the list: "An interrogative sentence [S~tzfrage] and an 
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assertoric one contain the sarne thought; but the assertoric sentence contains 

something else as well, namely, assertion. The interrogative sentence contains something 

more too, namely, a request [Al%jrorderung]" (1977, 7). See also the Otto Jespersen's The 

Philosophy of Grammar, (1963,302): "A question also is a kind of request. viz., a request 

to tell the original speaker something, to give him a piece of information that he wants". 

Also see Dwight Bolinger's Interrogative Strucrurrs of American English ( 1 95 7,4): A 

question , he says, " . . . is an utterance that "craves" a verbal or other semiotic (e-g.. a 

nod) response. The attitude is charactenzed by the speaker's subordinating himself tu his 

hearer". Also Searle (1969,69) and (1979, 14). Also Lennart Aqvist (1975), for whom a 

Q is an &epistemic imperative" which says, in effect, "Bring it about that 1 know that--". 

4. I should explain here what it means for an utterance to be "inherently public". There 

are certain kinds of utterance which do not require for their "success?' that they go out to 

someone else. To this extent, they are not inherently public. A wish, for example, is, 

typically, not in need of being heard by someone else. Should it go public, we might 

descnbe it as being only "accidentally public", "merely shared". "overheard". Not so with 

certain other types of act. Obviously. a thanking needs a thankee, an apolog needs an 

apologee, promising, a promisee, etc. One might argue that the same is tnie also of 

questions: A Q is one more type of an inherently public act, or social action (soziaZe 

Akte), as Adolf Reinach has called it. (Reinach [ 1 883- 19 171, along with Johannes 

Daubert, was a member of the circle of so-called "Munich phenomenologists". and then 

later a student and colleague of Husserl.) The following passage is taken from Reinach3 

work on the phenomenology of legal obligations, the A Priori Foundations ofCivil L m  

( 1  9 13). This is what he says this about "social acts". 

Comrnanding is rather an experience al1 its own, a doing of the subject 

which according to its nature has . . . the need of being heard. What has 

been shown for comrnanding also holds for requesting, warning, 

questioning [Fragen], informing, answering and for still many other acts. 

They are al1 social acts, which, by the one who perforrns them and in the 



performance itself; are as it were cast towards another person in 

order to fasten themselves in his soui. [19 13,§3,19-201 

To comment: Reinach is right in saying that infoming, cornmanding, requesting, and 

warning are al1 of them, in every instance, sociai acts. But can the same be said of a 

question? Are Qs in every case inherently public? Reinach doesn't really offer an 

explanation as to why he thinks questioning in particular is social. (But the reader must 

not be too hard on him for that. He mentions "questioning" only for the purpose of 

providing just one more example of a "social act". His treatise is on obligations, not on 

questions.) Anyway, the closest thing to an explanation that Reinach does offer is to be 

found in one of the few passing remarks he makes about the act of a Q: 

Questioning [Fragen] too is a social act; it calls for some doing by way of 

response, but not an extemai action but rather another social act, the 

"response" in the strict sense. We have in responding a social act which 

does not cal1 for any doing but rather presupposes some such--and always 

in the form of a social act. So we distinguish simple social acts, sociai acts 

which presuppose other social acts, and finally social acts which aim at 

social acts or other activities as following upon them. [1913, S 3 , 2  11 

But this doesn't quite add up to an explanation for why a Q is, supposedly, "social". The 

passage reads more like a convincing account of how a particular Q operates f i t  already 

happens to be social. 

Reinach ought to have distinguished between those acts which are "social" in 

every case (e.g.. thanking and apologizing) and those acts which are "social" only 

sornetimes (e.g., questioning and asserting). Take, for instance, the act of asserting. 

Reinach does not include this act in his sample Iist of social acts. Nor should he include 

it. On the other hand, he does classiS. the act of informing as a social act, and he is right 

to do so. By definition, to inform means to inform someone else. But, a point that Reinach 

overlooks, an act of informing is also, by definition, a social asserting. Asserting, in other 
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words, can lead two different lives. The one is solitary, the other is public. And 

when asserting goes public, we give it a special name and cal1 it "informing". My point is 

that the same logic applies to the domain of questioning, even if there happens to be no 

speciai narne in the English language for that sort of Q which is specifically social (die 

Anfioge). 

5. in a paper entitled "A Taxonomy of Speech Acts", Searle attempts to develop, as he 

puts it, "a reasoned classification of illocutionary acts into certain basic categones or 

types'' (1979. 1). Along the way, he cornes up with five types of act, ody the first two of 

which need concem us here: the "assertive" and the "directive". "The point of the 

members of the assertive class," Searle notes, "is to commit the speaker . . . to 

something's being the case, to the truth of the expressed proposition7' (1 979, 12). Some 

examples of assertives, which he provides, are: suggesting, putting fonvard a hypothesis. 

nvearing, stating, insisting. Not surprisingly, he descnbes the "direction" of an assertive 

as "word-to-world". The "directive act"' on the other hand, Searle notes, may be counted 

as a "world-to-word" "attempt . . . by the speaker to get the hearer to do something" 

( 1 979. 1 3). Some examples, also provided by Searle, are: asking, ordering, commanding. 

reqileshg. begging, pleading, praying, entreating, inviting, permitring, advising. So far. 

so good. But then tagging on to the end of his short analysis of directives--it adds up to a 

paragaph-Searle makes the blunder of adding this one remark about Qs. -'Questions." he 

notes in passing, "are a subclass of directives. since they are attempts by S to get H to 

answer, i.e. to perform a speech act" (1979, 14). This rernark almost cornes to the sarne as 

what Searle says about Qs in an earlier work, also made in passing: "Asking questions is 

redly a special case of requesting" (1969, 69). 

6. Precisely in that group which Searle calls the "assertive" class (1 979. 12). 

7. This taik about an act's having to be "right and true" has a great deal to do with 

Husserl's doctrine of the signitive act, as we shall see in a later chapter. To oversimplify 

Husserl's doctrine: In order to get at the TRUTH of something, the signitive act has to be 
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fulfilled in the RIGHT way. We fmd a slightly simïlar idea expressed in 

Collingwood's doctrine of the "bipolarity of thought". From his PrincipZes of Art: 

The distinctions between right and wrong, good and bad, true and false. 

are special cases of this bipolarity . . . . There is nothing in the case of 

feeling to correspond with what, in the case of thinking, may be cailed 

mis-thinking or thinking wrong. The most general name for this thing is 

failure. Failure and its opposite, success, imply that the activity which fails 

or succeeds is not only a 'doing something' but a 'trying to do something'. 

where the word 'trying' refers not to what is cailed 'conation', but to an 

activity which sets itself definite tasks, and judges itself as having 

succeeded or failed by reference to the standards or criteria which it 

thereby imposes on itself. [1938, 157; aiso 2 16,2771 

C ~ l l i n ~ o o d ' s  point is that thought may be evaluated in some cases in terms of '%-uthW 

and "fdsityW--this is one bipolarity--and in other cases in terms of "well done" and -'il1 

done"--this is another bipolarity. Collingwood has it that some acts have a true/false 

dimension of assessment, and others have a righthnong dimension. We, on the other 

hand, have it that, at least as far as Qs go, one and the same given act has to have "both 

bipolarities" operative in it. A Q calls for an answer that is both truly "ought-to-thingo' 

and rightly "thing-to-thought". Evidently, Collingwood's doctrine of bipolarity seems 

designed, among other things, to allow him "to reconcile his Cook Wilsonian point that 

questioning is thinking too . . . ; it isn't necessarily a bipolarity of truth and falsity; it can 

be one of 'in virtue of which an act of thought may be well done or il1 done"' (Somerville 

[1989, 5831). 

8. It is helpful to compare our analysis of the stating act with Austin's. (1 am refemng 

mainiy to the discussion in the second 1 s t  chapter of Austin's How fo Do Things with 

Words, entitled, "Statements, Performatives, and Illocutionary Force", passim.) Austin 

argues, persuasively, that 'tnith" (and "falsity") is only one "dimension of assessment" of 
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the satisfactoriness of how we use words in relation to things. His other point, as 

near as 1 can make out, is that philosophers ought to recognize that this one dimension of 

assessment extends beyond the domain of the statement, description, and the like. The 

categories of "truth" and "falsity" apply also to other kinds of utterance. His overall 

argument proceeds as follows: 

Austin begins by dividing utterances into constatives (e-g., statements, 

descriptions) and performatives (e.g., promises, requests, invitations, and other "non- 

stating" acts). But this distinction with which Austin starts out eventually breaks down. 

To utter a statement, as Austin points out, is also to do something '~performatively". 

Conversely, to warn is also to report something "constatively". Austin then goes on to 

replace his initial distinction with the terrninology of "locutionary act" and the 

"illocutionary act". The locutionary act corresponds, very roughly, to the constative act. It 

is the locutionary side of an utterance which does the conveying of a fact-for example. 

rhat there is afire. And the illocutionary act corresponds, roughly, to the performative 

act. The illocutionary side actually brings something about--for exarnple, warning us that 

there is a fire. But of course, there are important differences between Austin's early and 

later distinctions. The point of the later distinction, among other things, is that every 

utterance has built into it these two act-moments, both the locutionary and the 

illocutionary rolled into one. 

How, then, does our view compare with Austin's? It speaks well for both Austin's 

analysis and our own that a similar conclusion has been reached by both parties. and yet 

by entirely different roads. On our view, a Q is "after the tnith". Also on Our view (not as 

if anyone would want to dispute it), promises, requests, and the like cm just as easily 

count as answers as can statements. In order to put these two views topther, we are 

forced to reject, as Austin himself does, the distinction (let's cal1 it) between constatives 

and performatives--between acts which only constatively "say" something and acts which 

only performatively "do" something. Moreover, our swn conception of answerhood 

requires an analysis of utterances something very like Austin's later distinction--narnely, 

that between the "locutionary saying" and "illocutionary doing". It would not be going 
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too far to Say that, in the case of responding to a Q, it is the locutionary moment of 

that utterance--the "fact-side" of it--which gets "filtered out" as the answer. 

To illustrate: In your answering, "Yes" to my Q, "Do you promise--?", two things 

happen al1 at once. An obligatory state of f iairs  comes into the world by virtue of your 

incantatory "word", which "makes something truth. But at the very same time. in your 

saying "Yes", you are aiso reporting, in a thing-to-thought way, that you are hereby 

entering into the obligation of a promise, that you "see" this obligatory state of affairs that 

is currently being brought into existence. That particular aspect of your utterance which 

does direct commerce with my Q is the side of it which "reports what is". You utterance 

qua answer is (maybe not quite, but airnost) the "locutionary" moment of the act. (Notice, 

by the way, that it is not just the words, "Yes, 1 promise" that the Q takes in. It is îhrough 

these reporting words that 1 am directed to the "disclosure" of an entire' complex state of 

&airs, which comes into being &y virfue îhose incantatory words.) 

9. From Bolzano's Theory of Science (1 837, §22), quoted by Husserl in the Logical 

Investigations (VI, 56 8, 840). Husserl, Logical Investigations (V, §29,6 1 6) and 

Experience and Judgmen f (§78,3 08). 

10. Daubert argues. rightly, against the idea that a Q is a wishing. Whereas there exist 

indirect Qs, there exist no indirect wishes. Whereas a wish can be "idle" or "pious", cm 

rest in itseif. a Q 'rends toward a decision" (AI2,28r; 2 lr, 28v. See Schuhmann and 

Smith [1987, 361-621.) 

1 1. An easy example of an indirect Q is, "1 ask whether x is y", which is indirect for "Is x 

y?". But what about those "fuuier" cases? M a t ,  for example, should we Say about: 

"Would you ask the doctor for an explanation?"? This might be a combination of being 

an indirect Q (Doctor, "1" am asking you for an explanation) and a proxy request (Being 

my messenger, wili you ask the doctor on my behalf?). What about: "1 want to ask a Q"? 

If it is no more than "idle", it is simply a wish. If uttered in a public forum, it might be 

received a request to speak (1 want to ask a Q, make this recornmendation, etc.). Or it 
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could be, in a moment of trying to formulate a Q, an articulation of what one is 

actually trying to do "questi~ninlgy~~. But that is not an "indirect Q". M a t  about: "How 

can 1 ask about God?"? This, it seems, couid be a direct Q, which in this case happens to 

be about a "Q". Or, this is another possibility, it could be the beginnings of one and the 

sarne Q. It is not as if the formulation of a Q (the "pre-asked" phase) and the asking of 

need necessarily be distinct. The formulating "grows into" the asking. 

12. Admittedly, there is a sense of "wishing" (if one wants to cal1 it that), in which one 

attempts to get someone else to do something by deliberately not directly asking for it. 

But maybe the better thing to cal1 this act is, not a "wish", or an "indirect wish.  but an 

indirect request. To back up a step: An indirect Q can be expressed as a statement about 

one's asking such-and-such, and this is what we mean by the term in the above 

discussion. There, we CO-ordinated this sense of "indirect Q" with wishing, and placed it 

outside the domain of desiring. But the term, an "indirect Q" c m  dso denote not a 

reporting about a Q, but, indeed, a questioning itself. An indirect Q in this sense is a Q 

that makes a point of deliberately not directly asking what one wants to know. Yet it is 

still very much a Q for al1 that. It still sets out to get hold of an answer. The indirect Q in 

rhis sense--an '"indirect Q' question", as opposed to an "'indirect Q? statementU--is to be 

CO-ordinated, not with wishing, but with indirect requesting. 

13. Alexius Meinong, On Assumptions, (1983, $18, 89). The Cicero quote is taken from 

Schuhmann and Smith, (1987, 3601119). The authors refer to Academica Priora II, VIII. 

26. Of course, there is also the farnous opening line to Aristotle's Metaphysics, (980a20- 

25), "Al1 men by nature desire to know". Also Martin Heidegger, Being and Time (H5, 

24) and R.G. Collingwood's Essay on Metaphysics ( 1  94O,37). 

14. Our discussion about the three phases of a Q may be reminiscent of what Heidegger 

calls the three "structural items" of a Q. The two "three's" are not the same. We are 

talking about the act-phases of a question; Heidegger, on the other hand, is talking about 

what might be called the "object moments" of Q. In given "inquiryo', there is, he says. 
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%at which is asked about" [sein Gegraftes]", "that which is interrogated [eh 

Befiagtes]", and ' ~ a t  which is to be found out by the asking [das E r - e l "  (Being and 

Time, H5, 24). To illustrate what Heidegger is saying, take, for example, the Q, "Where is 

the rose?". There is the "asked about" of the question which is the rose. There is the %at 

which is interrogated", which is the whereabouts of the rose. And then there is the --that 

which is to be found out7', which in this case tunis out to be, surprise, "in the vase". 

15. According to J.J. Gibson, the perceptual intuition--the ray of light, a sound-is, or may 

be, already loaded, or overloaded. with an array of information. "[Tlhe variables of an 

optic array rnay cany information about the environment fiom which the light cornes" 

(f?om his "Ecological Optics" (267-278), in Jay Garfield ( 1990) ed., Foundations of 

Cognitive Science, 274). What the "act'? of perceiving ("act" is our term, not Gibson's) 

tries to track down are the invariants and higher-order variables in the flux of 

appearances. (To illustrate: If you change the key of a melody, al1 the notes have changed 

their positions; in their relation to themselves, however, they remain in that same higher- 

order variable cailed a "melody".) The means by which these invariants are 

hermeneuticaily tracked down ("hermeneutic" is our term, not Gibson's) is precisely by 

moving around or over the object, or by being attentive to the object 's moving about. 

(Heregs a sarnple of Gibson making this point: "The optic array at one position 4 1 ,  in 

general. be different fiom that in any other position. That is, its pattern will be different. It 

will be so by virtue of the laws of parallax and perspective", etc. [ibid., 27 11.) If 1 were to 

do a phenomenology of "bodily questions" specifically. I would make use of these two 

things: Merleau-Ponty's theory of bodily intentionality and Gibsonos theory of perceptual 

information. I shdl be saying more about Gibson in a few other places. 

16. How could Boethius, or anybody else, have failed to see what is so obvious to us? 

There are a few good reasons for this. Each one of them has to do with the tradition. 

A. Doubting what the "wise" or the "many" Say: Once the very object of a Q, 

its very target, is identified with the b'trtradition", the "already given", then the specific task 

of a Q has been set accordingly. A Q's task is to doubt the already given-the only thing 
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that c m  be doubted. This nicely explains why Boethius defines a Q as a doubting. 

The airn of the particular work in which we find this defuiition--the Topics--is nothing 

less than a treatise on the "places" (topoi) fiom which arguments for or against this or that 

received opinion could be drawn (Nuchelmans [1980, 155-561). In this context? the mode1 

Q reads, more or less: "Are they, the wise or the many, right or wrong, yes or no?" It is 

not so surprising to find, in this context, a definition of a Q which identifies it with 

doubting. But of course, this does not change the fact that the definition is still wrong. 

B. Doubting as the ongin of inquiry: C.S. Peirce al1 but says that questioning 

and doubting come to the sarne. From his essay, "Fixation of Belief' (1955.5-22): "We 

generally know when we wish to ask a question and when we wish to pronounce a 

judgement, for there is a dissimilarity between the sensation of doubting and that of 

believing" (p.9). "The irritation of doubt causes a struggle to attain a state of belief. 1 shall 

term this struggle Inquiry, . . . " (p. 1 0). And in his "How to Make Our Ideas Clear" (1 955. 

23-41), he wites: " . . . the action of thought is excited by the irritation of doubt, and 

ceases when belief is attained . . . . But here 1 use [the words "doubt" and '-belief '1 to 

designate the starting of any question, no matter how smdl or how great, and the 

resolution of it" bp.26-27). For Peirce, then, doubting is, if not the sarne as questioning. 

the ongin of a Q. Inquiry, then, lies with a deviation from the normal course of events. In 

"Critical Common-Sensism" (1 955,290-30 l), he notes: "Doubt, usually. perhaps always. 

takes its nse fiorn surprise, which supposes previous belief; and surprises come with 

novel environment" w.297). (See also Sintonen [l984,4 1-42,2 1 1 n 161, who Iists a 

number of philosophers of science who have also held the view that the function of an 

explanation is to resolve a conflict between the background and the surprise.) 

C. The hermeneutical priority of the "already-given" to the doubting act: 

Peirce repudiates the Cartesian ideal of "beginning with complete doubt" ("Some 

Consequences of Four Incapacities" [1955,228-2501, p.228). We find similarities in 

Heidegger's critique, notably in Being and Time. Peirce also holds the now-cornmon view 

according to which reflection goes into gear at the moment of "cognitive conflict". (The 

conflict lies between the background belief--"the tradition7', "the expectation", or what- 

not--and the deviant phenornenon that pulls one up short.) Again, we find a similarities in 
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Heidegger. (He talks about the shifi fiom equipment-like or  "absorbed 

intentionality" to "representational intentionality". See Dreyfus [1993, ch.41). There is an 

argument, stated or otherwise, in Peirce, and in Heidegger, and Gadarner. according to 

which, roughly: Doubting, and questioning, are logically posterior to the already-given. 

Moreover, it is with a disturbance in the already-given that they arise. Gadarner speaks of 

the "hermeneutical priority of the question" (that is, prier ro the judgement). (See Trurh 

and Method, Second Part, II, 3c.) But he should also have spoken of the "pnonty of the 

traditionp--prior to questioning, prior to doubting. It would not be criticising Gadamer. or 

Heidegger, to suggest--as if Gadamer even makes a secret of it--that his insistence on the 

need for "openness" (presumably, one must wait for the disturbances, which give rise to 

Qs) and his playing-down of the agency of the subject is very much tied to an anti- 

Cartesian critique. 

17. Our distinction between first- and second-doubt implies a critique of Cartesian doubt. 

To be sure, the critique is hardly original. We find it in Peirce's writings, for example. In 

his "Sorne Consequences of Four Incapacities", Peirce writes, &We cannot begin with 

cornplete doubt. We must begin with al1 the prejudices which we actually have when we 

enter upon the study of philosophy" (1955,228). From the "Essentiais of Pragmatism": 

"But in tmth, there is but one state of mind fiom which you c m  'set out'. narnely. the 

very state of mind in which you actually find yourself at the time you do 'set out' . . . : 

and who knows whether, if you could [doubt eveming], you would not have made al1 

knowledge impossible for yourself?" (1955, 256). See also Wittgenstein. On Cerrainfy. 

passim., (e.g., $354, "Doubting and non-doubting behaviour. There is the first only if 

there is the second".) This view that we are already '&in the truth", that doubt only cornes 

after the fact, is everywhere in evidence in Merleau-Ponty, Heidegger and Gadarner. to 

name a few phenomenological names. Husserl also makes a point of this ipriority" of the 

already-given. One of the writings in which he makes this point is in Ideas 1 (§§103-104). 

Husserl is fairly explicit about insisting on the priority of being acrual over against being 

possible, being doubljicl, etc., and about the view that doubting, deeming likely. deeming 

possible, etc. are so many "doxic rnodalities" of "belief-certainty". 
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18. We may put our explmation to a small test by comparing it with Daubert's, 

who also dismisses as mistaken the view that a questioning c m  be defined as a doubting. 

On Daubert's view, the difference between doubting and questioning resides (this is how 

Schuhmann and Smith put it) in "the radical difference of temporal structure as between 

doubt and presumption on the one hand--which are enduring states--and the acts 

[activity] of judging and questioning on the other--which are occurrent episodes" ( 1  987, 

360). Now, Daubert is on the nght track to the extent that he coordinates. presumably. the 

enduring state with the passive act (="state"), and the occurrent episode with the active 

act (="actW) (see ibid., 360n18). In that case, what he is saying, in effect, is that doubting 

is a passive act and questioning is an active act. So far, so good. My only misgiving with 

Daubert's account is that it coordinates the passive and the active too tightly with the 

temporal structures of the enduring state and the occurrent episode respectively. Why is 

that a problem? For one thing, a Q cm, like a doubting, drag out over time; it, too, c m  be 

an enduring state. And conversely, there are certain passive acts which have, or may have, 

the temporal characteristic not of an enduring state. but of a snappy. transitional episode. 

The experience of a surprise is a case in point; it is at once both episodic and passive. It 

can be no accident that a surprise, like a doubting, also tends to give rise to our questions. 

19. This may be taken as a criticism of Somerville, and Collingwood. Somerville, 

comrnenting on Collingwood's "logic of question and answer", points out: 

Conjectures and suspicions, Iike supposals, also corne under what 

philosophers in their technical jargon cal1 "entertaining a proposition." 

That is, they involve the asserting of possibilities. To have the suspicion 

that one's spouse is unfaithful is distinct fiom going on to ask whether 

one's suspicion is in fact correct . . . [1989, 5291. 

20. My reason for wavenng on this point is not that 1 have to declare îhat a Q is "active" 

at any cost, and that if 1 do not do this then I shall not be able to Say, for example, what 

separates doubting and questioning. The categories of "active" and "passive" are crucial, 1 
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insist, in explaining what doubting is; however, one does not really need to refer to 

such categories in order to explain what differentiates doubting f?om questioning. It 

would be enough just t Say that to doubt is to point in the direction of a "losing" 

something and to question is to point in the direction of a "gaining" someîhing. 
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Introduction 

What should we Say about the intended target of a Q? Structuraily, what sort of %ingo' does 

it charactenstically aim at? These are the questions 1 shall üy to answer in the present 
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chapter. Before elaborating on the theme of thk chapter, it is expedient that 1 draw 

attention to a few distinctions. 

(i) The first is the now familiar distinction between "seeing" and "seeing that". As 

Husserl notes, ' k e  do not merely Say 'I see this paper, an inkpot, several books', and so on. 

but also '1 see that the paper has been written on, that there is a bronze inkpot standing here 

. . ." (LIVI,  840,773). 1 cal1 the first type of seeing a iisimple seeing" and the second type a 

"'categorial seeing". A simple seeing sees the particular (this paper); a categorial seeing sees 

the stzte of affairs (seeing that this paper has two sides). l (ii) 1 take this distinction between 

"simple seeing" and "categorial seeing" as being roughly equivalent to that between "seeing 

as" and "seeing that". In seeing something sirnply "as" this or that, prior to any explication 

of the object, what one sees is a presentation. A presentation (this is how I am defining it) is 

whatever is Were for me" or "present to me"--a piece of paper, a building, a work of art. 

the dark side of the moon, the place where 1 was yesterday, the number 3. Of course. not 

oniy can 1 presentationally see A as b; 1 can also, in a judging of that presentation, see thar A 

is 6. In the second case, 1 set my "categorial" sights on a state of affairs. 

Working with these distinctions, what should we Say about questioning and its 

target? 1s its object a presentation or a SAS? Or something else? Or is it, rather. "founded 

on one of hem? 

What 1 propose is that we add yet a third type to this list of phenomenological 

objects. This object is "grammatically" more than a presentation, but less than a SAS. This 

denofatum of a Q is the "object-in-question". (By this hyphenated expression 1 mean not the 

"object in question", this object here (a penon, a factory, an artwork, etc.). this object that 
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the Q is "about". The object-in-Q is not the actual object "in itself ', but the object so far 

as it actuaily appears questionable.) This object-in-Q, I shall clairn, is so structured as to be 

located somewhere between apresenration and a SAS. And, not to overload our list with 

other entries, we may as well provisionally include in this 'middle zone" of 

phenomenological objects the correlates of other multi-directed acts (the doubt-object. the 

suspicion-object, the wonder-object, and the like.) 

In saying that the object-in-Q is a "third type", 1 mean this only in the 

epistemologically sense. We cm think of this object-in-Q as being, struchirally~ a cognitive 

intermediary between a presentation and a state of &airs. Between one's seeing A as b and 

one's seeing rhaf A is 6, one sees, i.e., questions, whether A is b. However, ontologicaily 

speaking, this object-in-Q is not a ' W d  type" afler dl; it is, indeed, a SAS. What makes it 

'gquestionable" is that one part of it still hidden fiom view of the questioner. Ln fact, it is this 

second term--the staie of afairs in question--that I shall prefer to use over '-object-in-Q". I 

shall now Say a few words about the logistics of the present chapter. 

The type of Q that I shall be examining in this chapter, and in the next, is the 

predicafive Q. 1 have already indicated the difference between this type and the 

hermeneutical type. To oversimplifjr, the predicative Q starts with the "name" and then 

proceeds to determine the "predicate" (A-is ?). Typically, the choices open to a predicative 

Q are clear: "What kind of flower is &-rose or poppy?" "What colour is it--red or blue?" 

"What is the modality--possible or necessary?"Did it or will it happen?" The 

hermeneutical Q, by contrast, proceeds the other way about. Starting with the predicate- 

clues (-4s x, --is y, --is z), it then looks for the "narne", or the answer, to the "riddle", "What 



91 
is it?' (? is x, y, andz). In any case, in this chapter, and in the fourth, 1 shail mean by a 

"Q" a predicative Q. 

1 divide the present chapter into three parts. in Part A, 1 sort through a few theones 

of what a Q aims at. 1 end up claiming that the intended object of a Q is an "'eclipsed" SAS-- 

a "SAS in Q". In the rest of the chapter, 1 try to work out the implications of this idea. in Part 

B, 1 argue in detail for my claim that questioning calls for, and answering provides. a 

"double semantics": The questioning act requires that its answer perform two things at 

once: that the answer recognizes as '‘truc" the "thus-and-so" of a SAS; and, at the same 

tirne, that the answer d e s  out as "false" the contending possibilities of thar SAS. ("The rose 

is red--not any other colour"; "This is a rose--not any other sort of flower".) 

With the basics of this "logic" of questioning and answering worked out, I shall go 

on to argue in Part C for the following c lah .  Namely, the questionability of a SAS--its 

being "eclipsedm--is not "just" an obstacle, which I have ody to get around in order for me 

to see the SAS in its entirety. It is a helpful obstacle; it is through overcoming it that the SAS 

can be exposed as a SAS. In answering the Q, 1 not only recognize the thus-and-so of the 

"state of affairs"; in denying the contrary. the SAS is given to me as red, as being, indeed. a 

SAS. The implications of the present analysis, then, are both "realist" and 

"epistemological". Onrologicallj, the "SAS as answered" is prior to the "SAS in Q". (Unless 

the former is already taken to be "al1 there", it cannot be called into question.) And 

epistemo~ogicallj, questioning is 'pnor" to answering in that this act is required in order to 

see the SAS as an existing SAS. 
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A. What do Questions Aim at? 

What does a Q "airn at"? Here is a sample of some different approaches to this problem that 

different philosophers have taken: "If a Q is meaningful, it must be tme". "But how can a Q 

be me? If it is hue, then true about what? 1s it an elliptical statement for, Say, '1 want to 

know whether--?' Does its tmth coincide with the sincerity of saying it?" "Seeing that it is 

not mie, how could it be still meaningful? Do we have to revise the view that 'what's 

meaningful has to be tnie?'" "1s it meaningful 'pragrnaticaily'? 1s it a request. or an attempt 

to get someone else to do something, viz., answer a question?" The point 1 am trying to 

convey is that the solution problem ofjust what a Q aims at has been anuiything but obvious. 

When Cook Wilson goes out of his way to say that when "'putting Qs to ourselves. we 

should be said to be thinking?, it is as if other philosophers, against this "ordinary view", 

would beg to differ. And when Collingwood decides to include questioning among the 

activities of thought it is as if he thought himself to be saying something that did not go 

without saying.' In Chapter 2, we came across a few variations on this problem; in this first 

part of the chapter, we shdl corne across a few more. 

(1) Ln the fmt section, 1 briefly examine one of Husserl's theones ('Theory Bo') of a 

Q. According to this view, the objectual correlate of asking a Q is the underlying experience 

of wanting to know. (2) In the second section, 1 examine what may be called the "speech-act 

critique" of referentialist theories of language, of which Husserl's is but one formulation. 

According to this critique, a Q, or for that matter a promise, or warring, etc., is a "language 

game". A Q is what you get when you comply with a given set of so many d e s .  1 shall 

discuss this critique, the better to distance my own position fkom it. Whatever my 



93 
disagreement with Husserl's "'theory B", my own position is still a "referentialist", at 

Ieast as far as what having to explain questionhg goes. (3) in the third section, 1 examine 

Daubert's theory. According to Daubert, a Husserlian who disagrees with Husserl, the 

object of a Q is a "SAS as questioned" (Frageverhalt). This, 1 take it, is the correct view. 

and 1 shall be adding my own details to it. 

1. Husserl, the Sixth Investigation, and His "Theory B" 

1 have called Husserl's account of questions in the closing chapter of the Sixth Investigation 

his ''theory B" of Qs (LI VI, 9.9967-70). But I should quali& this; Husserl no more 

expressly provides a '-theoryW of Qs in particulor than he provides a theory of wishes or 

cornmands in particular. The topic of discussion happens to be about any and every kind of 

non-stating expression; in this discussion, a Q is treated as just one other kind. Anyway. 

what 1 single out for consideration here is what his general theory has to Say about 

interrogatives specifically.' 1 emphasize that my reading of Husserl is heavily simplified, 

which should do for our purposes. 1 should also emphasize the point, in fairness to Husserl. 

that he did not regard the analysis at the end of the Sixth Investigation as his last word on 

the problem." 

Before examining his account, it is crucial that 1 Say a prefatory word about the 

background theory of language on which this account is based. This theory, which is 

generally worked out in the First Investigation, is predicated on the view that an intentional 

act has in every case a target-fwng or objec-g fimction. According to this theory, 

moreover, language has no meaning apart from the subject's bestowing meaning upon it, 
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right then and there, in the concrete act of "expression". Since the act that bestows this 

rneaning upon the expression is objectifying, the primary function of an expression is that it 

refers or points to sornething. This is not to say that referring is the on& function of an 

expression, or even its original function. On this point, Husserl goes so far as to concede 

that "Expressions were originally h e d  to fülfil a communicative function" (LI I1 $7.276). 

A mere concession, because to this he immediately adds the point that an expression. 

whether in or out of communication, publicly uttered or not, still has an objectiSring 

function to f'ulfil. 

Now. such a theory seems to woric well when it cornes to accounting for expressions 

of naming and srciring. Agreed, they are both objectifying acts. M e n  1 express the 

presenting act ("This rose"), 1 "name" a presentation; when I express the judging act ("This 

rose is red"), 1 "assert" something about a given SAS. Agreed, dso, these acts of both 

naming and srating have their underlying, nonlinguistic counterparts ofpresenting and 

judging, which are also "objecti@ing" acts. So far, so good. However, it is when this theory 

has to account for non-stating or "controveeial" expressions that it runs up against some 

potential difficulties. We know what the stating (and naming) act point at. But what are we 

to Say about the correlate of a non-stating expression, such as the question-expression 

("interrogative"), or the wish-expression ("'optative"), or the comrnand-expression 

("imperative'')? Since they are expressions, they, too, have to point. But at what? Such is 

the problem that Husserl tries to resolve at the end of the Sixth Investigation. Let us  

consider how Husserl attempts to resolve it. 
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Bolzano, whom Husserl quotes in the discussion, remarks that "'A question ... 

asserts nothing about what it enquires into, but it asserts something nonetheless: our desire, 

in fact, to be informed concemuig the object asked about"' (LIVI, 568,840). According to 

this reductionist view, a Q of the direct form, "1s S p?" is reducible to the indirect form, 

which says in effect, "I am cwently asking whether S is p". Now, dthough Husserl appears 

to reject this reductionist view at f k t ,  in the end what he puts forward is a highly 

sophisticated formulation of it. Husserl's argument cornes d o m  to this: 

A controversial expression, no less than an assertive expression, has to point at 

something. However, there still remains a 'lfundarnental dlfference between names and 

statements, on the one hand, and the expressions of our controversid group, on the other" 

(LI VI, 570,849). When 1 state, "S is p", what is "meant" as the object of predication is not 

the underlying j udging, but rather the state of affairs. On the other hand, when 1 express, for 

example. an interrogative or an imperative, the objectual correlate of üiis act-what is 

'-meant9-4s. precisely. the underlying experience of questioning, commanding, etc. 

It is not the wishes, commands, etc., themselves [that is to Say, the 

underlying, non-linguistic experiences] that are expressed by these 

grammatical patterns and their significations; it is rather the intuitions of 

these acts that serve as fulfilments [of the optative, imperative, 

interrogative, ... acts of expression]. When we compare indicative with [say] 

optative sentences, we m u t  not coordinate judgements with wishes, but 

States of affairs with wishes" [ibid. ,8501. 



For Husserl, as for Bolzano, the interrogative is really a registering of the underlying 

experience. However, Husserl does reject, correcdy, the view that Bolzano evidently puts 

fonvard-narnely, the view that in saying, "Is it A?" is short for "1 currently wish to be 

informed whether it is A''. Ordinarily, one does not take such a self-reflective distance in 

asking, "Is it A?" Of course, one can take a self-reflective distance on one's own experience 

of questioning. But ordinariiy, there is, as Husserl puts it, simply an "intenveaving" of the 

"controversial" expression and the underlying experience (LI VI, $69, 848; also 850-5 1 ). 

Since the [non-stating or "disputed"] expression becomes one with the 

intuited inner expenence as a knowing of the latter, an intenveaving of 

factors arises having the character of a self-enclosed phenornenon. To the 

extent that, in such interweaving, we live principally in an interrogative act. 

with which our expression merely fits in, and to which it gives articulate 

voice, the whole interweaving is called a question. [ ibid,  8481 

W a l l  this is tme, then, it is to be asked, what function could the -'disputed" types of 

utterance possibly fulfil? Ln answer to this, Husserl accords non-stating utterances an 

.'immense praciical and communicative importance" (ibid , 850). They have, he tells us. 

"the role of telling the hearer (like essentially occasional expressions) that the speaker is 

performing certain intimated acts (of request, congratulation, condolence, etc.) with an 

intentional regard to his auditor" ( ib id ,  848). 

What is wrong with this account? For one thing, when Husserl says that a Q has an 

"immense practical and communicative importance" (which is tnie enough), it very much 

sounds as if it is bestowed this honour by default. Afier d l ,  what else is there lefi for a Q to 
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do? On Husserl's own account, talking to oneself in interrogatives would be a waste of 

words. One would be giving redundant 'toice" to what one's experience has *'already said". 

Shdl one say that in soliloquy one speaks to oneself, and employs words as 

signs, i-e. as indications of one's own inner experience? I cannot think such 

a view acceptable. [LI 1, 5 8,2791 

In a monologue words can perform no function of indicating the existence of 

mental acts, since such indication would be quite purposeless. For the acts in 

question are themselves expenenced by us at that very moment. [LI 1, $8, 

2803 

in a monologue a question is either of the form '1 ask myself whether . . .', or 

relation to the subject vanishes entirely: the interrogative expression 

becomes a mere narne, or not really even that. [LI VI, $69,8481 

The fact of our occasionally having to r ry  to put a Q into words, of having to clarify what 

that Q is, does not fmd its way into his analysis. The fact that we sometimes do have to try 

tells against the view that an interrogative merely "gives voice" to the experience that is 

already "heard" or "understood". The point of expressing a Q, it seems to me, is to ask the 

Q. in so doing, one "gives voice" not to an underlying experience, but to a hird thing. And 

in asking about it--in or out of communication--one brings into the open the 

'Questionability' of the thing itself. Small wonder, then. that one does not ordinarily take a 
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seIf-reflective distance in asking a Q. The "self' is not the main business of the Q to 

begin with. Ln questioning, d l  eyes are on the thing called into question. 

2. This is not a Speech-Act Critique 

Of course, much has happened in the "philosophy of language" in the hundred inrervening 

years since Husserl wrote the Sixth Investigation. Accordingly, the significance of the 

problem that Husserl was up against might be that much harder for us to appreciate 

nowadays.' It is the speech-act theory of Austin and Co. that has served to discredit 

referential theones of language, of which Husserl's is one formulation, and by extension the 

problem of bbontroversial expressions", which arises within a referential theory . In his 

essay, "Materials towards a History of Speech Act Theolyo', Barry Smith points out. 

succinctiy, that the "position in fact adopted by Husserl ... may indeed be considered to be the 

most sophisticated formulation of the classical representationalist theory [of language] 

which Austin and Co. so vehemently attacked" (1 988, 129). 

What should we Say about this speech-act critique in light of the above discussion 

on Husserl? Of course, Austin and others are right in rejecting the view according to which 

the non-stating utterance is no more than an abbreviated statement about an underlying 

experience. (Never mind the tiny detail that Husserl also rejects this view.) However, their 

being right on this count does not mean that they are right in dom-piaying the referentidist 

theory of language as much as they do. Consider, for example, how a speech-act theory 

would typically ded with the phenornenon of Qs. In its placing undue emphasis on the 

communicative function of a Q--the same thing happew in Husserl's analysis, by the way- 
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the issue conceming the "third thing" of a Q ail but drops out. In fact, for Austin and 

Searle, talk about the %ird thing" of a Q does not even remotely corne up.6 

No sooner does a speech-act theory reject one reductionist account than it replaces it 

with yet another reductionist account. m e a d  of being reduced to an abbreviation, "1 am 

asking whether A is b", a Q now gets reduced to the following of so many d e s .  Searle 

expressly puts forward the idea that a Q (and other types of speech) is reducible to a 

conjunction of ''constitutive d e s "  specific to that one type of illocutionary act (1 969. 66).7 

Still another, and earlier, attempt at reducing a Q to the meeting of so many d e s  is put 

forward by Harold Jeffreys (1 948,378). According to Jeffreys, the rneaning of a Q can be 

imnslated into the following triad of statements: "1 do not know whether", "1 want to know 

whether". "I believe you know whether" (Hamblin, 1967,52). What it means to ask a Q is 

that al1 three statements are tme (Le.. al1 three conditions are mily met). What are we to say 

about this reductionist approach? 

In one sense, it is simply uninformative; in another sense, it is just wrong. What it is 

to be asked, does the "1 do not know whether" rnean if not, ''1 do not know the answer to the 

quesrion"? M a t  does the '7 want to know whether" really rnean if not, ''1 want to know the 

answer to the question"? As one cntic of this view aptly puts it, "It is simply as if we were 

told that the question Q means '1 do not know the answer to Q'; where the definiendm 

appears as part of the definiens" (Hamblin, 1958, 16 1). But the problem is not just about the 

fact that this way of defining a Q is circular; it is also doumright wrong. Where this 

"behaviourist" explanation, and others like it, go critically wrong is that they ideniifl what 

are at best oniy the background conditions of the thing with the very thing itself. What 
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explanations like these leave out, at the very last moment, is any mention of the crucial 

thing that makes a Q what it is-namely, its intended object. 

The speech-act theories of Austin and others to the contrary. a theory of Qs based on 

an "objectimg" theory of language, such as Husserl's, is still the right way to go. in fact. 

our position here is not at variance with Husserl's idea that an interrogative has to point: it 

is at variance with his view that does not strictiy follow fiom a referential theory of 

language. Husserl says that the interrogative has an object, which is true enough. Our 

disagreement is with his claim about what this object is. Husserl says that it is the 

questioning experience; we are saying that it is the thing called into question. 

A bnef historical note should help set the record straight, as wel1 as provide a 

context for the following section. The fact that speech can be deployed in any nurnber of 

illocutionary ways was not fist noticed by Austin, Searle, and their pragrnatic followers. 

contrary to what is sometimes presumed to be the case. The early "Munich 

phenomenologists--3ohannes Daubert, not least among them-had already recognized as a 

problem the fact that speech c m  be deployed in many different ways. Daubert recognized 

this partly thanks to his critique of Husserl's theory of non-stating utterances. But in so 

doing, he ended up not repudiahg the sort of "referential" theory of language on which 

Husserl's theory of non-stating utterances is predicated. Rather, he reaffi~rrned it; he took the 

"Meinongian" route of admitting into his ontology types of objects that have no place in 

Husserl's ontology. The object of a wish is not a wish-experience, but a SAS as wished (a 

Wunschverhalt), which is "out there"; of a cornmand is the Befehlverhalr. which is '.out 

there"; of a question is the Frageverhali, which is "out there"; and so forth. Each act has its 



own, defining correlate. 

3. Daubert's "Frageverhalt", Our "State of Affairs in Q" 

A Q, according to Daubert, has its own intended object. This object is not the entity itself, 

but the structure which is opened up around it, which is "about" the entity. The intended 

object of a judgment, say, "The rose is red", is not the rose itself; it is the SAS of the rose's 

being red. So in the same way, the intended object of a Q, "1s the rose red?" is not the rose 

itself either; it is. radier, the SAS of the rose's being red as questioned. To be sure, this 

"Frageverhalt" does not wholly depend upon what is already given. Afier dl, the very point 

of a Q is to work out what still remains indeterminate. 

Such is Daubert's theory of what a Q targets. 1 take his view to be basically correct, 

what 1 understand of it at any rate. If there is any disagreement between our position and his, 

it is that he failed to push his own position just one step further. That is. he failed to notice 

that the intended object of a Q has an intermediary function to hlfil. And perhaps the reason 

for this failure lay with his too generously extending his analysis so as to inciude other types 

of SAS--the SsAs as wvished (Wunschverhalt), as commanded (Befehlverhalt) and so forth. 

In so doing, he confounded two dimensions of the intended object that ought to be kept 

distinct: the phenomenological and the ontological. 

To explain: The actquality, not just its propositional "matter", is somehow reflected 

in the object. For example, corresponding to a wish-act is a 'kiwished" SAS, a warning-act, a 

"wamed" SAS, an X-act, an X-SAS. But then what of it? It may be doubted whether 

Daubert's point, thus stated, necessarily represents a disagreement with Husserl. Husserl 
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might reply to Daubert as foliows: 'Granted, when one, Say, wishes for something, one 

points at a SAS as  wished. It is not that one necessarily reflects on this wish-for-ness of the 

object; but in some sense one does 'know' about it in some pre-reflective sense". It is 

unclear, then, what Daubert is saying over and above what Husserl is either already saying 

or already allows. This, at any rate, is what we want to Say: 

M e n  talking about how the act-quality and the "quality" of the SAS are correlated. 

it is crucial that we distinguish between "ontological qualities" and 'bphenornenological 

qualities". Certain act-qualities are reflected in the object ontologically. In my fearing it, it is 

given as objectively dangerous; in predicting it, as objectively fuhuistic; in wishing it, as 

objectively "good"; etc. These C6qualities", dong with the object's being blue and thirty feet 

tail, are given as belonging to the very fabric of the object "out there". We distinguish these 

ontologicai act-qualities fiom those qualities that are reflected in the object 

phenomenologically. I may "present" or "judge" the dangerous object, the fùtue object. the 

good object. The object may be ontologically dangerous and futtristic; phenomenologically. 

however. this dangerous fiituristic object may be given as a presentation or as a SAS. 

Danger and the future rnay be written al1 over the object. But there are no names or 

indicative sentences inscnbed al1 over the thing "out there". Nor are there any question 

marks or interrogatives. Presentations and SAS are phenomenological structures, whatever 

the "ontology" of this or that instantiation of it may be. The same is to be said of the object- 

in-Q. 

Once we recognize this very point, namely, that the object-in-Q is 

"phenornenological", the crucial idea naturally presents itself: The object-in-Q has an 
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intermediary function to Fulfil. Daubert, 1 think, failed to distinguish sharply the 

ontologicai fiom the phenomenologicai. And fading to do so, he overlooked just this very 

point, as did Husserl-the point, namely, that among the basic structures of an object, there 

are not two but three: in addition to the objects corresponding to a narne and a judgment, the 

third is that corresponding to a Q. Not ody does the act "see as" and "see that"; it also. 

sometimes, sees "whether". 

Anything that is simply "there before me", before any explication, is a presentation. 

A book, the object of a memory, the beauty of this thing, a Erictionless surface, an x-ray 

tube, the nurnber three, a star--any one of these may be given as a presentation. 1 

presentationaily see something as this or that. 1 see this as a bridge, as a book, as beautifid. 

Not only can 1 see, in a %mhg", something as this or that presentation. 1 can also, in a 

judging, see that this something is this or that. Ln the second case, I set my sights on a state 

of &airs. But in addition to being able to "see as" and "see that", 1 can also, in a 

questioning, see whether, see who, see what, see when, etc. Our point is that there is one 

way to taik about naming, another about judging, and still quite another about questioning. 

Apped here to ordinary speech is no proof by itself; but it is a good indication that 

characterizing the question as a "state of affairs" is a rnistake. It goes against our linguistic 

instincts to tak about "questioning that", or indeed, "questioning as". 

One way of thinking about what a Q is, in grammatical tenns. is to located 

somewhere between "seeing as" and "seeing that". For what this is worth, yet another of 

explaining it "grammatically" is to place somewhere between naming and judging. How is 

that? To n m e  something is, in a way, to invite predication. To name is, almost, to question. 
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Imagine just saying to someone: 'Socrates" (What do you want? What about hirn?); 

"London bridge" (What about it?); "the selection of the jury" (Did it include me?); 'Yow 

cooking" (What about my cooking?); %e best things in life" (Are not the wost  things in 

life also free?). Just to name something is to leave the situation incornplete. Without 

pressing the point too hard, just to name something is to make the object "questionable". 

(Just to Say, "Tom" sounds very like a Q, "Tom?"; and Tom's response, "Yes" sounds very 

like an answer to it.) In any case, we can think of questioning, in grammatical tems, as 

straddling somewhere between naming and predication. ("'Socrates'?" ''Socrates was a 

philosopher"; iiiLondon bridge'?"'London bridge is falling down"; -"The selection of the 

jury'?" "The selection of the j u v  took up the rnorning".) 

Sumrning up: We have worked our way through two b'theories" of what a Q points 

at. According to Husserl, the interrogative points at the underlying expenence. According to 

Daubert, a Husserlian who disagrees with Husserl on this point, a Q does, in fact, airn at 

something "out there". And according to our view: Next to the two phenomenological 

objects--a presentation and a SAS, we propose to place a third intermediary object, to be 

called the "object-in-Q". But it gets more complicated: The object-in-Q is founded on the 

SAS; if ail goes well, it is eventually revealed as a SAS as answered. Our own starting 

position, then, turns out to be not so very different fiom Daubert's. True. the "object-in-Q" 

is an intermediary object epistemoZogicaZly. However--a concession to Daubert-this object, 

in that it is already "dl there" waiting to be discovered, is, indeed, a SAS. 

By way of closing, 1 should comment on our notion of the "SAS in Q" in light of the 

following remark. iEach intentional experience," according to Husserl, "is either an 
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objectifjing act or has its bais  in such an act" (LI V, $4 1,648). In other words: The 

objectifjbg act (one's seeing that tiger, say) fixes upon the object. To be contrasted with 

this objectimg act is the act of feeling, or an emotional act, which has ifs basis in the 

objectiS.ing act (one's fearing, or hating, or loving, the tiger that one "objectifjmg" sees). 

Where, then, should we fit the notion of a Q in this scheme of things? On our view. a Q is. 

like fearing, or any other emotional act, a 'Yoounded act"; it does not have its very own 

objectual correlate? as  does the act ofjudging. Moreover, what makes a Q "founded" is not 

so much that it "has its basis" in an objectimg act. M e r  ail, the objectifying act is not 

'-therem yet. This act, being a Q, isn't quite yet pointing at the object; the act is still iooking 

in order to idenfifi what is still hidden behind the bushes. Nevertheless, the Q act is still 

founded in the sense in that it takes the object, hidden though it is, as being already "al1 

there". In a manner of speaking, a Q does "have its basis" in an objectiSing act in the sense 

that ontologically, the answer is prior to the Q, even though epistemologically it is 

obviously the other way about. 

B. On the Logic of Questions 

This part of the chapter is devoted to a partial defense and explication of the fourth view. It 

goes in four steps, and it is only in the last step that I shail actually have something explicit 

to Say about the "SAS in Q". [n section (1)' 1 argue against the idea according to which 

answering is simply a matter of aamiing or denying; (2) for the ideil that the function of 

"negation" is to deny, but also to recognize; (3) for the idea that answering involves not only 

a "recognizing". but, at the sarne time, a "denying". in section (4), I ~IY to verify this logic of 
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"recognize-and-deny" by showing how it can explain the "phenornenon of emphasis" 

(e.g., A is b. A is b). 

1. Husserl's "Theory Cm and the Logic of "Afirm or Deny" 

We described a Q as a "multi-directe&' act. But to this one might offer the objection: In 

asking, say, "Where is X?", one look under a, over b, behind c, etc. Granted, this Q is 

"multi-directionai". But what about when it cornes to the yes-no Q? Doesn't a .-no Q 

really involve no more than an affirmation or denial of a singular proposition? And if so. 

then isn't it the case that there do exist certain Qs-yes-no Qs-that are not multi-directional 

at d l?  So much, then, for the idea that a Q is muiti-directed. This objection warrants a 

careful response. The way 1 propose to deal with it is by way of a cntical analysis of 

Husserl's "theory C" of questioning (as I cal1 it). Husserl doesn't actually state the above 

objection. But going by his %eory C" of questioning, he can be made to state it in effect. 

The oveniding airn of this section is to dispose of the idea on which '.theory C". and the 

objection, are predicated, and this is the idea that a Q calls for a "quality of judging". As for 

the reason for wanting to dispose of it, this will emerge in due course. 

According to Husserl @us ''theory C"), a Q has for its objectuai correlate either a 

"problematic disjunction" (e.g., "whether A or B is") or a "problematic singularity" (e-g.. 

"whether A is") (W, $78, 307). The first type of Q is, in fact, a word Q (although this is not 

what Husserl cdls it), and the second type of Q is, more obviously, a yes-no Q (although. 

again, this is not what he calls it). The "singular" or yes-no Q hm, for Husserl. but a single 

proposition, a single "theme", with which to work. The o d y  disjunction for the yes-no Q. 
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e.g., "1s this a mannequin?', is "extrathematic", as he calls i t  For neither the "yes" nor 

the "no" enters into the theme or proposition, "This is a mannequin". The yes-no Q merely 

calls for an assertion or a denial of that single theme: 

Every possible judgment is thinkable as the content of a question. In the 

[yesho or "singular"] question, it is naturally not yet actual content; rather, it 

is in the question only as contemplated, a merely represented (neutralized) 

judgment and is, as the content of the question, onented equally toward the 

yes and the no. If [by contrast] the question has several parts [if it is a 

"disjunctive" Q] put in the fom of a complete disjunction, then it may read, 

for example, "1s this A or B?" [W, $78, 309; also ideas 1, 894.1 

According to Husserl, then, a Q may be classified accorduig to whether it is "singular" or 

"disjunctive". Presurnably, the singular and the disjunctive types are meant to correspond to 

whar might be called the 'yes-no Q" and the "word Q" respectively. But if this is Husserl's 

viewo and evidently it is, then he is mistaken. His view to the contrary, every full-fledged Q. 

a yes-no Q no Iess than a word Q, is problematically disjunctive. Moreover, how a 

problematically disjunctive Q works is not quite as Husserl describes it. 

Husserl takes the object of a problernatically singular Q ("1s S p?") to be the 

proposition itselt The objective of this yes-no Q is to reach a "judgmental decision". 

Answenng it involves either affimung or denying the given proposition (S is p). Now, the 

problem with al1 this is that Husserl, consistent philosopher that he is, also takes the object 

of a problernatically disjunctive Q (say. "Where is S?") to be propositional as well. Ln this 

case, the object happens to be a "field" of propositions. But other than that, the sarne logic is 
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supposed to apply. Namely, the objective of this Q, just like that of an explicit yes-no Q, 

is to reach a judgmental decision? Again, answering this involves simply the affimiation (or 

denial) of a proposition (e.g., S is under the stairs; S is on the mat; S is behind the door). For 

Husserl, then, the target of a Q, be it "disjunctive" or "singuiar" (as he understands the 

terms) is in either case a proposition. And this rneans that the questioning act must 

somehow be e x t e d  to the meaning with which it is implicated. Indeed, Husserl insists on 

as much: a Q is "a practical mode of behaviour relative to judgments" (emphasis mine). An 

answer, on the other hand. is a judicative decision", Le., a decision "about" a proposition 

(EJ, 578,308, 309).1° 

Husserl's account of questioning has at least this much going for it: It is consistent. 

Some Qs are singular, others are disjunctive. But any one of them involves, in answering it- 

-hzre?s the consistency--the act of affimllng or denying. We, too. have a consistent account. 

Obviously, some Qs are yes-no Qs, othen are word Qs. But any and every Q--here3 o u  

consistency--is problematically disjunctive, or "multi-directional". But then, it rnight be 

asked, "How, on your account, could a yes-no Q possibly be 'disjunctive'? Isn't it just an 

affirmation or denial of a given proposition?" 

An approximate answer to diis: A yes-no Q works with not one, but hvo 

propositions. What this Q discloses are two objective possibilities @ and no[-p), no[ two 

possible subjective attitudes toward a single proposition (1 afirm p or 1 deny p). But 1 stress 

that this is an approximate answer. In fact, this account, in the "propositionaiist" way that it 

is stated, nsks losing sight of the fact that correlated to the yes-no Q are not two, but only 

one SAS. In order to do justice to this fact, 1 shall have to substitute for this propositional 



talk of "p" the temiinological talk of "A is b". 1 shall expound on this point 

momentarily. 

Summing up: The yes-no Q, as well as, obviously, the word Q, is multi-directional. 

The object of a yes-no Q is, indeed, "objective", rather than "propositional". With a yes-no 

Q, one airns at two objective possibilities "through the two propositions @ and not-p). 

rather than at two possible 'judgmental decisions" (of affimiing p or denying p). It is in this 

sense that a Q is "rnulti-directional": The act is directed at a multiplicity of possibilities-- 

hvo at least--which are given as being "out there". That said, we have not quite yet disposed 

of the idea that an answering is a matter of affirming or denying. (Cal1 this "logic 1"). Nor 

have we provided an unambiguous statement of the position which is meant to replace it. 

(In fact there are two possible replacements: "logic il" or Yogic DI", as we shall cal1 them.) 

It is to these unfinished matters that we now twn. 

3. Taking "NO" for an Answer 

Why does Husserl hold the view to the effect that answenng takes up a "quality of 

judging"? And what are we philosophically getting ourselves into by adopting a contrary 

view? This, I suspect, is one of his reasons, unstated though it may be. Husserl happens to 

hold the usual view according to which negative facts are not to be regarded as constituents 

of the world. '' What is it that is being referred to when one says, for example, 'This rose is 

not red"? A standard reply to this question is that the negative judgment is no more than a 

positive act of denying that that rose is red.12 Husserl seems to adopt some such 

explmation: A is not b cornes to the same as 1 deny "A is b".13 The suggestion would not be 
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far-fetched that perhaps one of the factors that pressures Husserl into taking up this 

view-a Q calls for an ''affinning" or "denying*'-4s bound up with the fact that his ontology 

fails to make allowance for "negative SSAS".'~ 

Where do we stand on this? It is obvious by now that we are rejecting his view to 

the effect that a Q calls for an affimiing or denying of a judgment. But rejecting this, note 

weil, doesn't automatically commit us to the "embamsing" view that there exist such 

things as negative facts. There is, d e r  dl, the "Fregean" option that we rnight want to take 

instead. (More on that option shortly.) In fact, it t um  out that our account of questioning 

does bring with it an ontology that allows for the existence of negative facts, for the 

following reason. The point of a Q is to "get the tnrth" of something; the point of an answer 

is to tell it. (Or so 1 think that this is how it works.) An answer takes the form of 

--acknowledging" or recognizing "what is" the case. So far as I c m  tell. this is always the 

'-point" of an answer. And it is not as if only some answers--"positive answersW--recognize 

**what is", and other answers--"negative answers"--have to go into a different gear and 

'-deny". 

This very much seems to be the general d e ,  if not the strict d e :  A negative 

answer, as well as positive answer, being what it is, is supposed to recognize the truth of the 

matter. But none of this should be so hard to believe. The performative metaphysics of a 

yes-no Q is such that it is open to an answer that might point in the direction of a negative 

fact. We can actually catch this bbperformative metaphysics" at work by considering what 

makes certain negative replies to Qs inappropnate, and others appropriate. interestingly, the 

inappropriate ones happen to be denials rather than recognitions. Consider the following. 
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(i) Take the Q, "What colour is this rose?"e answer, "It is not red". wodd be 

inappropriate relative to the Q. This is because the Q, like any other Q, cdls for a 

recognition (e.g., "It is white"), not a deniai (e.g., "It is not red"). (ii) Take the QI "1s the 

rose red?" The answer to this Q, "It is not red", is, by con- appropriate so far as it does 

acknowledge ' ~ h a t  is the case". Notice, the answer to the fint Q, "It is not red" (read: "A is 

not b") and the answer to the second Q! "lt is not red" (read: "A is-not b") are very different 

answers. The fmt says to the effect, "It is false"; the second says to the effect? "It is me". 

Whereas the first fails to deliver what the Q called for. the second succeeds. (iii) Take the 

Q, "Which of these roses is not red?" The answer. "This rose is not r e d  is appropriate. 

Although this answer (read: "A is-not b") has a negation sign in it, it nonetheless recognizes 

%vhat is the casey'. On the other hand, answering, "Well, this one's white" is, in reference to 

this Q, inappropnate. Although it has no negation sign in it, it nonetheless denies rather than 

recognizes. Relative to the Q, which is looking for a negaiive fact. it effectively says. in the 

way of a retraction, something like, "Well, among the ones that aren't red, it sure isn't this 

one". 

Our thesis is that the business of an answer is to "recognize" the truth of what is the 

case. To be sure, the thesis has to be retined, and qualified, when it cornes to Qs which 

expressly ask, "1s it false?", "1s it me?", "True or false?". If 1 say, "It is false that A is b". 

where is the "recognition of a tath" in saying it? That 1 am speaking ûuly? Well. 1 had 

better be. But surely, that is not what 1 am "recognizing" when I Say, 'Tt is false that--". or 

even, Yt is true that--". What, then, about these Qs which move to a higher order, and which 

ask. instead of "1s A b?", Ys it hue that A is b?"? I shall postpone a discussion of this 
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matter until the end of Chapter 4. In the meantime, suffice it to Say that the business of 

an answer is to recognize a truth, and this is the case whether the Q behind it is, "1s A b?", 

"ls A b?". "Does A exist?", or, "1s it tnie that A is b?" 

Surnrning up the first two sections: Husserl's 'rheory C" effectively reduces a Q to a 

cal1 for a "judgmentai decision". The answering provides a judgment with a quaiity of 

judgment, a positionhg or negating, an approval or rejection. We argued against this view. 

maintainhg that it is not able to do justice to the way questioning actually works. which is 

such that it calls for a "recognition" of a "truth. According to our position, even a no- 

answer would have to point to a fact. albeit a negative fact, just as much as a yes-answer 

would have to point to a positive fact. For what a 'proof by performance" is worth. 

questioning is open to the existence of negative facts, or at lean behaves as if they did exist. 

by virtue of the fact that it can take "No" for an answer. And so 1 think they do: their 

manifest existence may be taken as an argument for our rejection of theory C. not an 

"embarrassing" consequence of that rejection. Anyway, a rejection of theoy C does not 

logically commit us to the belief in negative facts. There is another route we could take 

instead--namely. the Fregean. But as we shall see in a moment, this too proves unable to 

capture the "logic of a question". We are now in a position in which to outline the ABC'S of 

this logic. Cal1 it '-logic III", and contrat it with (Husserl's) "logic 1" and (Frege's) "logic 

II7'. 

3. The Logic of Recognize and Deny 

Logic 1: For Husserl, a "Yes" answer is a matter of afErming a proposition, a 'Wo" answer 



is a matter of denying it: 

one affirms Ip] (true) 

one denies [pl (fdse) 

Logic II: For Frege, as for Husserl, a yes-no Q operates with one proposition only. However. 

on Frege's view, as opposed to Husserl's, "Yes" and "No" do not correspond to modes of 

judgments. Position and negation belong to the content of the judgment itself. not to the 

attitude towards it. Hence, in a n s w e ~ g  a Q, one does not &m or deny a judgment; rather. 

one asserts the affirmative judgment (Lp]), or asserts the denying j udgment ([not-pl). So, for 

example, an answer to a yes-no Q' or a propositional Q (SatSrage), as Frege calls it, is "an 

assertion based upon a judgement; this is so equally whether the answer is affirmative or 

negative" ("Negation", 1977,3 1). This is the Fregean alternative to Husserl's view: 

one asserts [pl (me) 

one asserts [not-pl (false) 

Logic III breaks down like this: 

one recognizes ["p"] (me) 

one recognizes ["not-p"] (true) 

one denies ["p"] (false) 

one denies ["not-p"] (false) 

According to logic 1, negation is matter of denying, and that is that. According to logic II, 

negation is a rnatter of asserting a falsehood. On this view, one asserts that [pl, in which 

case, p is supposed to be m e ;  or one asserts that [not-pl, in which case p is supposed to be 

false. According to logic III, on the other hand, negation plays two qualitatively different 
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roles: it plays the role of denying as false (a qualified concession to logic I) and the role 

of telling the mie (a concession to logic II only to the extent that it places negation on the 

side of logical content). Logic III can capture ontological nuances that logics 1 and 11 cannot: 

The rose is not-red "recognizes" that the rose is some colour other than red; the rose is-not 

red "recognizes" the negative state of affairs that the rose is not red; the rose is not red 

"denies" as false that the rose is not red; (it is not the case) that the rose is red (or not-[A is 

b]) denies that the positive SAS that the rose is red obtah) ;  it is not the case that the rose is- 

not red (not-[A is-not b]) denies that the negative SAS obtains; etc. 

Why opt for "logic III"? Logic 1 does not capture the "recognizing" h c t i o n  of a Q. 

Nor c m  it do justice to the fact that our answen now and then do corne into contact with 

negative facts. Neither, for that matter, is logic II quite equipped to deal with negative facts. 

Negation can mean only "it isn't true", or "it's faise"; but it can't mean (heaven forbid the 

negative fact!), "(it is tme that) A is-not b, or A is not-b, etc." It is logic III, by contrast. 

which is best suited to describe how we actually do cognitive commerce with things in the 

world. 

Logic III is the logic of questioning and answering, which is irnmanently deployed 

in these very activities. So far as 'Lquestioning" and "intentionality" are correlated notions, 

we can put it somewhat differently and say instead that it is the logic of intentionality. A 

final point: In accommodating for two types of negation, logic III hm an advantage over 

logics 1 and II in the way of explanatory power on this very point that will prove central to 

this work. Namely, operative in any and every answering act--and this is apart fkom whether 

it "recognizes" any positive or negative facts--is the denying of the contending possibilities 
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"as fdse", e.g., "This rose is red, which is to Say, not any other colour". The plot has 

now thickened. In the next section, 1 shdl introduce the basics of this idea that the 

achievement of an answering act is both to recognize and to deny. 

(A cautionary note is in order: Again, 1 shall discuss what 1 think it means to Say, 

expressiy. "It is true that-" and "It is false that-" near the end of Chapter 4. Here, by "[it is 

ûue that] A is b", 1 mean simply that the SAS, <A's being b> is recognized as mie, not that 

the act has moved into the second-order and is prefaced with an express, "lt is true". And I 

mean that this "recognizing" is a moment of an act. of which denying is the other moment. 

This second-order act, by the way, is still compnsed of the two moments of recognize and 

deny. A similar point applies to "[it is false that] A is other than b". which is a moment of 

an act: This is not equivalent to one's expressly saying, "It is false that A is other than b", 

which is still comprised of the two moments of recognize and deny. On this view, the 

'%uth" and "fdsityo' of recognize and deny, respectively. is "existentially" deeper than talk 

about. '.It is hie" and '-It is false", in which. anyway. the two moments of recognize and 

deny remain operative. But again, more will be said about something's being tnie or false 

late in Chapter 4.) 

4. The Phenornenon of Emphasis 

Such at any rate is o u  daim: An answering act consists of both an "upfront" recognizing of 

what is tme and a "background" denying of what is false. 1 shall provide a provisional 

argument for this by way of examining the phenornenon of the "allomorph" (as 1 shall cal1 

it, following Stephen Boër [1979, 264]).15 To illustrate what 1 mean, here are only six 



allomorphic ways to Say "Caesar invaded Britain Ui 55 B.C.". 

1. Caesar invaded Bntain in 55 B.C. 

2. Caesar invaded Britain in 55 B.C. 

3. Caesar invaded Britain in 5 5 B.C. 

4. Caesar invaded Britain in 55 B.C. 

5. Caesar invaded Britain in 55 B. C. 

6.  Caesar invaded Britain in 55 B.C. 

Now, the obvious thing about the five stressed allomorphs is how easily they may be 

constmed as answers to fairly specific Qs. The first Q is, "Who--?". the second. "Did 

what?". -To what?", "Before, after, or in?", "What year?" Stating the point differently, an 

answer is a istressed or emphasized act. As for the sixth allomorph, which is unstressed, it 

is anybody's guess what Q it is meant to answer, or even if it is supposed to answer to begin 

with. (1 shall postpone further discussion about the *'unstressed allomorph?' until Part C.) 

What bearing does dl this have on our idea that answering involves a '-denying" 

moment? What exarnples 1-5 are meant to show, among other things, is that there is more 

to an answer d i a .  just its surface content. As "sentences". they are identical. of course. But 

as answers, they are markedly different. What rnakes each answer different? It is not enough 

to say that they are differently stressed, which would be only to point out the phenornenon. 

but not yet to explain it. The question is, What is the logic of this stressing? What does the 

stressing do? What is constitutive of it? The answer to this, 1 maintain-this is the less 

obvious part-4s that it has to do with the act of denying. A different denying, a different 

allomorph. Here is how 1 propose to "demonstrate" our thesis that answering is a duai act of 
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"recognize and deny": by showing that our thesis does a very good job at explainhg 

what differentiates one allomorph fiom another. Consider these two answers, Say, "The rose 

is red" and "The rose is red'. Are they semantically different? Here are three possible 

answes to this: Yes; No; and Both yes and no. 1 shall argue for the third. 

YES: The fm answer would be Collingwood's, who might want to Say that the 

allomorphs are actually semantically different. (1 mean "semantically different" in the sense 

that they would have different truth-conditions.) This would be premised on his apparent 

view to the effect that the rneaning of a staternent is actually a Function of the Q behind id6 

(More about his view in a moment.) 

NO: The second answer would be Daubert's; it may also be the answer that most 

philosophers would be prepared to give. (More on Daubert's position specificdly in C. 1. 

below.) According to this view, the different Qs behind these different ailomorphs do not 

affect their semantic cores. However differently stressed they may be, they are semantically 

identicai. Collingwood?~ rnistake consists in having codated the pragmatics of an utterance 

with its semantics. Take, for exarnple, his assertion that "Every statement that anybody ever 

makes is made in answer to a questiono' (1940.21). in the context in which he says this. it 

might first sound like a semantical claim. But on a closer reading, his claim is not nearly so 

bold as that, for it has to do with the "pragmatics", not the "semantics", of an answer. 

The frst answer says, "Yes, the semantics of the two answers, The rose is red' and 

'The rose is red' are different". The second answer says. "No, they are identical. Their 

meanings are not a hinction of the Qs behind them. The Qs behind them, the stressing. what 

makes these answers, etc.--these are matters having to do only with the circumstances in 



118 
which the utterance is made. However important these matters may be. they do not enter 

into the ' logical formation' of the utterance itself '. The thud answer, which is ours, attempts 

to do justice to both sides, and it goes as follows: 

BOTH YES AND NO: Obviously, there is a "pragrnatic difference" between the 

two allomorphic answers, -'nie rose is red" and 'The rose is red". ALmost as obviously. this 

difference is, loosely speîkllig, correlated to the different Qs behind the answers. 

(Collingwood is at least right about this much.) Up to this point, we wholly agree with the 

second position. However, in criticism of it, we hasten to add the point that this "pragmatic 

difference" is still a semantic difference for al1 that. An answer denies as well as recognizes. 

The answer, "The rose is red--not the daffodil, not the daisy", is, indeed. semantically 

difiercnt fiom this answer, "The rose is red--not blue, not white". The two allomorphs point 

to the sarne thing "out there"; they acknowledge the same thing. But they are each denying 

as "false" something different. 

To conclude: An answer has, then, two "meaning moments". The one concerns a 

tmth, pointing at what is out there. the other concems what '*did not make it as the tnid.i". so 

to speak. " 

C. So Much Questioning, So Much Realism 

We have now corne full circle. We started out with a discussion of how the objectual 

correlate of Q rnight be smictured. We then worked out the "double semantics" of 

questioning and answering, and concluded that to answer is both to acknowledge X and to 

deny its logical contrary. At this final stage, with our logic worked out, we may retum to the 



I l 9  
discussion of the "SAS in Q" (section 2). In preparation for this, however, we shall first 

present a brief analysis of the intended object of an answer (section 1). The aim of this part 

of the chapter is to brhg out the realist implications of our analysis up to this point. The 

claim, part of it, is that one has access to the factuality of a SAS in proportion that it is. at 

least structurally, a state of affairs as answered. The business of questioning, then--or 

intentionality, to put it more radically-is to get at the reality of things, not just know about 

them. Consequently, the experience of reality is as phenomenologically relevant as the "act" 

and the "content". Al1 this will rnake better sense momentarily. 

1. The State of Affairs as Answered 

1 am going to argue, to a point, for a clairn that goes roughly as follows. (1 expect to 

strengthen the case more fully, again, toward the end of the next Chapter.) Correlated to the 

"stressing" of an answer is the "embossment" of the related SAS. For a SAS to be embossed. 

for it to have "depth", is for it to appear to me as real as opposed to merely "photographie". 

Better yet, it is for the "SAS" to appear to me as a SAS, no inverted commas necessary. In 

other words: No embossment, no '*ontologicalW access to the factuality of that SAS. Sure. we 

al1 "know" that 2 and 2 is 4; but unless that SAS is embossed, we can't .'sec into" its 

factuality, we can't experience its reality. What allows us to see into its factuality, what 

gives it the appearance of depth is the denying fünction "not 5, not 6. not 3. not 2". What is 

recognized is the remainder. which is 4. 

In order to articulate our position on what makes for the intended object of an 

answer, 1 shall b ~ g  Daubert into the discussion once again, contrasting his position with 
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ours. According to Daubert, the difference between an objective state of affairs 

(Sachverhalt) and the same state of flairs as cognized (Erkenntnisverhalr) principal1 y tums 

on the element of emphasis. A state of affairs "out there" does not d o l d  itself to me apart 

fiom my "interest-guided emphases" that I bring to bear on it (AI2,37v). When 1 look with 

a certain interest at some object in order to gain knowledge thereof. then the object does not 

fa11 into my gaze as something which exists on its own accord; the object rather develops in 

reflection of my consideration of it" ([AD, 18v: also AU, 17v. 631; tram., Schuhmann and 

Smith [1987, 3771). Objectuaily correlated to the allomorphic acts, "The rose is red" and 

"The rose is red" are, in Daubertian terminology, different Erkenntnisverhalte. Now to a 

few comrnents on our agreement, and disagreement, with Daubert. 

The first comment reiterates a point made in the above section. Daubert maintains. 

in effect, that there is no semantic difference between "S is p" and "S is p". His view is that 

the "animated sense of the sentence [Le., the ailomorphic sentence] is made up of the 

interest guided emphases which. however. do not disturb the sentence-meaning and its 

structure" [(AU, 37v); ibid., 3781.) The emphasis (Betonung) in a sentence is strictly 

pragrnatic. Emphasis provides the hearer's due as to the speaker's purpose (AI2.20~ 17r: 

ibid.. 378). Our view on this, to recall, is: in t ems  of "ûuth", there is. indeed. no semantic 

difference between the allomorphs, "S is p" and "S is p". However. in tems of what each is 

denying, there is a semantic difference. The "practical" difference concerning the speaker's 

purpose. and the like. on our view, is a function of this difference in what is being denied as 

false. 

Second, Daubert evidently holds the view that one cm see that is p> or that CS is 
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p>. but not, purely and simply, that CS is p. One cognizes a state of aff" not purely 

and simply, but with this or that feature of it thrown into relief. We rnay put his view, and 

also ours, down to a slogan: "'No emphasis, no embossment of that state of affairs". And: 

'-No embossment, no access to it". Differences of detail notwithstanding, I agree with this 

part of Daubert's position. Now, seeing that this was his own position-'No emphasis. no 

access"--one would think that Daubert had al1 but made a good argument for the view that 

questioning is "priory' to the judging. Accordingly, he might have argued something dong 

these lims: "hterpret the 'Erkenntnisverhalr7--the state of f lairs  as judged with emphasis-- 

as the 'Annvortverhalt'. And then reformulate the thesis to read, 'No question, no access"'. 

In writing a work on the bbphenomenology of questioning", the idea of ascribing 

some kind of priority to the questioning act must have occurred to Daubert and so it did. 

Daubert does consider at one stage H e i ~ c h  Rickert's point that the act of judging carries 

the attitude of an answer, but only in order to reject Rickert's point. Daubert writes that '-the 

peculiar attitude which lies in answering a question" is not. in fact, an essential part of -ïhe 

original type of judgment" (AD, 78v; Schuhmann and Smith, [1987,364]). M e r  ail, a 

judgment, he argues, does not normally follow a Q as a sequel, and anyhow it need not do 

so. Ail that may very well be tme. Yet is still seems that Daubert, given his insistence on the 

sensible distinction between the Sachverhalt and the Erkenntnisverhalt. could have--and 

should have--still capitalized on the point that there is a profound connection between the 

Erkenntnisverhalt and the ilni-wortverhalt al1 the same. 

On our view, a SAS is accessible only in so far as the act is "stressed, only in so far 

as one part of its object is thrown into relief. And on our view, aiso--which Daubert does 
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not seem to have entertained as a possibility-a SAS as cognized has to have the 

structure of a SAS as answered: No answer-structure, no access to that SAS. And on our 

view, the -'pnorityV of the Q, at least in the sense that we are talking about questioning here. 

is not so much a --hermeneutical prionty" (''No question behind it, no making sense of it") 

as an existential prionty. The point is not so much that the "meaning" of a SAS isn't 

accessible unless it is a SAS as answered (which may be a doubtfid assertion). Rather, 

unless a SAS is structurally given "as answered, it can't take on the "look" of being real--in 

which case it can't be given as a SAS. 

What gives this intended object its -'look" of being real? in order to answer this. it is 

necessaq that we first consider more carefülly the difference, and the similarity, between 

logic Il and logic III (so-called). 

In the Fregean scheme of things, aithough negation belongs to the content of the 

proposition, it is still extemal to the structure of the proposition. And when placed next to 

the proposition, it means that ' ~ s  is fdse". Hence, the "atomic" unit of meaning is the 

proposition. Not so according to an "Aristotelian" logic of tem~s. Here, the basic unit isn't 

sentential but teminological; it is the terms, the subject and predicate, out of which the 

proposition is constructed. (Contrasting this Anstotelian logic of terms with his own. Frege 

says that "A distinction of subject and predicate finds no place in my way of representing a 

j~d~ment" . '~ )  Maybe up to a point, then, our "logic m" may be described as a "logic of 

terms". n i e  argument might go roughly as follows: 

As opposed to logic II, logic III can 'break into' the proposition, just like a logic of 

terms. Logic II can make sense of the 1ogicaI formation, bot-{A is b)', which means, 'it is 
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false that A is b'. However, it is unable to break into what is inside the parentheses. And 

hence, any tak about negative facts is d e d  out in advance. Not so with logic III". What 

about such an hterpretation? There is a nsk in associating logic III with a logic of terms. 

For one thing, Aristotelian logic (I take this to mean roughly the same as a logic of 

terms) fails, or is unable, to account for negative facts.19 To Say, .'A is not b" represents 

something like a separation of subject and predicate. And second, with a logic of terms, one 

doesn't "break into" a proposition. Rather, a proposition is either put together (A is b) or, in 

a sense, not put together (A is not b) by the cognizing subject, precisely by keeping the 

tems separate. Arguably, herein lies a key difference between. on the one hand, a logic of 

terms, and, on the other, logic III, as well as logic II (and, maybe also, logic 1). According to 

a logic of terms, the unity of a judgrnent is founded on the synthesizing subject, who 

juxtaposes the "A" and "B" and provides the cementing 'W. 

This explanation, the "propositionalist" might argue, rightly, is a piece of 

psychologism. The term logician cannot account for the persistence of the unity in the 

negative judgment '-A is not B". when making such a judgment is supposed an act of 

separating! The point of the criticism is that there is no subjective separation here. nor, 

conversely, any subjective synthesizing. There is only the unity of the judgment, whether it 

is asserted as hue or false, whether "positive" or 'hegative"; and this unity lies mith  the 

proposition itself, the '%hole", not with the aggregate of two pieces placed side by side, or 

kept apart from each other." 

On our view, the source of the unity of the "A is b" lies not with the synthesizing 

subject, nor with the proposition either, but with the state of affairs, which is "out there". 1 
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see that A is b precisely in its king '-thus-and not otherwise". The '-thus" relates to the 

what the answer recognizes as 'bue", and the 'hot otherwise" relates to those possibilities 

which the answer has effectively closed off as being "false". I '3ee" the reality of the thus- 

and-so of the intended SAS in proportion to my seeing it as being "not ~thenvise".~' There is 

a distinctively "realist" point to the above argument. 1 shall try to fim up the realist case in 

the next section, in which 1 shall round out this discussion with a complementary analysis of 

the S A s  in Q. 

2. The "State of Affairs in Question", Revisited 

Asking, "Where is the cat?", I would not, ordinarily, go through a string of separate Qs. 

each time aiming at a separate SAS, e-g., "1s the cat on the mat? Then is the cat in the tree? 

Then is it under the stairs? &c." Ordinarily, there would be only one overarching 

questioning act, with one intended object even though the act itself "ms through" different 

possibilities conceming that sarne object. "1s the cat-on the mat. in the tree. under the 

stain?' Going by this, we would have to say that what the act runs through are not different 

propositions, but different "predicate-expressions" (--is on the mat, --is in the tree, -4s 

under the stairs). Very well, 1 might get detained with one of the possibilities, with whether. 

say, the cat is under the stairs. But in that case, I shift gears into another Q, "1s it under the 

stairs?" And in this case, as with the word Q, "Where is it?", 1 aim not through diRerent 

propositions and at comespondingly different possible SsAs. Rather. I aim through a single 

Q at an object-in-Q, which is but one "eclipsed" SAS. And what 1 have to work with are two 

terms, "is under the stairs" and "is-not under the stairs". To continue with our apped to 
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experience: I'm already intentiondly fastened on to the cat. Now al1 1 have to do is fmd 

out where it is. 

The point is: The b'muiti-directionality'7 of a questioning act--a predicative Q, at any 

rate--is not rnulti-propositional. (in that case, the mode of operation of a Q would be to "nin 

through" a series of propositions-p, q, and r. Aiming through each proposition, it would 

correspondingly point at different SsAs--SAS-p, SAS-q, and SAS-r.) No, the multi- 

directionality of a Q is. for lack of a better term, multi-predicative. But so what if it is mdti- 

predicative? At the risk of identifjing the one with the other. let us Say that the object-in-Q 

is an "eclipsed SAS", that one part of it is blocked fiom one's intentional vision. The aim of 

the Q is to 'iincover" this hidden or eclipsed part of a SAS. The moment the occluded part is 

uncovered, the Q is "answered" and the object-in-Q "re-emerges" as a "SAS as answered". 

Why make a big deal about this? 

The airn of a Q is not to scan the fact-x or SAS-x, that it is possible that "SAS-a"; the 

SAS-y that it is possible that "SAS-b"; and so forth. In a way, these facts, these SsAs, these 

that-it-is-possible-that's are already known and. hence. they are not in question. Rather. the 

aim of a Q is to catch sight of a hidden determination of a SAS. The 'Q" is not about. 

"Which one of these possible SsAs obtains?"; it is about, "Which one of the possibilities of 

this SAS is actuai? What is the precise detennination of this SAS?" Putting this another way: 

On the view that a Q scans different SsAs, the logicai formation of a Q cornes down to a 

random set of propositions, e.g., "Which is it? 'Columbus discovered America in 1492'. 

'The rose is Hue'. 'The time is five o'clock'". But this is utter nonsense. Without a lot of 

stage-seîting, we don't ask such "questions". Nor, by implication, is the sort of Q that we 
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would a s k  e.g., "What colour is this rose?" asked in a propositional way: " W c h  is it? 

The  rose is red'. 'The rose is blue'; etc." Rather, the Q aims at a single object-in-Q, behind 

which there is one SAS, which has yet to be revealed: m e  rose--(what colout)>. 

The SAS correlated to, or "behind", the object-in-Q is, in a way, ontologically prior 

to the object-in-Q. Once the questioning act catches sight of the SAS, the rneaning materials 

"S" and "p" are suddenly pulled together and unified as '5 is p". Again, this happens not so 

rnuch by the work of the judging subject, but by the objectivity of the SAS, which the 

judging subject happens to recognize as being %us-and-so, not othenvise". But there is 

more: It is not as if the object-in-Q is, alas, just an obstacle which stands in my way, and 

which 1 have to get around in order to see the SAS in its entirety. Rather, it is through 

overcoming this obstacle that the SAS--this object-in-Q--can be exposed as a SAS in its 

"factuality". in answering the Q, 1 not only recognize the thus-and-so of the "state of 

affairs"; in denying the contending possibilities, the SAS is given to me as being just that. 

namely, a SAS. The implications of our analysis of the SAS in Q are both ontologicai and 

epistemologicai. Ontologically, the "SAS as answered" is pior to the "SAS in Q". (Udess 

the former is already assurned to be there, the latter can't be there either.) And 

epistemologicah'y, questioning is "prior" in that this act is required in order to see the SAS 

as an existing SAS. 

D. Conclusion 

Roughly, the point of Part A of this Chapter was to elucidate the structure of the intended 

target of a predicative Q (the "object-in-Q" or, altematively, the "SAS in Q"), and, by 



implication, a predicative answer (the SAS as answered). The point of Part B was to 

show that a Q elicits it, and an answer provides it-namely, the "double semantics" of 

recognizing what is tme and denying what is fdse. And, putting these fùidings together. the 

point of Part C was to put forward a realist thesis, which we have just gone over. 1 expect to 

strengthen our case in the foilowing Chapter. I shall be examining, mainly arnong other 

things, the notions of evidence and. which turns out to be the same thing, informativeness. 

Keep in mind, the next chapter is the second of two parts; both Chapters, this one and the 

next, concem specificdly the predicative Q, as opposed to the hermeneutical Q--that quite 

different sort of Q, which will receive a separate treatment in the Chapter 5. 

An Addendum on Supposing: Up to this point. 1 have been dealing with "actual' 

States of afFairs. which are correlated to judgments such as, "This snow is white", "The 

chair needs fixing", or, moving toward more "spintuai" concreta-"This factory is being 

sold", -'This is the constitution the Athenians Iived by7', "This bank notice is nul1 and void. 

The number expressing the value of pi goes on forever", 'This frictioniess plane". etc. The 

question at this point is how we are to fit "abstracta" into our account. be it material 

abstracta (about snow, tables, trees) or spiritual abstracta (bank notices, torts, wars). By 

"abstracta", 1 have in mind specificdly those objects which serve as targets of supposing 

acts. These objects are "abstract" in the sense that no claim is being made as to whether or 

not they exist. 1 shall start with (a-b) some general remarks about what a "supposing act" is. 

and then (c) bring the discussion to bear on the notion of the object-in-Q. Of course, a 

complete analysis would require a lot more dissecting than 1 am able to provide here. 1 

hasten to add that a supposing Q does not have to be predicative. Predicative: "Supposing 
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that this is snow, what colour would it be?" Hermeneutical: "Supposing it is cold, white, 

and cornes in six-pointed crystds, what is it?') 

(a) One might be tempted to place the notions of "assuming", "hypothesizing", 

"presume", "suppose", and the like, in with the group of '*doxicW or epistemological acts. 

such as certainty and doubting. However, they are not essentially "epistemological" notions. 

(More on doxic modalities in Chapter 4.) These acts belong in a class of their own. (See 

Husserl's Idem 1 [§ 1 10,2591.) Sure, in supposing X, 1 may be predisposed to ask, "But does 

X reaily obtain?". '.How c m  1 be sure about X, anyway?"? etc. StiIl, supposing isn't 

essentially tied specifically to doubting, or to questioning, or to some other doxic mode. in 

supposing X, 1 postdate it "for argument's sake"; or 1 assume it until further notice; etc. But 

the moment 1 ask about the supposed X, "How certain is it that X obtains?", "Does it 

obtain?", 1 am no longer quite in the supposing mode. To question a supposition, to doubt it. 

to assess it, or what-not. is no longer to suppose, but to point at a supposition with a Q. with 

a doubting, etc. 

However. having just said al1 that. we hasten to add that one doesn't just suppose. 

and then leave it at that. To suppose is to start out with something, and then go somewhere 

with it. Supposing X. one asserts y; supposing X, one questions whether y; etc. 

@) Husserl. in his Formal and Transcendental Logic, calls a supposed state of 

&airs a "proposition" (Safz). "Judgments, in the sense proper to apophantic logic, are 

supposed predicatively formed &air-complexes as supposed" (ibid, $45). Cornmenting on 

this, J.N. Mohanty notes: "Since apophantic logic as a pure logic of consequence deals with 

senses alone, its domain consists of supposed objectivities qua supposed" (1 982A, 98). A 
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different way of putting Husserl's, and Mohanty's, point might be as follows. in making 

an extensional ciaim ("This snow is white"), one points at some acnial SAS, and does so 

either truly or fdsely. On the other hand, in making an "intensional" claim, in saying, e.g., 

"Snow is white". or, in d e f ~ g  it, "Snow is fiozen water vapour in the form of white 

feathery flakes or crystals". it is neither here nor there whether there is any snow in the 

world nght now, or even whether there ever was or will be any snow. The "point'? of an 

intensional utterance, such as "Snow is white" is, without being "iffy" about it: If there is 

any snow, then that snow is white. "Snow is white" has an implicit if-then, or 

"bsuppositional" structure. This, 1 take it, is the standard. and reasonable, way of explaining 

the -'tnith" of an intensionai unerance, notably a definition. And 1 also take it that it is also 

Husserl's explanation. 

(c) Husserl still holds the Brentanist thesis that an intentional act has to have an 

object. How, then. does he expiain the non-extensionaiity of. Say, a definition (or certain 

defuiitions)? Even the intensional act is, in a way, extensional, at least in that it still points 

at a state of fiairs as supposed. Al1 well and good. But perhaps it might be better not to 

speak of a SAS "as supposed", and this for two reasons. If 1 Say. "If x, then y". then what is 

supposed is not a SAS, but only a part of a SAS, <(if) x (then) is y>. And if 1 Say? which is 

quite different, "If (x is y)", then what is supposed is, admittedly, a SAS; however, this SAS 

itself is "nominalized". n i e  act then requires completion; or, aitematively, the higher-order 

state of afTairs requires disclosing, e.g., <(if) {x is y} (then) is 2>. You don? just Say "The 

Eiffel Tower" unless you're pointing at it, in which case the phenornenon "completes the 

sentence", or, better still, "completes" the object-in-Q. By the same token, one just wouldn't 
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Say, "Supposing the Eiffel Tower were fdling down". If that is al1 that one were to say, 

we wouid do him the courtesy of adding a question mark to the end of it. "'Supposing it to 

be so'? Well, what then?" 



Notes to Chapter 3 

1. 1 am using the term "see" quite loosely. One can see what is called to mind, what is 

envisaged, as well as what is visually "perceived". In a manner of speaking, one can also see 

facts or SAS, in the way that one sees that this gold is yelloiv precisely through the visible 

constituents gold and yellow [LI VI, $441.) However, stnctly speaking, "1 can see colour. 

but not being-coloured. . . . I can hear a sound, but not that something is sounding" (LI VI. 

543,780). Finally, and this is according to Husserl, there is aiso a non-sensory type of 

perception that allows us to see ideal entities, such as numbers (L I  VI, $47). For funher 

reading on "simple seeing" and "propositional seeing", see Kevin Mulligan's (1 995) paper 

on Husserl. simply entitled, "Perception". 

2. See n5 below. 

3. My cnticisms of the closing discussion of the Sixth Investigation do not necessarily apply 

to what Husserl also says about wishing, cornrnanding. etc. (Indeed. 1 agree with Husserl's 

contention about the optative sentence specifically--namely, that it points at the underlying 

wish-experience.) Anyway, the idea of subjecting any and ail kinds of "controversial" 

utterances to the same analysis merely on the ba i s  that they are non-stating acts is itself 

dubious. 

4. Husserl explains, at the end of this 1920 foreword, that he had "changed Fis] position on 

the problem of the phenomenological interpretation of interrogative and optative sentences 

shortly after the first edition of the work. . ." (LI, 664). Since there was "no place for smail 

revisions, which were al1 that codd be undertaken at the time", Husserl decided to leave the 

original argument "unaltered" (ibid). We may compare this with the "author's footnote" in 

8 127 of Ideas 1(1 W)), in which Husserl says: "Cf with this...the fmal chapter of the Sixth 



Investigation of the Logische Uizfersuchungen, Vol. II. One sees that since then the 

author has not stood still. . ." (303n99). 

I have not been able to ascertain what those "revisions" were, or would have been. 

in his paper, "Husserl and the Logic of Questions", C. Struyker Boudier refers to the 

foreword to the Second Edition of the LI with this remark: "Which changes pusserl] made 

we can see in Ideen I of 1 9 1 3" ( 1 983,3 87). "It is apparent . . . that Husserl's position with 

regard to the problem of questions has undergone drastic change" (ibid., 399). 1 see no 

indication of such a drastic change. When we move fiom the LI to Ideas I, the oniy apparent 

change as  far as Husserl's taik about Qs is concerned is a change fiom one topic to another 

topic. When Husserl taiks about the subject of Qs in the Sixth Investigation. he does so in 

the context of a speech act analysis of sorts. And when he taks about Qs in a few places in 

the Ideas, he does so in ternis of its "doxicality". Of course, the topics themselves are 

drastically different. But from this it hardly follows that Husseri'sposirion on the subject of 

Qs had "drastically changed. (More on his %eory D" of Qs in Chapter 4.) Admittedly. this 

represents a "change of subject", but it hardly constitutes what Husserl would have us 

understand by "changey' in the foreword--evidently, the very sort of change that Boudier is 

convinced has taken place in the Husserl texts. 

Whatever Husserl's final view was concerning the questioning act, the last word on 

this matter "would need to take account of the still un-transcribed MSS on -Frage- und 

Wmchverh[t' in the Husserl Archives in Louvain" (Barry Smith [1986], 14th 1 8). 

However. going just by the texts that we have nght in front of us, it does not appear that 

Husserl had in any way "drastically" changed his mind concerning the Sixth Investigation. 

5.  In any case, it was not just Husserl's problem. Cook Wilson felt it necessq to point out 

that when "'putting questions to ourselves, we should be said to be thinking. This certainly 

is the ordinary view. . .'" (Somerville [1989,527)]. To which nowadays one rnight want to 

respond, as if the point were already philosophically obvious: "Really?!" When 

Collingwood decided to include questioning arnong the activities of thought, it is as if he 

were taking a bold step (Essq on Metaphysics [1940, 1 061). It may be that Cook Wilson 
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and Collingwood were belabouring a point that is not so obvious alter dl .  See also 

Sornerville [1989.527]), "Collingwood's Logic of Question and Answer": 

Questions also present a challenge to the easy assumption that d l  thought is 

either true or false. . . . If thoughts are true or false. they ... cannot be 

interrogative in form. Yet posing questions to oneself is thinking too. as 

Cook Wilson recognized. . . ." [526-271 

6. tf we could get them to answer our question--"Then just what is being refered io in 

asking a Q, if Husserl and other referentialists are wrong?"--"theif' answer to it would be 

less convincing than Husserl's. Here is the sort of answer that they would give. This is a 

caricature, but it is not far off the mark: "The issue isn't really about what a Q 'refen to'. It 

is about where a Q comesfi.orn. On our view, an utterance-type is a type of 'language 

garne'. What constitutes, Say, a Q is no more than the compliance with a set of rules or 

'conditions' which happen to be specific to that act". And, if we may finish off their reply to 

us (it is not as if they would want us to put their case in this way): "A Q is an 

epiphenomenon, a magical 'force'. Comply by the transcendental rules for the possibility of 

a Q, and--poof!--a Q cornes out of the hat. Cal1 this--blush--linguistic behavioursim". 

I am not the first of accusing certain speech-act theonsts of practising magic. See 

Hermanns's article (1 985) Y u  einem Full von Sprachmagie in der Sprachvissenschafr" 

("A Case of Language Magic in Linguistics"), which is referred to in Amin Burkhardt 

(1991,855). The speech act theory of Austin, Searle, and their followers, he wntes, "has 

described the 'illocutionary force' of an utterance as a hidden entity somehow added to the 

utterance by the speaker. . . . This conception has been called b y  Burkhardt hirnselq the 

'ontological fallacy' of speech act theory". 1 am unsure whether Hemanns and Burckhardt 

actually take Searle, and others, to task for what might be called i'transcendental 

behavioursirnW--Le., the conditions for the possibility that this illocutionary "force" emerge 

is that one complies to these extemal d e s .  A Gricean might say--1 hedge on this--'No, 

cornpliance with the d e s  just won? cut it. What's needed is the 'speaker's intention', the 
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'sincerity', etc." (see Searle [1969,44-49]). We're saying: "Cornpliance with the d e s  

isn't enough. What's needed is an object-in-(2". As for "sincerity", this cornes fiom whether 

the range of contending possibilities is such as to be "interesting" and whether the answer 

would be accordiigly "infixtnative". But more on these iwo categories in the fourth chapter. 

7. See Searle's Speech-am (1 969), on "constitutive d e s "  (3342). See also John Crosby's 

(1983, 113-94) and James DuBois's (1995. 139-49) "Reinachian" critique of Searle's 

anaiysis (1 969.57-6 1 ) of the prornising act. Both authors disagree with the reduction of a 

promise to a set of specific mies. Part of Crosby's concem is about what this reductionism 

al1 but irnplies: namely, that prornising, not to Say any other sort of speech-act. is 

fundarnentally an "invented" thing, much Ut the sarne way that chess or football are 

invented things. 1 cannot comment on Crosby's concem over the phenornenon of promising. 

or whether it should be a concem at d l .  What I am fairly well-placed to Say, however. is that 

questioning itself is not an invented thing. 

8. On Daubert's doctrine of the Frageverhalt, see Daubertiana A12 17r/v; 38r. References 

also cited in Schuhmann and Smith's cornrnentary on Daubert's phenomenology of 

questioning (1987.367-69). See also Smid (1985.282-84) and Smith (1988. 130-33). 

9. For a recent, and strong, version of the reductionist thesis, see Andrzej Wisniewski 

(1994). According to Wisniewski, any "normal question" is reducible to a finite set of yes- 

no Qs, or "binary" Qs, as he prefers to put it. 

10. Ali of which recalls the "answer-is-a-box" theory discussed in Chapter 2, and the theory 

that a Q is a wishing of some kind, also discussed in Chapter 2. We find a hint of theory C 

also in Husserl's L I  V, $29). In the following passage, he seems to be saying, in effect, that 

the object of a Q is nothing less than its desired or wished objective. This objective is to 

reach a judgmental decision about a proposition. 

It would seem that the 'question' has two senses. h one sense it stands for a 



definite wish, in another for a peculiar act presupposed by each such 

wish. Our wish aims at 'judgrnental decision', Le., it aims at a judgement 

which will decide a question. . . . The wish, in brief, strives for an answering 

of the question: this last is not therefore itself the wish. [LI V, $29,6 161 

To put this in our own words: The fist sense of b'question"--the Q-act--is a '%shing foi'. 

The second sense of "question" is the intentional object itself. The Q-object is the prospect 

of the "act of making a decision about a judgment". And this act is called the "answering of 

the question". What Husserl later says about questioning in this "Additional Note" in the 

investigations sounds very like what he Iater says in EJ: "[Qluestioning is the striving . . . to 

corne to a fim judicative decision" (W. 977,308). What this "practical" account maintains, 

in effect, is that the *'direction of fit" of Q is "world-to-word". 

1 1. 'Wegation": in order to give a rough idea of how we shall use the word "negation", let 

us see how it contrasts with the other members of the 'bot family". There is 'hotness" in the 

sense, fïrst of dl ,  of non-being. Tables, trees, and chairs, the laws we currently live by. the 

factory still in operation, a "real threat", etc., are al1 of them "real". On the other hand, 

ghosts, unicoms, square circles present cases of "non-being". Another sense of notness is 

privation-for exarnple, a ship's failure to be seaworthy, one's being deaf, mute, or blind. 

There is also notness in the sense of nothing (along with "nobody" and "never"), as opposed 

to "something" (along with "somebody" and "sometirne"). . . . And then, at the end of a 

long list, there is notness in the sense of negative facts, which are acknowledged as true 

(The earth is not flat). 

12. Kant, for example, speaks about the "task" of a negative judgment as being the 

"rejection of error" (Critique ofpure Renson, AïOgB73 7). Gale also mentions in this 

regard "Sigwart and the idealist logicians [Bradley and Bosanquet], who claimed that a 

negative judgment consists in setîing aside a possible affirmation" (1976, 58; also 43n70)]. 

Bergson States that a negative judgment gives "a lesson to others, or it may be to ourselves . 
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. . . Negation aims at someone. . . ." (Creative Evolution [1944,3 13-14]. The text is aiso 

cited by Gaie [ibid, 58.) 

13. At one point, Husserl holds the view that the asserting act is logically prior to the 

denying act. (This is not to Say that the priority of the one entails the reductionist view that 

negation is a matter of denying.) In a section entitled ' T h e  problem of the -quality' of 

judgrnent. The negative judgment is not a basic form". he writes: 'There is only one basic 

form [or quaiity ofjudgment], which is the simple . . . categorical judgment: 'S is p"' 

(EJ,g72). But then again, Husserl also holds the view that the denying act is, nonetheless. 

somehow on an equai footing with the asserting act. Assertkg is as much a "doxic position- 

taking" as is denying. ''Just as negation, metaphorically speaking, strikes out," he says. "so 

affirmation -underscores,' it 'confirms' a position by 'assenting' instead of 'annullingo it as 

in negation" (Ideas 1, 5 106). 

14. For M e r  iiterature on the dificult subject of negative facts see: Reinhardt Grossmann 

( 1 984) Phenornenology and Existentiaiism; Adolf Reinac h's 1 9 1 1 work, "On the Theory of 

Negative ludgments" (trans. 1982). And dso James Dubois (1 993) Judgment and 

Sachverhalt: An Introduction to AablfReinach '.Y Phenomenological Reulism. Dubois writes 

about Reinach's theory of negative judgrnents, and about Roman Ingarden's guarded 

acceptance of the view that, yes, negative facts do have some son of "objectivitf'. For 

Ingarden, a negative fact isn't "autonomous" (this entails a rejection of Reinach's view. 

according to which a negative SAS obtains precisely as does a positive SAS). Nonetheless. 

for Ingarden, a negative SA may still be described as "constiiuted. For discussion of 

hgarden's notion of "autonomous", see Jeff Mitscherling (1 997) Roman lngurden 's 

Ontology and Aesthetics, esp. chapter three, section B.2. 

15. Stephen Boër (1 979) descnbes the differently stressed token sentences, and the 

unstressed or "neutral" token sentence, of one and the same sentence-type as so many 

"alomorphs". A few observations: ( 1 )  1 do not mean to imply that stressing has to be. or 
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usually is, as mechanical as simpiy dropping weight on a certain word or phrase. 

Stressing or "fifiguring9' is also (and more often?) achieved by where one positions the 

subject in question in the sentence ("It was in 55 B.C. that . . .". "Britain, being invaded by 

Caesar in the year 55 B.C. . . .", "It was Caesar who . . .", "The person to have . . . was 

Caesar", etc.). 1 am assuming that my analysis, which deals with simple ailomorphs, extends 

to these more cornplex ways of stressing. And 1 realize that a fuller analysis would require 

that 1 eventually sort through these other strategies of stressing. (See Wallace's "Figure and 

Ground: The Interrelationships of Linguistic Categones" (1 982), a highly technical analysis 

of the different ways that a sentence is "grounded" and "figured".) 

(2) Nor am I suggesting that it is only thanks to questioning that stressing is 

possibie. Consider these two allomorphs of one and the same "Q": Why did he do it?". 

"Why did he do this?" At the very least, 1 am giving an explanation for what differentiates 

two answering allomorphs, A is b and A is b. 1 am claiming, safely, that stressing, be it of an 

answer, or just a statement without a Q leading up to it, is to differentiate the ground fiom 

the figure. And I am suggesting that the logic of stressing is to "recognize and deny". That is 

what is going on when we answer a Q. or italicize a word, or &op emphasis on a particular 

phrase, etc. 

(3) There is a distinction between two types of emphasis that we ought to watch out 

for. For lack of better terms. 1 shall c d  the one type the "topic of concem" and the other 

type the "subject-matter". In laying stress on, Say, "Caesar". one indicates that it is not so 

rnuch the invaduig, nor Britain, nor the year 55 B.C., but the man himself, Julius Caesar, 

which is the topic of concern here. Ln laying stress on, Say, "Britain", I exclude not the rival 

possibilities of topics, but the rival possibilities of the subject-matter itself. Le.. Caesar 

invaded Britaiw-not anywhere else. The emphasizing act, then, may accomplish one of two 

things. It may locate the topic of interest, or it rnay exclude the rival possibilities of the 

subject-matter itself. The question is: 1s one b*exclusionary" more basic than the other? Then 

which one is it? I suggest that it is the latter which is the pnmary. The singling-out of the 

one topic from the other is (almost) the outcome or "function" of the singling-out of one of 

contending possibilities of the subject-matter. One's singling out the topic regarding Britain, 
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not so much regardhg Caesar, the invasion, 55 B.C., "cornes after" the emphasis on 

"Brifain--not Gad, not Alexandria". One knows the topic-it's about where, not about who, 

or did what. or when-either by vimie of questioning the contending where-possibilities or, 

in determinhg which of the "where's" it is, by virtue of answering the question. And one is 

interested in the topic, selects it out fiom others, precisely inasmuch as one wants to know 

which of the "where's" it is. To conclude: What is prirnarily behind the phenornenon of 

emphasis has prirnarily to do with the "rival possibilities" of the subject-matter. First cornes 

the subject-matter; then the topic of interest follows alongside, or develops as a 

consequence of trying to sort out the first. 

16. The most his argument warrants is not that the rneaning of a statement is a function of 

the Q behind it, but only that an understanding of the "pragmatic why" of the utterance--the 

Q behind that utterance--is indispensable to the recovery of its "semantic what". See how 

Collingwood conflates "1 mean to" or Y intend to" with meaning: 

I began by observing that you cannot find out what a man means by simply 

studyhg his spoken or written statements, even though he has spoken or 

written with perfect comrnand of language and perfectly tnithful intention. 

In order to fmd out his meaning you must also know what the question was 

(a question in his own mind, and presurned by him to be in yours) to which 

the thing he has said or witten was rneant as an answer [1939,3 11. 

1 7. A helpfül way of summing up the main points of this part of the chapter, and of refining 

them without repeating what was already said, would be to bring our "logic" of questioning 

into contrast with Hermann Lotze's "Kantian" logic. According to Lotze, "the sentences 'S 

is P' and 'S is not P', so long as they are supposed to be logically opposed to one another. 

must express precisely the same connexion between S and P, only that the tmth of that 

connexion is affirmed by the one and denied by the other" (Logic [1874] $40. p 63) .  Lotze 

represents yet another philosopher to have espoused an idealist theory of negation (not to 
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Say dso of "position"). Accordingly, a judgment is a proposition in need of an 

affirmation or a denial. I assume that this places him in good Company with Husserl and. 

maybe, Daubert as well. A few words about what Daubert makes of one part of Lotze's 

theory of judgments should help bring our own related position into sharper focus. 

Lotze modifies Kant's schema of "quaiities of judgrnents"-affirmation, negation, 

and infrnity-into the aiad of affumation, negation, and question: 

This content [S is P] itself cm be expressed in a form as yet neither 

aflirmative nor negative in the interrogative sentence, and this indeed would 

take the third place arnongst the three qualities of judgment more 

appropnately than the limitative or i n f i t e  judgment, which is supposed to 

attribute a negative predicate to the subject by a positive copula and is 

usually expressed in the formula "S is not-P" ($40,63-4). 

According to Lotze, then, a Q is a judgment of sorts, lacking only in the taking of a position. 

be it in the fimative or the negative. This is what Daubert says--or what his expositors Say 

on his behalf--in response to Lotze: 

Sigwart saw the difference [between judgment and question] as lying in the 

opposition between intention and realization, conceiving the question as "the 

drafi of a judgment,". . . . Here, too. Daubert is willing to concede that 

questions tend toward completion. . . . Lotze gets closer to a correct account 

of the relation between question and judgment when he conceives both as 

expressing an identical logicai content. . . . And now, as Lotze would have it. 

the identical logical content that is here affirmed and there denied can be 

seen to have been expressed already in the question sentence "in a form that 

is still fiee of affirmation and negation". When, however, Lotze goes on to 

af irm a tripartite division of sentential phenornena into position, negation 

and questions, then his view becomes untenable, if only for the reason that 
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"negations can occur aiso in the question itself" (AI2,7r). A question of 

the type, ris the rose not red?"] is surely as legitirnate as one of the type ["Is 

the rose red?"]. [Schuhmann and Smith, 1987,364-651. 

To comment on this: (1) The apparent cnticisrn to the effect that Lotze had overlooked the 

fact that negation can enter into a (yes-no) Q does not undermine Lotze's contention in the 

least-namely, that a Q is still, in a sense, "positionally" neutrai. (Of course, this is not to Say 

that Lotze had anticipated such an objection.) The rhetoncal eiement in, Say, "He did it. 

didn't he?" alrnost expects a "Yes"; and, "He didn't do it, did he?" almost expects a "No". 

Nonetheless, so far as it remains a de facto Q, it remains equally open to a Yes or a No, and 

is in this sense genuinely "neutral". 

(2) It looks as if neither Sigwart, nor Lotze, nor Daubert, nor even Daubert's 

commentators, have taken seriously, philosophically, the fact that the word Q is also a 

question. How else except through not taking the word Q sufficiently senously could Lotze 

have ended up devising his tripartite division in the way that he did? And how else could 

Daubert have missed a crucial objection against this division? The objection. e-g.. "A 

question of the type. '1s the rose not red?'" (which 1 take to be Daubert's objection) isn't 

decisive. As just pointed out, rhetoricai negation doesn't take from the neutrality of the Q. 

What is decisive is the fact that some Qs are not positionally neutral, that g'semanticallf' 

they take a side. Lotze's tripartite division to the contrary, certain Qs, namely, word Qs. 

have to take a side in their very formulation. The Q, "Where is it?"? is not neutral. It calls 

for positive answer. And the Q, "How many did not make it?". is not neutrai either; it calls 

for negative answer. 

(3) But having just said al1 this, 1 hasten to add that existentially a Q calls for only 

one position: the recognition of what is positively the case--be it about a positive SAS or a 

negative SAS. The yes-no Q, "1s A b?" admits of an answer concerning either a positive or a 

negative SAS, but it calls for a positive recognition of the one or the other: "(It is so) that A 

is b", or "(It is so) that A is-not b". The Q, "How many made it?" adrnits of an answer 

conceming only a positive SAS: "(It is so) that five made it". And the Q, "How many did 
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not make it?" admits of an answer concerning only a negative SAS: "(It is so) that 

twenty did-not make it". According to our logic, then, there is not a tripartite division, but a 

two fold division: niere are questions, and there are answers. An answer is a 'posi tioning". 

but not in the sense of a quality ofjudgment called an "affinning"; and it implicitly involves 

a denying moment, which might be regardeci as a quality of judgment. 

(4) Lotze replaces the last of the three qualities of judgment-the so-called 

"limitative judgmentW-with the interrogative sentence. The oniy reason he gives for 

evicting this form of judgrnent-"S is not-p"--fkom the original triad is: 

Much acumen has been expended even in recent tirnes in vindicating this 

form ofjudgment, but I can oniy see in it an unrneaning product of pedantic 

ingenuity. Aristotle himself saw clearly enough that such expressions as 

'not-man' means ail that it ought logically to mean, that is, everything that is 

not man, triangle, melancholy, sulphuric acid, . . . it is an utterly impossible 

feat to hold together this chaotic mass of the most different things in any one 

idea, such as could be applied as a predicate to a subject [ibid., §40,64]. 

To comment on this passage: (1 ) Tnie enough, Anstotle does not recognize the '-limitative'' 

judgment (sometimes also called the "inhite judgment") as something to be placed 

alongside the affirmation and the negation. '*'A is not-b' is in his view an with 

an odd and unimportant kind of predicate", as Ross puts it (1 985.29; Ross refers to De In[. 

19b24-35,20a23-26; An Pr. 25b22f, 51 b3 1-35, 52a24-26). That said, it seems that 

Aristotle suggests a cont~ary view elsewhere. Englebretsen points out that: 

Aristotle says that "contraries belong to those things within the same class 

which differ most" [De M ,  23b23-241. Exarnples are justice-injustice, 

black-white, ill-well. . . . Sight is not possessed by a stone; but neither is 

sight possessed or privative to a stone [Categories, 12a26-12b51. If a quality, 

P, is privative to a thing, then it is correct to affm hot-P' of it [e.g., One 
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c m  Say, "This man is not-seeing"; but one ought not Say. "This Stone is 

not-seeing"]. . . . We can Say that while both bot-red' and 'yellow' are 

contrary to 'red', only 'not-red' is the logical contrary of 'red'. . . . The 

logical contmy of a term [e.g., not-red] amounts to the disjunction of ail of 

its nonlogical contraries [green, yellow, black, white, blue, etc.]. [198 1,j. 61 

1 am suggesting that Lotze's reading of Aristotle is off the mark. If the limitative judgment. 

e.g.. œ-not-man", means, as Lotze interpreîs it, no more than everythmg else which a man is 

not--a triangle, melancholy, sulphuric acid, a neutrino, Quasar 3C 273--then, to be sure. it 

would be an odd, an unimportant, not to Say dso a very, very long, and useless kind of 

judgment. But in fact, Aristotle's notion of the "infîte" judgment is more "fuiite" than 

that. Which brings us to the second comment (2): In Lotze's tripartite schema the Q 

replaces the limitative judgment by default. Evidently, it does occur to him that there rnight 

be an intimate connection between the Q and the limitative judgment. The connection. 1 

suggest, is basicdly this: M a t  an answering act "denies" is not everythmg under the Sun. 

except this; it denies the logical contrary. In the order of questioning and answering. to deny 

is to deny selectively. It is to deny the logical contrary. 'The rose is red--which is to Say. not 

any other coloui'. "This is a rose--which is to Say, not any other flower". 

(5) in anticipation of a few things 1 shall be saying in the following section: If there 

is such a thing as a "neutral?', it is not the Q, but the 'mstressed staternent". It has an 

intended object; but looking at it, we have no access to its factuaiity. Second, a Q is not 

neutral, in this respect: It operates on the understanding, is "askable", only to the extent that 

there is a reality behind this target. and this reality has ody to be revealed. 

18. See P. Geach and M. Black (1960,2). Also cited in Englebresten's commendable 

defense of a term logic in Logical ilkgution (1 98 1, 1 7). 

19. For Aristotle, "Negation is a rejection of a suggested connexion, but it is equally true 

that fimation is the acceptance of a suggestion connexion; the two attitudes are put on the 
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sarne level just as are pursuit and avoidance" (David Ross 1985,28; Ross refers to 

Aristotle's Met. 996b 14- 16 and NE. 1 1 Ba2 1 f). But what about the Arisrotelians? My 

identimg "Aristotelian logic" with the "logic of terms" should be quaiified in light of the 

fact that the certain medieval Anstotelians. most notably William of Ockharn, had 

developed the idea of synca~egoremntica. By defuiition, the categorematica (such as "man". 

"dog", "best", "fiend") have independent signification; in contrast, the syncategorematica 

(such as W', 'hot", and "aiways") have only dependent signification. That is, they signify 

only in conjunction with the categorematic terms, e.g., "Man is not always a dog7s best 

fnend". Now, one could point out, in objection, that since an Anstotelian logic of tems c m  

include syncategorematic tems, such as negation, this logic of terms c m  account for 

negative propositions after dl, and can do so without having to posit "negative facts". This 

objection warrants a much longer reply than 1 am able to offer at this stage. Tentatively. 

however, 1 suggest: If the negation is not just a terminological matter of "rejecting a 

connection", if negation is inside this unity called a "proposition", then this proposition 

must correspond to that other unity, which 1 cal1 a "negative fact". 

20. For a fuller discussion of the issues surrounding the problern of what unifies "S is P". 

see Mohanty's Husserl and Frege (1982, 100- 107). 

2 1. Daubert himself maintains that the necessity of a judgment, my seeing that such-and- 

such is thus-and-so, is located within the orbit of the object. 1 take over Daubert's idea but 

provide my explanation for it in terms of question and answer, the logic of recognize and 

deny, etc. in any event, comrnenting on "Brentano und seine Schule" (AI, 19)' Le., Marty's 

appropriation of Brentano's "reism", Daubert writes: 

This [judgment that S is P] is not up to my discretion; one cannot change it. 

It is this character of objectivity, no matter whether the object is real or 

merely appears subjectively so, and whether it c m  be presented intuitively or 

not, which necessitates me to adjoin the P to the S. From Karl Schuhmann, 
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"Contents of Consciousness and States and Affairs: Daubert and Marty", 

(1 990,205); Schuhmann's translation.] 

"Reism", by the way, is an ontology (notably Brentano's, but also Marty's) according to 

which the thing (res) is the basic category of existence. On this view, for exarnple. "The 

rose is red" would mean "The red rose exists"; "Snow is white" would mean, "There exists 

no non-white snow". Obviously, our position is not reistic, not least because reism does not 

measure up to the luxuriant ontology of questioning itself What would a reist do, for 

example, with triangularity, or events. happenings of the past, negative facts? And what on 

earth does a reist think he is doing when he confounds "exemplification" (The rose is red) 

with "'existence" ("The rose exists", "The red rose exists")?! 
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Introduction 

Clarifjing what makes for a "piece of knowledge" is the central aim of Husserl's Logical 

Investigations, if not also his other works as well. The Sixth Investigation, with which the 

work ends. is entitled, appropriately enough, "Elements of a Phenomenological Elucidation 

of Knowledge".' What about his theory of knowledge, which figures so largely in his work? 

And how might his theory bear on our theory of questioning and our theory bear on his? 

The son of knowledge that Husserl sets out to andyze is "knowledge" in the active 

sense of knowing as opposed to the dispositional sense of "having knowledgeT'. Husserl's 

question, to oversimpli& is about what makes for the experience of knowing this or that. 

For Husserl, to know is to find something to be just as it was "signi@ingly" thought to be. If 

you say to me, *'ThereTs a blackbird!", 1 start out with a "sign7'; 1 look up and see that, 

indeed, this is so. At that moment, there is an "intuitive illustration" of the sign and I enter 

into a "knowing" of something (LI VI, S 16,720). To put the sarne point in a few different 

ways: Knowing consists in one's having "fulfillingly" re-identified the thing for which one 

ongindly had only a "sign". To know X is to have found X, the thing one was looking for 

al1 dong. Or, to know X is to "re-identiy X, or to recognize X. "Knowledge", as Husserl 

understands the term, has "reference to a relationship between acts of thought and fulfilling 

intuitions" (LI 83 7). 

Now. a judgment, which is in fact m e ,  does not by itself constitute a case of 

knowing. In order to "know" it, what is required, in addition to a judgment's being true in 

fact, is one's being able to see the tmth of it--to have evidence (Evidem) for it. Evidence, for 

Husserl, is not a conjunction of a judgment and a "feeling" that guarantees its truth (LI 187, 
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194fi 772). Evidence is the expenence of the "adequating", or "'corresponding", or "re- 

identifjing", between what is meant and what is given. 

if it is to be called 'knowledge' in the narrowest, strictest sense, it requires to 

be evident, to have the luminous certainty that what we have acknowledged 

js, that what we have rejected is not. a certainty distinguished in familiar 

façhion fiom blind belief, from vague opuiing, however fm and decided . . . 

. [LI 60-6 11 

1 shall provide more details of Husserl's theory of knowledge as 1 go dong. At this point, 1 

shdl state the problem and theme of the present chapter. Ln a word. what theory of 

knowledge is, or ought to be, built into our "phenomenology of questioning"? How does 

our analysis of questioning bear on the Husserlian notions of '?ruth" and "evidence"? 

There do exist, I shall argue, some noteworthy parallels between how. on the one 

hand. a sipifjing act and a hilfilling act are related, and how, on the other, a question and 

an answer are related. A sipiQing act cails for a fulfilment; so too does a Q. It anticipates a 

coming-to-know about something; so does a Q. And like a Q, it also recognizes what was 

originally given only as a "sign". Oddly enough, these parallels between the signifying act 

and the questioning act, which seem to us so conspicuous, are d l  but overlooked by 

~ u s s e r l . ~  And Daubert, a good Husserlian who paid specific attention to the phenornenon of 

questioning, does not appear to have taken notice of the parallels either. But in any case. 

there do exist these paralleis. The implication of this is that our analysis of questioning can 

be brought to bear on a theme--the problem of knowledge-that is so central to 

phenomenology. 



148 
1 divide this chapter into four parts. Part A: In the first part, I redescnbe the 

transition from the signifjing to the fùifilling phases of an act as a transition from the 

(predicative) question to the (predicative) answer. (1 stress, "predicative". In this chapter, 

which is the "second of two parts", it is only the predicalive Q that is under consideration.) 

And 1 provide a few arguments for why there is good reason to think that '-to signify is to 

question". 

Part B: The point of this chapter is not just to replace the terms-"signifjing" with 

"questioning", "fulfilling" with "answe~g--but otherwise innocuousiy leave everythng 

just as it originally was. (Nothing would be gained in doing that.) The point is to "fuc up" 

the notion of the signifjmg (and fulfilling) act in such a way that it lines up with our notion 

of the questioning (and answering) act. By implication, the point is also to "fix up" the 

companion notions of "signiij4ng" and "fulfil1ing"--the notions of 'mith" and -'evidenceo'. 

in the second part, I shall have to "renovate" the notion of evidence in light of our analysis 

of questioning (= s ign iwg)  and answering (= hlfilling). (Husserl's notion of truth remains 

pretty well intact.) 1 shall correlate the notion of evidence with the "denying?' side of the 

answering act. An answer consists of both the moments of recognizing a û-uth (A is x: A is 

X) and denying that it is othenvise (not B or C; not y or 2). 

Part C: Here 1 examine our proposed theory in light of Husserl's view to the effect 

that questioning is one arnong several "doxic modalities" or "belief-attitudes". The point of 

the discussion will be twofold: (i) It will be to elucidate these orher doxic modes in terms of 

where they fit into our "information theory" of truth and evidence, as well as to defend our 
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theory of questioning by demonstrating how well it can account for these other doxic 

modes. (ii) And the point will be to prepare the way for the concluding part. 

Part D: Here 1 shall introduce and examine the "lliformational categones" of 

interestedness and Uifonnativeness. 

Evidence is correlated to the degree that contending possibilities have just been 

eradicated. So much eradicating, so much evidence. What about those tnidis that "go 

without saying"? They cease to require evidence. But it is not as if this is because they 

already have evidence. They cease to require it because they cease to be amenable to it. If a 

'%uth" is so obvious as to go without saying, then the denying operation drops out. When 

this drops out, so does the possibility for evidence! Paradoxically, the truths at which these 

"neutral certainties" (1 cal1 them) point begin to "look" less real, or in any event they begin 

to "feel" less real to me. Talk about their "reality" is one thing; existential access to their 

"factuality" is quite another. It is this loss of access that is the issue here. 

What has al1 this to do with the informational categones? The greater the weight or 

rivalry of possibilities. the greater interes[ 1 take toward the object at issue. A Q arises 

within this "field", and calls for the reduction of the contending possibilities. Second, the 

greater the reducing of the possibilities, the greater the evidence-that is to say, the greater 

the informativeness. Roughly speaking, interestedness is the need for evidence and 

informativeness is the "evidence" that goes with answering a Q. 

A final remark: It shodd be carefully noted at the outset that my intention in the 

present chapter is not to do a close exegesis of Husserl's writings. (Why no references, the 

reader might otherwise ask. to what Husserl has to Say about, for example, possibility in 
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Formai and Transcendentd Logic? And why not more references to what he has to say 

about the sarne thing in Idem l?) I shall reiterate, then, the gened disclaimer, which I stated 

in the introductory chapter: The present work not just this one chapter, takes Husserl as its 

'Yoil" and starting-point; but the work is emphatically noi "on" Husserl and its purpose is 

noi exegetical. 

A. Sign, Fulfilment; Question, Answer 

The act of answering is, if anythuig, a "fulfilment" of a questioning act. The very idea of 

questioning and answering brings with it the idea of two things related as "signi@ingm and 

"fulfilling", or something like that. Ail of which raises the question: How, then, does 

Husserl muid making the connection between *'signification" and "question", "fÙlfilrnent7? 

and "answer"? 1 think he does so by way of his '-theory C" of Qs. A brief statement of it 

b a r s  repeating here. Husserl notes that 

. . . the word 'question' has two senses. in one sense it stands for a definite 

wish, in another for a pecuiiar act presupposed by each such wish. Our wish 

aims at 'judgementai decision', Le., it aims at a judgement which will decide 

a quesrion . . . . The wish, in brief, swives for on annvering of fhe question: 

this Iast is not therefore itself the wish. [LI V, §29,6 161 

In other words: A Q in the f int  sense aims toward a "decision" conceming this judgrnent. 

As Husserl puts it in another place, a Q is a '>raclicai mode of behaviour relative to 

judgments" (EJ 978). Accordingly, the object of a Q is not the thing "out there", as  we 

would have it. Its object is the judgrnent, and it is the judgment, not the question, which 
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does the pointing or "signifjmg". To bring our terminology to bear critically on 

Husserl's account: No, the primary direction of fit of a Q is not thing-to-thought but 

thought-to-thing. No, the '-objectivev of a Q is not to reach a decision of "affum" or "deny". 

-7es" or "no". a decision conceming a "quality of judging"; it is to see or recognize what 

reality itself has aiready affirmed or authorized. 1 have aheady examined, in Chapter 2. this 

"pragmaUc9 reduction of a Q and what would motivate a philosopher to adopt this view. In 

any case, I shall now offer a few good reasons (in sections 1-3) for thinking that to the 

contrary, the "signifyuig act" is a questioning, or conversely, for thinking that questioning is 

not qualitatively different from signifjmg. 1 suspect that, in the following three sections. my 

reader will keep coming up with the good objection, or question: "AI1 d i i s  implies that the 

Mfilling intuition--the seeing itself--does not add anything to the act and has nothing to do 

with wfulfilment'. Are you saying that the role of intuition is irrelevant as far as evidence 

goes?" 1 shall bnefly answer this in section 4. 

1. Not "Apodictic", Not "Good Enough" 

It would not be stretching it to interpret Husserl as having characterized the notion of the 

signifjhg act too "epistemologicaily". His treatment of the s ign iwg  act is one-sidedly 

taken up with the problem of knowing so far as it rnight be "grounded in "apodictic 

knowing": When can one be sure that this cannot be doubted? What makes for "justified 

belief '? When is the signifjdng act apodicticdly fulfilled? nie  phenomenoiogical issue, by 

contrat, is: When is a "signifjmg act" really a signifj4ng act? When is what 1 "know" 

"good enough"? 
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According to Husserl, we lack evidence, in the strict sense, conceming most of 

the things in which we believe-that the earth isn't Bat, that die pyramids were built long 

ago, that this is the trace of an atomic particle. True, we still carry these "pieces of opinion" 

around with us as if no M e r   roof' of them were needed. But in fact, what we presume 

to "know" is only through hearsay, photographs, and other indirect sources. And if we 

ourselves are the practitioners of a given science, what we "know" still fdls short of having 

evidence in the strict sense; we do our research only by "art and method", still lacking 

insight into why our methods actually work and why these things are as we Say they are (LI 

201). Husserl may be granted this epistemologicd point: We could insist on getting füller 

evidence for these diings. But h m  the phenomenological standpoint, what of it? The issue 

is whether we actually do insist on it in this or that instance. How does this bear on what we 

take the signifying act to be? 

Take the following example. I might find your telling me that the "The clock sais 

it's ten" perfectly satisfactory, enough that 1 lack any cognitive motive to double-check the 

time. In fact. rny turning around to look at the clock myself might not add anything to my 

already knowing it. Seeing the clock for myself might not make me know "bette? what 1 

aiready know perfectly well. Seeing it doesn't add any additional certitude that my believing 

it does not already provide. On the other hand? $1 find your telling me the tirne less than 

satisfactory, 1 could go on to check the time for myself, in the event that what you told me 

isn't true. In that case, my having this idea that the clock says it's ten, without the 

confirming intuition of seeing it for myself, would be, indeed, a signiQing act. It is only in 

this sense, it seems, that taik about a 'kignifjmg act" is phenomenologically relevant- 
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precisely to the degree that it is a questioning. Otherwise, it is as ''Wl" as need be, or 

"good enough", until m e r  notice. And if it is genulliely signifjmg, if it "requires" 

fulfilment, then it is not to be descnbed as a s ign img  "judgment". A genuinely signifying 

act is a queshning act. It is as a "questioning", not as  a 'judging", that is genuinely 

s i g n i h g  or "empty ", that it genuinely requires "fulfilrnent" and is genuinely not "good 

enough". 

2. "But is It Really So?'is Not the Only Thing We Ask 

in construing the signifiing act as the same as questioning, there is the philosophical 

advantage of having at least the beglluiings of an explanation for what seems to be al1 but 

missing in Husserl's phenomenology. And this is the explanation for the motive behind. so 

to speak. craning my intentional neck, kniaing my intentional eyebrows. 1 turn toward this 

X and rivet on it because 1 am questioning it, because 1 want to know more about X. Not 

only does consû-uing the signifjmg act as a questioning go some way toward identiQing the 

motive of lookùig this way rather than that, of fastening on to the object rather than turning 

away fYom it; it aiso allows us to recognize that the sigrifjing act does more than just look 

for a determination of, *'But is it so?" As a questioning, it can "ask" any and ail manner of 

Qs- 

Consider. for example, being told, "There's a blackbird!" You look up to see for 

yourself. But why do you do that? So far as Husserl would be willing to identiQ the 

signifyuig act with the questioning, he would Say, I suspect. that you look in order to answer 

the just-to-make-sure Q, "But is it so?" But this, surely, is hardly the only reason that could 
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get you to look up. In fact, when it cornes to one person saying something to someone 

else, there is, under ordinary circumstances, in place somethùig like a juridicd presurnption 

of innocence as regards the speaker. You don? doubt his words, nor does he want you to. 

And yet you look up, just as he wants you to look up! Some explanatory justice, then. has to 

be done to the fact that, ordinarily, you look up for some reason other than the one which 

wouid ask about the just-to-rnake-sure tniîh of the utterance. In one case, you rnight be 

asking, "But is it so?". But in other cases, you might be asking something else. Here are a 

few possibilities: Ho w does it jly like thut? Anyfhing in ils mozirh? When did it arrive here ? 

Where did it comejwm? Is it here to stay? Where is ifs nesf? Where is il going? Did Isee it 

before? The signifjmg act is a "questioning act". But as such. it only sometimes to this 

eEect asks the sort of yes-no Q, "But is it so?'. But then at other times it rnight -'ask". 

instead. the );es-no QI "1s it black?', or sorne word Q, such as where?, when?, ivhar-colow? 

3. The "Openness" of a Signifjhg Act 

According to Husserl, roughly. the "experience of mith" consists in the fulfilment of a 

signiwng act. A signifjing act prescnbes X; tuming around, 1 see that X is the case. The 

signifjing act--a sort of expectation--is fulfilled. And with that 1 expenence the truth. If. on 

the other hand, the signifjmg act is, instead of hilfilled, fnistrated, if things turn out to be 

other than X, then what 1 experience is not the "truth", but a "fdsehood" (LIVI, @9.769).' 

There is a problem with this account, and one way to get around it, and to justice io how we 

actually deal with hstration and fulfilment, is to think of the signifjbg act as a 

questioning. 
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For one thing, it reads like an account of the expenence of my finding out that 1 

was wrong about something; the "moral" of the fhstmtion is that 1 was wrong. Second, by 

coordinating bbmisn;ition" with the expenence of fdsehood, Husserl rnight be but a short 

step away fiom inadvertently allowing into his theory of tmth a theos. of revisionism. To 

illustrate the point: 1 anticipate X. The situation appeurs to be Y, even though, unbeknownst 

to me, it is, in fact, X. I suffer "frustration", or "cognitive dissonance" (as it rnight be called 

nowadays). in order to approach the situation "happily", 1 might revise my anticipation, 

changing it fiom X to Y. "Truth, then, is a fûnction of anticipatory happiness. "Falsehood" 

is a fimction of being a bad predictor. Now, one might maintain the somewhat different 

view. According to this argument, which Gadamer seems to advance, it is in the "Hegelian" 

moment of fi-ustration that 1 expenence a tnith.' hdeed, this idea accords well with 

conventional wisdom. "The truth," as they Say, '5s hard" and "to suffer is to leam". 

The first two views are not incompatible; indeed, they are complementary. They 

represent two "the-experiences" in learning. (A third time-experience may be added to the 

list: the experience is to be located somewhere between a fiutration and a hiIfilment. Not 

taking an anticipatory side for, or against, A or B, the answer to the question. -'Is it A or B?" 

neither "hstrates" nor "fülfils".) That said, 1 suggest that neither view quite hits the mark, 

in that they account for "fiutration" and "fulfilrnent" only in the secondary senses. 

Prirnaxily. h t r a t i on  involves the failure of answering a Q. And primady, fulfilment 

involves the re-identification of one of a multiplicity of possibilities, Le.. it involves 

answering a Q. The answer to a Q might be secondarily hstrated or fulfilled. (1 didn't 

expect this, even though 1 still asked about it; 1 expected as much, even though 1 still asked 
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about it.) However, once a Q goes into gear, the act has preempted not only secondary 

b t r a t i on  (sure, 1 might be disappointed but that won? make the answer wrong), but also 

secondary fulfilment (just because it tums out to be as I expected doesn't make it me).  

Putting this another way: Primarily, there are two types of Mfilrnent: "happy fulfilment" 

and 'iinhappyfir~fmenr". What is important about the fiilfilling act is not whether it is 

happy (fulfilled in the secondary sense) or unhappy (fiustrated in a secondary sense), but 

whether it is (indeed) fulfilled. And the reason that its being happy or unhappy is not so 

important is that the s ign iwg  act leading up to it is a questioning act. The openness that 

goes with a Q makes a preemptive strike against "frustration" or, for that matter, against 

"happiness". 

These. then, are a few prima fucie reasons for our wanting to correlate "signifying" 

with "questioning", and "fulfilling with "'answering". Alignhg these terms together has the 

advantage O f keeping the p henomenological analysis of the "signi fying act" 

phenomenological. (What makes it signiQing is not about whether better evidence is 

logically possible, but whether the evidence currently available is "good enough".) The 

difference between "signifjmg" and "fulfilling" is a difference not between believing and 

seeing (so to speak), but between wanting to know and knowing, between questioning and 

answering. "Hearsay7' is one way one rnight know, "seeing" is still another. 1 am not saying 

that perception has nothing to do with fulfilment. The point is that one given act (e.g., 

There's a blackbird!") might be Mfilled on the b a i s  of hearsay, but that another given act 

(e.g., "There's a blackbird!"), more snifTy when it cornes to evidential standards, rnight 

require nothing less than a perceptual intuition instead. And the point is that perception, 
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although far from having an irrelevant role in the fulfilment of certain acts--it has a very 

distinctive role-is not the essential category when it comes to the problem of evidence. 

Evidence comes with the crowding out of rival possibilities. Perception happens to be a 

way, a very effective way, in which this is carried out. 

Aligning the terms "signifjmg" and "questioning" also has the advantage of being 

able to provide, in principle, an explanation as to the motive for why we look at those things 

that we do and in the way that we do. The motive is questioning. Finally, aligning these 

terrns also has the distinctive advantage of being able to account for the "opemess" of the 

way that we move about in the world. Having enumerated a few reasons that speak in 

favour of the view that to signify is to question, 1 now nim to an examination of perhaps the 

key objection to the above analyses. 

4. Does the Intuition Have Nothing to Add? 

Seeing that the comection between the signifying act and the questioning act is so 

--obvious" to us. it is to be asked why Husserl never thought as much and why we never 

came to recognize the structurai similarities between the two. One reason. as already 

mentioned, might be that he tends to characterize the problem of knowledge in terms of 

'kould" rather than "does". in terms of what "could" be evidentiaily improved upon rather 

than what "does" questioningly require evidential irnprovement. That is the epistemological 

reason; the other reason is' quite simply, the phenomenological one. Although Husserl does 

not expressly put it in this way, we may well imagine him saying it, specifically in response 

to our position: "Even if the 'fulfilling intuition' does not add anythmg to one's heanay 
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belief 'in', Say, there being a blackbird flyuig overhead, the fact remains that this 

intuition still changes the 'actquality'. The intuition dues 'fülfil' the intention, even one just 

looked up by accident. even if there was no 'questioning' that motivated one's looking-up". 

And to this, we may imagine Husserl adding an objection to our attempt to "renovate" his 

concepts "signifjmg" and 'Ti~lfilling": "AI1 this counts against your idea of correlating 

'signif@lg7 with 'questioning', and 'fulfilling' with 'answering'. With or without a Q 

leading up to it, the intuition still 'fuifils' the act. And this means that the act. with or 

without being a Q, was still 'signifjmg"'. 

How shouid we respond to this objection? 1 agree that the intuition does add 

something, that it is a "hlfilling" intuition. The problem, then, is how our account c m  have 

it both ways: On the one hand, we want to insist that to signifj is to question; but on the 

other hand. we still want to allow for the fact that an intuition c m  still fidfil what, by 

definition, would have to be 'Bignifjring", even if there was no Q ileading up" to that 

intuition. I shall answer this objection with reference to: (a) when the intuition proves the 

act to have been right and (b) when it proves it to have been wrong. 

(a) The Confirming Intuition: 

Ln our first cognitive scenario, 1 start out already fuily believing that (say) there's a blackbird 

overhead. Then, by sorne accident, I look up and see that, indeed, this is the case after dl. 

Originally, 1 had the "idea"; now I have the confirming intuition. What is happening here? 

The event can be divided into two phases. In phase one, the original act, since it waç 

obviously not a questioning, could not have been-going by our definition--a s ignimg act. 
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The original act was as full as it "neededo' to be; it was as  if the act already had the 

blackbird already fûlly in view. in the second phase, a moment later, dong cornes the 

intuition of seeing the blackbird. The intuition does change the quality of the original act; it 

changes it in such a way that the act becomes fulfilled. But since it is fulfilled, the act must 

have been origindly. by definition signi@ing! How does this d y s i s  of the second phase 

square with the analysis of the f k t  phase? How are we to put these contradictory analyses 

together? 

In phase one. the act was already fulfilled. It was not signifjmg, it was not a Q; it 

was a judgment. In phase two, the act is "de-judged"; the act becomes. retrodictively. 

signiQing. In a manner of speaking, it becomes a "retrodictive Q .  1 do not quite rnean to 

Say that the act is a questioning; 1 mean that the structure of the intuitiondly fùlfilled act is 

that of an answer. The original act is not, of course, fnistrated; but neither is it merely 

"fülfilled". To reiterate the point, it was alrea& NI. With the intuition elbowing its big 

way in. as it were. the original act, which wasn't expecfhg the "surprise visit", m u t  now 

make accommodarions for the intuition. The original act becomes signifjing in the sense 

that it must "becorne bigger" for the intuition. (To switch the metaphor: It is not that the 

well was ernpty and needed water to fiil it up; it was already Wl. Rather. it is that a bigger 

well is now needed for this unexpected flood of water.) With the srandord of evidence 

having gone up, the intuition can be said to "fulfil" the act retrodictively; and the act can be 

said to be a retrodiclively "signiwng" or "questioning" act. 

"'Retrodictive signifj~ng'?" "'A "Q" that arises after the answer is aiready in 

place'?" Afull analysis would require that I look at the intricacies of the temporal structure 
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of a Q, vir., that 1 lcok at how there could be a retentional signif)ing or questioning and 

at how questioning could be retentionally built up, in a "revisionist" way, after the "answer" 

has aiready arrived. Dealing with these details is outside the reach of the present work. 

Thus, 1 shall have to present the above, and the following, remarks more as daims than 

arguments. To continue: 

(b) The Disconfming Intuition: 

As in the first scenario, 1 already Mly believe that there is a blackbird overhead and 1 look 

up quite by accident. What I see this t h e ,  however, is a disconfirming intuition (e.g., there 

is no bird to be seen, or the bird is not a blackbird). My original belief is now proven to 

have been false. Now the objection to our position--to signiS, is to question--might go as 

follows: 

T h e  original act was not a Q. This is because what is experienced as false cannot 

have been a Q. Recall your distinction between -phary '  fulfilment and fnistration. on the 

one hand. and 'secondary' fulfilment and hstration, on the other. An answer may or may 

not tum out quite as one had expected; it may or may not Mfil one's original hunch. 

'Fulfilment' in this secondary sense is to be disthguished fiom the primary fulfilment of a 

Q. A Q is -open' to whatever answer may corne about (A, or B, or C). Even though the Q 

may be betting on A's outcome. the Q is still a 'good sport' in that it is prepared for an 

answer which might tum out to be otherwise. Ln any case, to return to your scenario. the 

onghal act, in that it was falsified, could not have been a Q. And yet this non-Q was a 

signifjing act. The act of signifyuig believed-it judged it to be the case--that there was a 
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blackbird overhead. And then, by accidentally 'looking up', it got proven wrong by the 

disconfirrning intuition". 

It is with the last part of the objection that 1 disagree. The original act, which was 

not a Q, was not a s ign img act either. When the act happens on an intuition, this -'full" 

judgment gets de-judged; it becornes a retrodictively signitjhg in such a way that it cm 

make room for this intuition. in its fmal phase. the act has the structure of an answer, even 

though no Q actually led up to it, even though (in other words) there was no pnor openness 

to preempt the possibility of "being wrong". Of course, there is this important difference: in 

the case of an answer to a Q, in the fàmiliar sense of that term, secondary hstration and 

fulfdment are secondary by v h e  of the openness of the Q. I was betting on A, but it tumed 

out to be B; 1 am "fnistrated", but only secondarily. For what is at issue is the primary 

fulfilment, my seeing what is the case. Yet a similar, although not identical, Iogic applies to 

the act "becoming" signifjing "in reîrospect". "I was wrong; but that is incidental or 

'secondary' to my seeing the truth of what is the case". Or, in the first scenario: "I was right: 

but that is aiso 'secondq' to my seeing the tmth of what is the case". 1 shall Say more on 

matters directly relating to perception in the second part, which is about to follow. 

To s u m  up: In Part A, 1 have put fonvard several arguments as to why "signifying" 

should be redefined as "questioning" and "fulfilling" as "answeringo'. Having made this 

case. 1 shall now bring Husserl's notion of evidence into the story. According to Husserl. 

evidence comes with the fulfilling of an act. 1 shall have to modify this notion of evidence in 

such a way as to coordinate it with our own analysis of questioning (= signifymg) and 

answering (= fulfilling). 



B. A Theory of Tmth, a Theory of Evidence 

For Husserl the notions of ?ruth", and e-evidence" for it. are inhaiely bound up in 

reference to his anaiysis of the relation between a signifying act of thought and its fûlfilling 

intuition. g'Fulfilment" is a "re-identification" of the subject matter in the *'intuitive 

illustration" of it (LI VI, 5 16, 720). And this re-identification of it is a piece of knowledge. 

What is our position on Husserl's theory of evidence? 

(i) We agree with the basic idea that there exists a tight link between the Nfilment 

of a signifying act and the "experience of tmth. However, we want to modie  this basic 

idea accordingly: To signify is to question, to fulfil is to answer. From this it would almost 

have to follow that the structure of the fulfilling experience-evidence--has the structure of 

an answer. 

(ii) We also agree with the idea that the experience of tmth involves re-ident~fiing 

that which was merely meant with that which is immediately given. However, we want to 

mod@ this point as well, in such a way that it reads: 'To re-identi@ is to re-identify one of 

the signr". (A signifymg act doesn't contain one "sign"; it is a questioning, which points at a 

multiplicity of possible directions.) 

(iii) We dso agree with Husserl's thesis to the effect that the requirements of tmth 

and evidence are already built into the structure of intentional existence. But we reformulate 

this idea to read: Thought-to-thing intentionality shuttles back and forth between 

quesrioning and answering. What the questioning phase calls for, and what the answering 

act provides, are these two: "truth" and "evidence". The answering act does these two things 
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at once (a point already made in Chapter 3): It recognizes ‘%bat is", and it denies its 

logical contrary. S tated in yet another way: Questioning "goes d e r "  the mth; but it also 

'huns away" fiom the false; it is directed toward the g'thus-and-so" of somethng and away 

fiom the "being otherwise". It is this "away fiom" or crowding out of rival possibilities that 

is the characteristic mark of evidence. 

How different is our view of evidence fkom Husserl's? The dif5erences are not so 

radical as to make the two views incommensurable. 1 should like to stress at this point the 

similarify between his view and ours: Even for Husserl, the notion of evidence brings with 

it the idea of "it cannot be othenvise". 1 shall discuss this point specifically with reference to 

his concept of perceptual intuition. But fmt, 1 shall have to back up a step and restate our 

position: 

Loosely speaking, evidence is acquired not so much by opening one's eyes and 

seeing what is there, but by taking note of the mistake that one would make in thinking that 

the contrary is there. Evidence is not so much a "filling up" as a crowding-ouf of so rnany 

contending possibilities "as faise". The experience of a truth lies in "acknowledging" that 

the rose is red and, at the same time, in "denyingo' that it is any other colour. in a rnanner of 

speaking, I do the denying and redity does the rest. Where we fmd diis double structure of 

"acknowledge and deny" is, precisely, in the answering act. To answer is to both 

acknowledge and deny. But again, this is to speak oniy very loosely. For it is not as if the 

focus of an answering act is on the denying; its prirnary business is to acknowledge the mith 

of the matter. Nor is it as if reality, what gets acknowledged, is the "remainder" that is lefi 
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standing after its contenders have been taken out in fact, when it comes to a fulfilling 

perceptual intuition-this is a concession to Husserl-it is rather the other way around. 

According to Husserl. a seeing act consists of a "noetic phase", which "animates" 

the "hyletic" or sensory phase; the hyletic phase, in tum, fills up the noeiic (or '*signi@ing") 

phase. Perception carries evidence for what it posits (LI VI, 862 1-29; Ideas 8 1 35). This 

view of perceptual evidence is compatible, 1 dillik, with our own account of evidence. True. 

it is not as if. when it comes to a perceptual fulfilment, there is first a denying and then a 

recognizing, in that order. (Husserl does not Say this and we should no[ Say it either.) 

Nonetheless, there is in Husserl's account of percepnial fulfilment the idea of a crowding- 

out, an idea that is not so far removed frorn o u  own idea of how an answering act is 

supposed to work. For Husserl, the fulfilling perception--the hyletic data of "green", let's 

say-crowds out the contendee by virtue of its actual percephial content. Putting this point 

in our own terminology: The act "recogni~es'~ the tmth of what is; with reality 

overwhelrning the contenders, "denying" follows as a consequence. 

How different. then, is our view fiom Husserl's on the idea of evidence? To be sure. 

it is different in the way of emphasis; Husserl does not correlate tmth and evidence to the 

two stnictural moments of "recognize" and "deny". But perhaps he should have correlated 

them, on his own grounds. in order to back up my point, I shall quote a few passages fiom 

Henry Pietersma's essay, "Husserl's Views on the Evident and the True". (The passage in 

question is about "eidetic" objects, as opposed to "perceptual" objects, objects such as the 

state of affairs that 2 is less than 3. But for our purposes, this is a minor detail.) 
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[For Husserl] The optimal epistemic situation is typically "defended" by 

reference to one's inability to think otherwise about the matter in hand. 

in Logicai Investigations Husserl emphatically rejects this 

description in a purely psychological manner [my itaiics] . . . . An 

episternicaily optimal situation would thus be characterized in terms of a 

subjective necessity which is only a fact about our thinking . . . . According 

to our author, the awareness of not being able to think othenvise is to be 

taken as a presentation to the subject of "objective-ideal necessity." It shows 

that this or that cannot be othenvise; hence if a subject thinks about it 

otherwise, he will be wrong. In other words, Husserl insists on describing 

the situation as one of seeing an objective necessity. as an insight into the 

pure essence of things. [1977,47] 

According to Husserl, rightly, to see the necessity of the object's being thus-and-so is to see 

that the object cannot be otherwise (LIIII, 57,446). However--and this is where our view 

cornes in--in order to be able to see into this necessity, it must be that the subject also 

"denies" the rival possibilities. Or. not to put too fine a point on the difference. the subject 

m u t  be able to see the object itself as "denying", i.e., as "closing off'. those rival 

possibilities.5 In the sense that the subject marginally sees that he would be wrong if he 

thought about it otherwise, he also marginally denies that any of those possibilities in fact 

O btains. Hence, it is in pointing at the objectual correlate that has the structure of a state of 

afairs as anrwered--thus-and-so, and not othenvise-that the act "expenences the tn~ th" .~  

Again, I quote Pietersma at length: 

One form of skepticism [psychologism] he considen treats Evidenr as 

nothing more than the factuai conjunction of a judgment and a certain 

feeling. Such a view, according to Husserl, amounts to complete skepticism. 
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To appreciate the full force of this skepticism. we have to remember that 

what is at stake is the epistemic worth of a situation which is genuinely 

optimal in terms of the scale that rneasures epistemic distance. We have to 

suppose that the subject has done al1 he could to obtain a good grasp of what 

he intends. This implies that he not merely thinks he has but that no cntical 

evaluation has been able to show that he has powers he did not füfly 

exercise. or that the nature of the case requires exploration he has not 

undertaken. In short, the subject cannot conceive of anythmg he could still 

do. In more Husserlian language, there are no 'intentions' still calling for 

'fulfilment'. This disposes of the argument that a feeling of certainty is a 

sign of truth, since this situation clearly presupposes a situation in which 

such a correlation first becarne known to us. [ibid., 471 

Husserl's position, as just stated by Pietersma, c m  be redescribed without too much 

straining in "oui" language of questionhg and answering. M e r  dl, it is his own view. as 

well as ours, that evidence is a matter of argumentation-"thus and not otherwise"--not a 

matter of feeling. Evidence cornes about by way of seeing that the other possibilities are 

logically closed off. 

There is one other point in the above passage that 1 should comment on. if only for 

the record. Pietenma mentions in the above passage something about "epistemic distance". 

and by this he is referring to the general idea that Husserl puts fonvard in the Sixth 

Investigation, and mainly in the third chapter, "The Phenomenology of the Levels of 

Knowledge" (LI VI, $9 16-29). Husserl points out, rightly. that knowledge cornes in 

"levels", "degreesVl or "grades" of evidence. The optimal epistemic situation is one in 

which there can be no more fulfilling. For Husserl, the "epi~emologicallypregnant sense of 

self-evidence is exclusively concemed with this last unsurpassable goal, the aci of this mosi 
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perfect synthesis offiljilmenî" (LI VI, $38.765 j. This evidence is reached when, as 

Pietersma puts it, "the subject cannot conceive of anything he codd still do" and %ere are 

no -intentions' still calling for 'fulfihent'". 

We may transpose al1 this into the "key" of questioning and answenng. First. the 

optimal situation of evidence has been reached when there are no more intentions calling for 

fdfilrnent, i.e., when al1 the Qs have been answered. Second, "evidence" pertains not just to 

the single questioning act; it cm also pertain to a complex of Qs and answen. ("Traversing 

an epistemic distance may involve a lengthy process of thinking?'. as Pietersma puts it [ibid. 

401.) Third. the entire complex itself, not just the individual parts of it, can be spoken of. as 

a whole, in terms of 'signifjmg" and "fidfilling", 4'truth" and "evidence", "question" and 

"answer". Questioning, then. need not necessarily be just as a single-step act. but a cornplex 

of questioning and answering. And fourth, the criterion of optimal evidence of a given 

inquj., whatever the criterion might mysteriously be, does not quite turn on whether more 

Qs could still be asked. (One could always ask more Qs.) Optimal evidence is reached when 

"enough is enough; is reached when the details become immaterid and uninformative; is 

reached when answering more little Qs no longer adds anything to this big, signifjmg Q that 

is called an "inquiry"; and is reached when this big Q has already been answered and 

aiready has enough evidence for its own good, until further notice. I shall Say more about 

this "big Q7'--the hermeneutical Q--in Chapter 5. 

Let us retrace the steps so far taken in this chapter. In Part A, we redescribed the 

transition from the signifjmg to the fidfilling phases of an act as a transition fiom the 

(predicative) question to the (predicative) answer. In Part B, we have "renovated" the notion 
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of evidence in light of our analysis of questioning (= signifjmg) and answering (= 

fülfilling). (Husserl's notion of truth pretty well stays the same.) We have correlated the 

notion of evidence with the "denying" side of the answering act. We shall now examine 

how our findings bear on, and how our "question-theoryy7 of evidence can account for, the 

doxic cousins of a Q-for example, the modes of deeming likely and unlikely, deerning 

doubtful, and deeming certain. 

C. Questioning and "Doxicality" (Husserl's Theory D") 

On Husserl's vie- nghtly, an intentionai act has to take up some one or other "belief- 

attitude" as regards its intended object (Ideas @ 103-1 04). The act may variously "posit" the 

object's existence as  being certain, beingpossible, being likely, being unlikeiy, being 

doubrful, . . . and, in some cases, being questionable. But however the act "posits" its object. 

it has to do so in one "doxic" way or another. Moreover, according to Husserl. these belief- 

attitudes are to be separated out into two groups. in the first group is included. al1 by itself. 

"deeming certain". In the second are included the doxic modes of deeming possible, 

deeming likely or unlikely, deeming doubtful, and deeming questionable. These doxic 

modalities are modalities of deeming certain. "Belief-~ertainty'~, as Husserl also calls it. is 

the " 'unmodalized' primalform of the mode of believing" (Ideas 8 104). In other words. 

deemhg probable, deeming likely, deerning questionable, and other "modal deerning~'~ 

logically presuppose the background of deeming certain. Not only is "deeming certain" our 

doxic starting point. It is also the point to which we continually try to retum: 



Thus, even intuitive certainty, transfomed into a habituai possession, 

leads again to uncertainty, to doubt, to a question. Everything becomes 

questionable again. Nevertheless, we still mive for incontestable 

knowledge, for convictions not subject to question. [EJ §79,3 131. 

It is in this philosophical context that we fmd Husserl's 'aeory D" of questions. 

Adrnittedly, my calling it a theory of questions is stretching it a bit. It reads more like a 

theory about a select group of act-qualities, of which "questioning" is but a member among 

other members. I disagree with Husserl on certain details of just where questioning is 

supposed to fit in this doxic family (which is hard to do, since he says so little about it). 

However, 1 do agree with him on this much: I.f"questioning~' belongs anywhere in a 

taxonomy of acts, it would have to be somewhere here, under the category of doxic 

modalities. 

In the following, I shall examine how this one doxic modality. questioning, actuaily 

relates to the other basic "belief-attitudes". 1 shall cany out the discussion in light of our 

theory of how the requirements of "tnith" and "evidence" are built into a questioning act. 

The point of the discussion is partly to elucidate these other doxic modes in terms of where 

they fit into our theory. And it is pady to elucidate, and defend, this theory by showing how 

well it can account for these other doxic modes. The present discussion falls into four 

sections: (1)  1 argue that "deeming possible" is not so much a doxic modality as it is the 

defining feahlte of doxic modaiity. (2) 1 propose that we speak of specific doxic modalities. 

such as doubting, in terms of "deeming uncertain", and that we also allow for degrees of 

deeming uncertain. 
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With these preliminaries in place, I then proceed to sections 3 and 4: (3) I make 

a negative c l a h  to the effect that ''deerning likely" and "deeming unlikely", are not to be 

counted among the doxic modalities &er dl ,  Husserl notwithstmding. The varying 

*'weight" of contending possibilities is not a function of "likelihood" after dl .  (4) Findly. 1 

argue that deeming certain is also a doxic modality, Husserl notwithstanding. This 

discussion, and the third, should bring home how differently we need to constme the notion 

of certainty once we think of it dong the lines of how questioning and amwering work. 

According to the closhg argument: 

Evidence is correlated to the degree that contending possibilities have been 

eradicated. So much eradicating, so rnuch evidence. As for those tniths that "go without 

saying9'-=~heels are round, say--these lose their evidence precisely in proportion that 

they go without saying. They become "neutrd certainties", and what they point at don? look 

as real to us as they once did. This argument will also funiish us with the materials with 

which to argue for the claim in Part D: Namely, informativeness--not a category in 

Husserl's phenomenology--tums out to be identical with evidence. The more informative 

the message, the more real the thing at which it points appears to be. 

1. Deeming Possible 

Two points of clarification are in order: (a) the first point, by way of getthg to the second, is 

that the notion of a "doxic modality" is to be understood in a fkst-order sense; and (b) the 

second point is that "deeming possible" is not so much a doxic rnodality, but is a defining 

feahue of a doxic modality. I am fairiy sure that Husserl would endoee the fmt  point (if he 
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does not already hold it). and 1 am b o a  as  sure that the same would go for the second 

point. 

(a) Maybe this is not quite as Husserl conceives it. On our view anyway, the doxic 

modalities of "deerning likely", "deeming doubtfui", "deemuig unlikely", as well as 

"deerning certain", are not so much acts in themselves as "epistemic " qualities of acts, 

whatever else they might happen to be. (One remembers 'Gth  doubt", '%th certaintf"' 

etc.; one sees "'with doubt", "with certainty", etc.) Or better yet, they are not so much 

"qualities" as vector-like structures. (Doubting, for example, is multi-directed, as is 

questioning). Finally, they are not activities, in spite of this way of talking about deerning 

IikeIy, deeming uniikely, deeming doubtful, and the rest. First-order doubt, to recall, is the 

type of doubting that animates the act itself. (One sees this doubtingly, remembers this 

doubtingly). Second-order doubt, on the other hand, is an act that 'talks" about doubt (e-g.. 

"1 certainly find this doubtful", "This is unlikely to be doubtful"). What 1 propose is that we 

also apply this fust-ordedsecond-order distinction to "deeming likely". "deeming unlikely". 

and "deeming certain". (Take, for example. "deeming certain". Second-order certainty is 

one thing, cg., "I judge it to be certain that X is y". First-order certainty is quite another, 

e.g., with conviction, "X is y".) 

(b) Here is an example of what "deeming possible" might involve, which is 

Husserl's own: 

The thing "suggests itself' as possibly a man. Then a contrary deeming 

possible occurs; it couid be a tree which: in the darkness of the forest, looks 

like a man who is moving. Now, however, the "weight" of the one 



"possibility" becomes considerably greater; we decide in its favour . . . 
that "it was a tree after dl". [Ideas 1 <215>, 2501 

We may extend Husserl's point, and Say that whether it is specifically in doubting, in 

questioning, in deeming likely, or whatnot. the doxic act is a "deerning possible" ai bottom. 

Although 1 doubt that he would have a problem with this point. Husserl mighr object: 

'These other modalities involve 'deerning possible'. But 1 include 'deeming possible' as a 

separate entry for the reason that 1 rnean by it deeming purely possible". But to this we 

would reply: "Deeming possible" in thefirst-order would have to be "presurnptive". 

"motivated. "open", or '~eighted", to use Husserl's own terminology. A deeming purely 

possible, on the other hand, whether by freely poshilating a hypothesis, by supposing for 

argument's sake. by conjecturing, by "let's pretend, is to involve an "as-if transformation". 

But then this would be '-deeming possible" oniy in a second-order sense. Sumrning up: It is 

somewhat misleading to talk about "deeming possible" as a ''doxic modality". Minimally 

defmed, a doxic modality ic a "deeming possible". And it is misleading in that it might 

irnply that fvst-order deerning doubtfûl, deeming unlikely, and the rest, are something other 

than deeming possible. 

2. Doubting and Questioning 

Up to this point in this chapter, our claim has been that a signifjmg act is a questioning act. 

Now stating our case with more precision, a signiQing act is either a questioning act  or it 

tends towards it. First-order doubting is atso signi@ing for the simple reason that it holds 

open different contending possibilities. (Doubting rnight well be described as an answering 
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that can't make up its mind. in these cases, the logic of "recognize and deny", operative 

in an answer, takes placefluctuating~ At one moment: one recognizes, this is a ship, 

denying it to be a lighthouse. At another moment, one recognizes this is a lighthouse, 

denying it to be a ship.) For good measure, we can add to the list of other "signiQing" 

candidates, dong with doubting and questioning: disappointment, wonder. suspicion, and 

other acts that are, or might dso be, "multi-directed". But having just said that, 1 should 

stress that if a signifjmg act is not a questioning, then it tends towards if .  When doubting is 

a "strong" doubting, when other possibilities stand up and "announce" themselves as 

serious contenders-when the act becomes genuinely "signiwg"--it ' m s  into" a 

questioning. And just as the target of doubting predisposes one to question, so also do the 

targets of disappointment, surprise, and the like. 

Implied in the above remark is the idea that there are degrees of doubting (and 

degrees of disappointment, surprise, etc.). We may correlate this idea with our "infornation 

theory". Doubting involves the incursion of competing possibilities over against a 

"traditionally" held possibility. The more "cornpetitive" or "'weighty" these newly arrived 

possibilities are, the greater the degree of the doubting. However, since doubting is almost 

by definition a "historicai" act (one doubts what was held), since it is a specific kind of 

uncertainty, it would be better to talk in the "ahistorical" texms of "trncertain@". This allows 

for the fact (so 1 think) that there are any number of other sorts of doxic modalities besides 

just the few that Husserl mentions. We may add to the doxic list, arnong others: deerning 

disappointing, deeming suspicious, deeming surprising. These, like doubting, also involve 

the "incursion" of possibilities. 
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I have said enough about doubting in particular and about other particular types 

of modalities. 1 shall use the generic description, "deeming uncertain", which is meant to 

cover them d l .  In the next section, 1 shali explore more carefully the idea that there are 

degrees of uncertainty or certainty. 

3. Deeming Likely, Deeming Unlikely 

The degree of uncertainty, or certainty, that goes with deeming likely, or a deeming 

unlikely, is to be accounted for by the fact that in such cases not al1 the contending 

possibilities have been eliminated. With the contending possibilities still "in the air", the 

given act falls short of being certain about what it aims at. The degree to which it is 

uncertain is correlated to the degree of the "contentiousness" or 'Weight" of possibilities. 

And the degree to which this uncertainty is reduced is correlated to the level of the reduction 

of possibilities. Hence, eliminating the uncertainty involves eliminating al1 contending 

possibilities. 

in order to counter a potential misunderstanding, I must stress once again the 

disclaimer that our ihformation theory" is to be conceived dong "mathematical" lines. It is 

not as if deeming likely, or deeming unlikely, and by extension, the act of answering, were 

no more than an irnplicit reckoning of probabilities (e.g., 4'likely", "unlikely". "certainly") or 

that the measure of a possibility's "weight" is arnenable to a calculus. The idea offirst- 

order uncertainty is an existentid marrer. 

To illustrate the point: I know that the likelihood of this airplane stdling in flight 

and taking me down with it, is very slim indeed. But a statistic does not have the final Say 
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on whether or not, and how much, the possibility of this happening is experienced as a 

contending possibility. If'I begin to fear the fate of this flight,firsi-order uncertainty may 

increase accordingly. What, then, is this thing that brings a measure of uncertainty into the 

act? (a) With an eye to answering this, I shall start with a brief statement of what I take to be 

a "second-order" or ''abstract" sense of uncertainty. (b) And then, working backwards, 1 

shall proceed to the analysis of "first-order" certainty or uncertainty. My negative daim will 

be: Whatever else makes for a 'kontending possibili@', it is not. fhdamentaily, a reckoning 

of a probability. 

(a) Second-Order Uncertainty 

In asking the sort of Q that is up front about "evidence", "But is it so?". or "But will it be 

so?", 1 have moved into the second-order sense of "certaintyil. (Contrast this second-order 

certainty. 9 deem it certain that X is y'' to first-order certainty of deeming with certainty "X 

is y".) When I ask about the probabiliy about such-and-such happening, having happened, 

etc., I aiso move into the second order. In the second order, "1 am certain that X is y": in the 

second order, "89 per cent that X is y". A second-order certainty statement is, in a way. a 

statement about the Q behind it ("The Q has eliminated al1 the contenders"). Similarly. a 

probability statement is, in a way, also about the Q behind it ("The Q has reduced the 

contenders--"). 

What gets a Q going are the contending possibilities set before it. The answenng of 

a Q involves the elimination of them. However. if the full elimination itseif c m o t  be 

brought off, the reduction of them will do as a second-best. The answer that settles for a 
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reduction, and gives a verbal measure of it with a "maybe", an 'Mikelyy7, a "highly 

probable", or a quantitative measure of it with. Say, an "89 %", is called aprobabifit-y 

statement. (1 p a s  over the ontological problem of whether utterances concerning the future 

can be statements, or can refer L?ndy'7 or "falseiy".) Our "information theory" of probability 

is not clairning that probability is "objective". Sure, one can talk about the 'propensity" of a 

thing; but this hardly means that "1M" is built into, Say, this coin. Nor is it "subjective" 

either, at lest  not in the sense that claiming, for example, "X's happening is an 89 per cent 

chance" is primarily a measure of my "commitment" to believing what 1 am saying.' Rather, 

a probability statement is a measure of missing information. 

This point is not philosophically novel. However. what is novel, 1 think. is our idea 

that "probability" is integrally comected to this thing called a "question". A Q. "What is the 

probability?" is not just another Q alongside so many others. in a way, a probability Q is a Q 

that ash about itself: A Q' any Q, calls for the reduction. if not the elimination. of the 

contending possibilities. Accordingly, every answer cornes at les t  implicitly prefaced with 

a probability index. If the contenders have been eliminated whole and entire, if the evidence 

is total, then "1 00%" implicitly prefaces the answer. If the contenders c m  be only reduced 

at best, not wholly eliminated, then--this is an option--the questioner can go into the second- 

order, so to speak, and ask for 2 measure of the missing infornation. 

(b) First-Order "Degrees of Uncertainty" 

But al1 this takes place at the second-order level. At the first-order, talk about "It is likely 

that", "It is unlikely that", "It is doubtful that", and the like, does not essentially corne up. 

"Likely" and "unlikely" are second-order assessments. These assessments, dong with the 
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observations, "The rose is red", "The sky is bluet', are to be distinguished fkom the fmt- 

order "doxic modalities" of being likely, unlikely, doubrfl. certairr-modalities îhat are 

operative in these assessments. What is this kt-order "doxic feel"? When does a range of 

possibilities become "contender-worrhy"? When do they become sufficiently contentious as 

to give nse to a Q? At the kt-order level, iprobability" is somewhat incidental to whether 

or not a possibility is contentious. The degree of the contentiousness of a possibility-the 

degree of first-order "uncertainty"-is correlated to the existential point of what is at stake 

should that possibility turn out to be true. 

In order to be a "contender", a possibility has to be more than just a "pure 

possibility". Consider how things works for the Q, Say, "Where is the book?" Now. to be 

sure, in terms of pure possibilities, the book might be on the planet Mars, or in a galaxy fa& 

far away. But the Q conceming its whereabouts does not, of course. take up any and al1 

where-possibilities as "fair game". The where-possibilities are '-motivated". as Husserl 

might put it. They have been narrowed down to, Say, a range of "whereY' in this houe. or 

in this room. (Notice. it is not as if the Q itself, which deals with this motivated or 

narrowed-down range, did the narrowing doivn. The where-possi bilities already "showo' 

thernselves to be contenden, and to this extent the range has already been narrowed d o m  

as Worthy" for the subject matter of a Q. The Q "takes over" what has already begun, and 

tries to narrow down the contenders even more--if ail goes weil, right down to the last 

possibility, which then t m s  out to be me. as if by "default".) 

To repeat our question: What is it that makes these possibilities "contenders"? One 

answer to this would have it that these possibilities are taken as "probabilities", and that this 
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is what distinguishes a motivated possibility fiom a "pure" possibility. So the argument 

might go. This, 1 think, is a rnistake. Let us go over this in two steps. 

According to our "epistemology of questioning", a s p e c t m  of beiief does not 

stretch from "O" to " 1 00': from "uncertainty" to "certainty". Rather, "certainty of x" is on 

one side, "certainty of not-x" is on the other. (Remember, we countenance the existence of 

negative States of affairs.) What is to be found between these two extremes are 

"uncertainty". "doubt", not to Say also "deeming likely", "deeming unlikely". It is 

somewhere in this middle zone, if anywhere, that a Q may be counted as "worthy7'. The 

possibility is not weighted so heavily against the othee that the answer "Yes" is already 

obvious. Nor is it weighted so lightly that the answer "No" is already obvious. 

However (the second step), being in the "middle zone" is neither a sufficient nor a 

necessary condition for tumllig a possibility into a contending possibility. One can be very. 

very sure about X, and yet ask in earnest, "1s X so?"? for the reason that a great deal rides on 

wherher or not X is actually so. One can be very, very unsure about Y, and yet not give a 

hang about determining, ''1s Y so?Being very sure, in the second-order, is not enough to 

pre-empt a Q. Being very unsure, in the second-order, is not enough to get it off the ground. 

Or radier: "Being sure", or "being unsure". "deeming likely'?, or "deeming unlikely". 

in the usual sense has nothuig fundamentally to do with its "doxical" counterpart at the level 

at which it may prompt a Q. (It should become clearer in a moment what is meant by ..the 

usual sense".) The infornation about, ''1s it a boy or a girl?", involves an elimination of only 

one possibility; the information about, "Where is it?", involves the elimination of maybe 

thirty thousand possibilities. But the "Worth" of the information riding on the one might be 



existentially far greater than that riding on the second. And hence, the k t  Q might 

likely be a far more pressing Q than the second. 

indeed, there are cases in which taik about "likely" and 'Mikely", in the usual 

senses, does not even technically enter a Q, for exarnple, "Does God exist?" For a Pascal, or 

a garnbler, a great deal can ride on what the answer to that Q is, even though there is no way 

to attach a probability to it. Reading the statistics on the safety of flying rnay not help allay 

my fear for flying. (Conversely, reading the statistics on the danger of it may do nothing to 

diminish my confidence that the plane will land safely.) The statistics may tell me that the 

probability of the plane going down in flarnes is highly remote. 1 may even put my whole 

"rational" trust in those statistics. But the statistics themselves do not necessarily add, or 

take away from, the weight of thesepossibilities. To crash or not to crash? That is the Q that 

may still weigh heavily on me, even if 1 remain convinced that the chance is one in a 

million. What is the point? Whatever makes for the weight of a contending possibility. it is 

no1 fundarnentaily tied to a statistical reckoning of "not likely", "likely". '.very Iikely''. etc. 

A parenthetical note: 1 am not making a point about fear per se. confidence per se. 

or this or that ernotionper se. The purpose of the exarnple about one's fear of flying is 

simply to bring out that the fact that "rationality"-Talrn down! There's no recison to be 

afiaid", "The probability is very, very low"--is not the "deciding factor" when it cornes to 

the varying w'weights?' of possibilities put before the subject. To be sure, the point about fear 

does suggest the larger issue: What might be the co~ec t ion  between, on the one hand, the 

intentionality of types of emotion in general, or only certain types of emotion, and, on the 

other hand, doxicality, noise, interestedness, informativeness, questioning and answering. 
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truth and evidence? 1 caxmot answer these questions here: the most 1 cm do is note them 

and relegate these questions to a larger problem that 1 am not taking up in the present work: 

Namely, What sets up a "field of noise", or a field of rivai possibilities, within which a Q is 

liable to arise in response? 

Finaily, we said that basic to a doxic modality, be it a questioning, doubting, 

deeming likely or uniikely, is that it is, minirnaily, a deeming possible. We may refine this 

point as follows: Basic to a doxic moddity at the primitive level is the "existential weight" 

of the relative possibilities--or what we have elsewhere cdled their "contentiousness" or 

"rivairy". The weightier a possibility, the more pressing it is, so the more urgent is the 

related questioning. The weightier, the greater the worth of the prospective information 

conceming it. The weightier, the greater may be the elimination of the "noise" or 

uncertainty. Hence, certains>. at the primitive level, is not about the epistemic matter of "not 

so likely, more likely. very, very likely . . . and findly certain''. 'Deerning likely" and 

"deeming unlikely?' are not. after dl. primitive doxic categones (Husserl to the contrary). 

Rather, it is an existentid matter of %e more at stake for me as regards these possibilities 

and %e greater the gain of 'certainty' in the reduction of the contenders". Of course, a 

phrase, such as "existential weight", doesn't add up to an explanation. Rather. it requires an 

explanation, which I shall try to sketch out in the closing chapter. 

We have said quite enough about how questioning relates to doubting, deeming 

likely, and deerning unlikely. The category that we have yet to examine, explicitly anyway. 

is that of certainty. 



4. On Certainty 

According to Husserl, "certainty" is not a doxic modaliîy. As pointed out already, it is 

'iuunodalized". Doxic modalities-doubting, questioning, and the rest-are modalities of 

"belief-certainty". But this is only a first approximation of Husserl's position. For in point 

of fact, he distinguishes between, on the one hand, '-unmoddized or "pnmary" certainty. 

the certain9 of believing, and, on the other hand, the modalized certainty of assent (W. 

4 $7 1-72; also L I  V, $29; also Mohanty [1982]). This difference corresponds, roughly. to the 

difference between one3 saying, believingly, "The rose is red'; and the other's saying, 

approvingly or with assent, "What you Say about the rose being red is me". Or again, just as 

there is fïrst-order and second-order doubt, there is aiso fmt-order (unmodalized) and 

second-order (modalized) certainty. Having just given a slightly more precise reading of 

Husserl's position on the idea of "certainty", I shail now roughly contrast our own position 

with his. Keep in rnind that this follows From our "question theory" of evidence. just as do 

the above discussions on doxic modaiities. 

Whereas for Husserl fmt-order certainty is unmodalized, on our view it is 

rnodalized. Obviously, with evidence cornes certainty. But evidence involves not just the 

simple "belief' or recognizing what is; it involves also the denying of its contending 

possibilities. Certainty at this level is aiready "rnodalized" in the sense that the judging act is 

already dealing with possibilities. Also on Husserl's view, certainty in the second-order is 

rnodalized. We agree, but with the proviso that modalization at this level be regarded as. 

indeed, a second-order modalization, which has more to do with what the judgment is 

talking about than with the "inner conviction" of the judgment itself. First-order doxicaiity 
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is no less operative in a second-order judgment. When 1 Say, in the second-order, "It is 

certain that'?, '9t is 99 per cent certain that", etc., 1 rnight Say it with first-order certainty, or 1 

might even say it with first-order hesitation, doubt, etc. 

But it gets more complicated. We allow that there is sornething unmodalized at the 

first-order after ail, although it isn't quite what Husserl has in mind. We shall cd1 this 

'iinmodalized something"pre-certain@. In answer to a Q, "The rose is reà", 1 acknowledge 

the entire state of flairs, and deny the nvals of "red". The modalized certainty of this 

answer, and the evidence of the answer, assembles around "red--not these other colours". 

However, although in the answer, "The rose is red", the focus is on the "red" of the rose. 

there is still, of course, a marginal noticing of everythg else besides. The rose itself is, if 

you like, the presupposedpart of the state of affairs correlated to the answer, "The rose is 

red'. The "certainty" of my relation to it in this case ispre-certain in the sense that 1 simply 

take it "as a given. without any questions asked". n i e  "debate" is around the "red" of the 

rose. not the rose itself. Hence, this "part" or "moment" of certainty in the utterance. the part 

concerning the rose itself, is unmodalized. 

The doxicality of an act even survives the effects of the so-called 

"phenomenological reduction", according to Husserl. Even if ail presuppositions concerning 

the existence of the world are "put out of action", or "neutralized", there would still remain, 

on his view, a believing, even though "no longer serious believing", a questioning, even 

though "no longer serious questioning", and so forth (ibid, 109, 1 10). 1 have only a few 

cornrnents to make on this. One cannot "neutralize" al1 presuppositions conceming the 

existence of the world. This isn't so much because, practically speaking, it's too hard to pull 
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off. Nor is it because, ontologically speaking, "Dasein" is aiready "being-in-the-world", 

we are "already in the û-uth", and so forth. Rather, it is that presuppositions, and 

suppositions, are the things we "de-neutraiize". Ordinarily at any rate, it is when we Say 

such things as "The rose is red" that the existentid presupposition becomes a 

presupposition. 

To sum up the distinctions thus far: There is certainty in the fmt-order and second- 

order. There is both modalized and unmodalized certauity in the first-order. I shall now 

introduce yet another category. 1 am unsure how to classify it, since it seems to be neither 

fïrst- nor second-order. Cal1 it %eutralized certainty". 

To illustrate: This is rnodalized certainty that, Say, "the tree is green". cornes to be 

"neutralized". FKst, there were contending possibilities. dong with a Q, "What colour is the 

tree?'Second. there was the answer, "The tree is green", and with it an afterglow of the 

contending possibilities and their denial. Third? the answer to the Q was to become so 

"obviously true" that asking, " M a t  colour is this tree?", or answering, "ïhe aee is green". 

became sillier and sillier. (Of course, not forever; idonnation that two and two is four 

doesn't grow old; but information about a tree does.) And fourth, the "answer" eventually 

turns into an lunstressed allomorph. The correspondhg SAS as cognized flattens out. 

Accordingly. 1 Iose access to its facniality. It is then that the certainty of this SAS has been 

"neutralized". 

This point is f&ly well in keeping with what was said near the end of Chapter 3. 

where it was pointed out that bcembossment" is a precondition of having access to a SAS. No 

embossment, no access to it. Unless I see such-and-such as being thus-and-so and no? 
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othenvise, I gain r.0 ontological access to the factuaii@ of the SAS-which is to Say, 1 

can't "see" it. With the SAS "de-embossed" fiom my perspective, what 1 "see" instead is a 

presentmion, the-tree-is-green. M y  saying, 'The tree is green", doesn't necessarily mean 

that, phenomenologicaily, 1 am therefore pointhg at a SAS. No, unless 1 can see the 'Vius- 

and-so and not otherwise"-unless the "SAS" is structured as a SAS as answered--the 

objectual correlate cannot be given as a SAS. in the meantirne, it is neutraiized into a 

presentation. Or the presentation, whatever its history, is de-neuri-aked into an object-in-Q 

("What colour is the tree?" "1s the tree green?') or into a SAS ('The tree is green''). 

What is the point? First of dl, in light of our theory of tmth and evidence, one might 

mise the problem: "What happens when what we know 'goes without saying', when we get 

used to it, and give it no second thought? 'The sum of the intemal angles of a triangle add 

up to two nght angles'. Why go through the proof that allows us to see it as 'thus and not 

otherwise' again and again?" In answer: Yes, these things "go without saying". However. 

thuigs are not as they might seem; it is not as if, having become so used to the idea that 2 

and 2 is 4, we now have the tmth of the rnatter and the evidence for it. No, truth is 

somediing 1 have in my pointing at a reality; and my experience of it presupposes evidence 

for it; and evidence requires the denying of the contrary; and this denying involves the 

embossment of a SAS, in which case it is revealed in its factuality. No embossment, no 

access to this. Sure, 1 know that "2 and 2 is 4", however uninteresting, is real; I know that 

the ground beneath my feet, however uninteresting the fact may be, is real. However, 

without evidence, or the need for it, the reality of this state of affairs iso for me, neither here 

nor there. What gets neutraiized is not so much the look of the object's being reai but the 
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experience of this thing's being real. And what does the neutralizing is my getting used 

to ir. This experience lies wmewhere between finding the thing "interesting" and finding it 

"informative". 

D. Conclusion: On the Idea of Inforrnativeness 

In Part C, 1 examined our theory of evidence in light of Husserl's view to the effect that 

questioning is one among several "doxic modalities" or "belief-attitudes". The point of the 

discussion was partly to figure out where these other doxic modes should fit in our 

"information theory" of tmth and evidence. And it was partly to elucidate, and defend. our 

theory of evidence-or "certainty"--by showing how well it can account for these other 

doxic modes. I argued that evidence is correlated to the measure that contending 

possibilities are reduced. So much reducing, so much evidence. As for those truths that 

eventually ='go without saying", they cease to require evidence. But here's the catch: They 

c a s e  to require evidence not because they already have it. but because they are no longer so 

amenable to it. Now ihat these truths are so iobvious'', the denying operation drops out. No 

denying, no evidence; no evidence, no access to the "factuality" of these "obviously me'' 

SsAs. 

By way of closing, 1 shall introduce a category that is not to be found in Husserl's 

phenomenology, certainly not by the narne 1 am giving it, and this 1 cal1 "informativeness". 

This notion is no more, or less, in Husserl's phenomenology than is the notion of evidence 

as we understand that term. By "evidence" we mean, roughly, the "but not otherwise'' of 

cognizing something's being "thus-and-so, but not othenvise". And by evidence, we also 
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mean informativeness. "Informativeness" and "e~idence'~ mean the same thing. in other 

words, it is not as if it is only in the last few paragraphs of the chapter that the topic of 

informativeness has come up; we have been taking about it al1 dong, except in name. Why, 

then, Uinoduce the term so late in the chapter on evidence, Le., informativeness? And if they 

mean the same technically, why multiply the terms? 

In answer to the first question, the two terms do not mean the same in good English 

usage of the words. It was necessary, then, to work out the notion of evidence by initially 

staying close to the ordinary meaning. Now that this has been worked out, the next step is to 

show that *'evidence", in o u  technical sense of the notion, is the same as informativeness. It 

is the notion of "informativeness"--1 prefer this over "evidence"-and its counterpart, 

"interestedness", that will prove fundamental from this point on in the present work. 

To inform me is to tell me something that is supposed to be more than just true. If  1 

aiready know fidl well that 2 and 2 is 4, to tell me as much is not to "inform" me. Moreover. 

even if 1 don't know something (e.g., 1 don? know what 365 x 24 equals), telling me is not 

to inform me unless 1 first of al1 want to know, in some wide sense of the word. "want". To 

be informed, then, is not necessarily to have one's Q answered; but it is to provide 

something that, even if it is not, technically speaking, an answer, still has to have the 

structure of an answer. How is that? 

Not knowing is not enough a precondition to informing me. Knowing that 1 don? 

know X is not enough a precondition to uiforming me either. Nor is being told the "truth" 

enough. What informing requires, in addition to al1 these, and primady, is that the 

"message" interests me in the first place. Infomiing, then, is correlated to the 



187 
"interestedness". What makes for this interest is the range of contending possibilities 

which is, mystenously no doubt, put before me. Logically, first cornes interestedness, then 

information. These possibilities have v-g "existential" weights; they contend in v q i n g  

ways and degrees. Within this range or field a Q arises, or anyway it tends to arise. 

Questionhg is a response to? a fùnction and manifestation of, this "interest". In tum, a 

message is informative to the extent that it narrows down the very range of contending 

possibilities that makes the subject-matîer interesthg and "question-worthyo'. 

~oma t ivenes s ,  then, is correlated to the degree of this eradication. The paradigmatic 

bearer of informing is the annuering act, whose chief business it is to recognize and deny. 

in other words: To inform is primarily to deny contending possibilities. So much 

providing of evidence, so much informaîiveness. If the possibilities are not in place as 

contenders, so much the worse for informativeness. "2+2 is 4''? 1 don? senously entertain 

the idea that it might be greater or less than 4. For me, being told that 2 and 2 is 4 is, 

therefore. wholly uninformative, not to Say aiso wholly uninteresting. The statement. "2 and 

2 is 4" can never. ever again *'sound" like an answer to me. And even were 1 to preface the 

statement with, "What is 2 and 2?", in order to help rnake it sound like an answer, 1 would 

be only faking the Q, however much 1 might knit my eyebrows and try to ask it sincerely. 

The Q is not real, for there are no contending possibilities, no interestedness (inter-esse) 

"behveen" me and the SAS that 2 and 2 is 4. Nor is the "answer" real; or it is real only in 

proportion that contending possibilities have been wiped out. The desideratum of a Q is not? 

"Tell me what 1 don't know". It is, "Tell me what 1 think might be the case, but isn't so". 
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Su much evidence, so much informativeness. 1 shodd like to bring our thesis to 

bear on the problem of statements about negative facts, the better to rehe it and put it to a 

test. 

A no-answer to a yes-no Q is a recognition of a "tht' of a negative state of affairs. 

Technically, this answer, relative to its Q, is every bit as appropriate as a yes-answer. But 

that said, the fact remains that we find negative answers less than satiswg. Scientists tend 

not to value too highly the negative answer. They don? make careee out of saying, E does 

not equal rnc3, or 'There is no life on the su" .  The same goes for everyone else. Why is 

that? First things fxst, it should be pointed out that, given o w  philosophical view that there 

do exist such things as negative facts, we are not in the position to say: The reason that 

taking note of negative facts is less satisfactory is that they are less than tme. Nat so; "2 and 

2 is not 5" is every bit as true as "2 and 2 is 4". 

The reason why we tend not to value negative facts is that they tend to be not so 

very uiformative. If 1 ask, "1s the rose red?", and you answer, Yes". it hasfull evidence. 

Knowing that it is red nullifies the other possibilities. Red--not any other colour. But the 

sarne cannot be said if the mswer to the Q is, instead, a "No". The answer is m e ,  but it falls 

short of evidence. Very weil, i fs  not red; that gets rid of one possibility. But where does 

that leave the others? If anything, the negative answer incites another Q, or reopens the 

questioning that had already begun: "Well, then, excluding red, what colour is it?" 

Since we u e  doing the philosophically "eccentric" thing of positing the existence of 

negative facts, the onus is on us to meet the objection: "If they do exist, if they are 'tnie'. 

then why is it that we still tend to think of them as less real than positive facts?" 1 am 
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suggesting that the reason for this (or part of it) has to do with their uninformativeness. I 

am also suggesting that this correlation between informativeness (or lack of it) and the 

"expenence of reality" (or lack of this experience) is not confined just to our commerce 

with negative facts. It also applies to those positive facts that eventually "go without 

saying". With these facts. as with negative facts, it is hard to get access to, and to "feel", 

their factuality . 

1 emphasize this "existentid" dimension of interestedness (roughly, the "need" for 

evidence) and informativeness (roughly, the evidence itself). Showing how such-and-such 

can't be othenvise is not to provide an ounce of evidence for the hearer unless there is an 

'-intereshg" field of possibilities already in place for him. The "sincerity" of the Q, the 

degree to which that questioning act is genuinely a Q; the degree to which an answer is 

informative. or, better yet, the degree to which the answer is really an answer--these 

categones are measured against whether there is actually in place a range of contending 

possibilities and the degree to which those possibilities are, in fact. contentious. The degree 

of my expenence of the real is a function of the degree to which I have before me a field of 

contending possibilities, or the degree to which these "noisy" possibilities have been 

"filtered out'' by my answers. Questioning and answering are therefore central to one's 

experiencing things as real. 

Finally, my reader will have noted, perhaps with some rnisgivings, that almost al1 

my examples of Qs have been about those that deal withfinite ranges of possibilities. My 

reason for sticking to such examples has been partly strategic. 1 am assuming that what 

applies to these simple cases applies also to those more complex and messier cases. 
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Consider the example of a Q which calls not for one simple possibility against other 

simple possibilities ("Which one is prime--2,4, or 5?' A: "(5)-{not 2 or 4}"), but for one 

potentially complex possibility against another potentially complex possibility CbWhich of 

the numbers between 2 and 20 are prime?" A: "(3,5, 7, 1 1, 13, 17, 191, not {2,4,6. 8,9. . . 

20)) .  Consider the example of the Q, "What are the three countries in Europe that have the 

highest standard of living?" The possibilities can be enurnerated and the range is finite. 

However. each possibility (Denmark, Spain, etc.) represents a vague target for the Q, "What 

is this country's standard of living?" or, before that, "What is a 'standard of living'?" This 

brings me to my second reason for using examples of Qs that deal with finite ranges. Those 

ranges that are vague, that have to be rendered de-finite or determinate, pertain to 

hermeneutical Qs, as opposed to predicative Qs. In short, I have not attempted to provide a 

theory of the "cntenon of relevance" for Qs. My point is that with the predicative Q' the 

cntenon is aiready in place. And my point is that if it is the cntenon itself that remains to be 

determined, then that is precisely the job which is cut out for the hermeneutical Q. 1 shall be 

examining this sort of Q in the following chapter. 

in closing, there are two additional points that 1 should like to comment on briefly. 

They are connected to the problem of interestedness (the first more obviously so than the 

second); however, since neither topic could be quite fitted into the main discussion, I have 

opted to place them at the very end of the chapter. The one problem has to do with authority 

in speaking, and the other with what it means to Say, "It is me" and "It is fdse". 

1. Auditory Evidence 
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An underlying and Husserlian thesis of this chapter is that truth and evidence are the 

things intentional consciousness starts to look for at ground level. Taik about "scientific 

truth" and "scientific evidence" cornes later, if at dl. But if this is so, how are we to do 

justice to the fact that much, or most, of what we beiieve in is based on hearsay, "no M e r  

questions asked"? Doesn't ail this somewhat discredit the assertion that the requirements of 

outh and evidence are built into us? Not entirely. Here is a sketch of how I think the 

'bauthority" of hearsay works. My reason for bringing up diis issue at this point is to put our 

theory of evidence to a small test. To an extent, ou .  "information theory" of evidence can 

account for the phenomenon of authonty. Let us examine the following. 

Denying the logical contrary makes for the evidence. Yet if most of what we believe 

is tnir is by hearsay. then this suggests that "authority", which, it appears, normaily goes 

with the act of communicating, is somehow linked up with the denying function. Denying 

makes for evidence. Authonty makes for evidence. To complete the sequence: Presurnably. 

there must be some comection between the one and the other. What would that comection 

be? On the one hand, the "Cartesian" might want to declare that authority is a "second- 

best", a stand-in for evidence maybe, but in no way equivalent to it. On the other. the 

-'Romantic" might declare that there's more to "proof' than evidence, that authority carries 

its own conviction. Both views miss the mark. 

Authority is already built into the communicative act, more or Iess. Typically, one 

cornmunicates on the understanding that the other wants to know, or would want to know (a 

case of retrodictive questioning?), or because the other is already asking a Q, or will hear 

what the other is saying as an "answer" to a Q he would want to have asked in retrospect. 



And typically, one communicates in order to infom, or be informed. What makes a 

message idormative is not simply that it is true, or even that the "sense" is different, even 

though the denoted object is the same (to take Frege's celebrated exarnple of '-the evening 

star is the morning star"). What makes a message informative is that there is (or was. up to a 

moment ago) around it contending messages. Consider a few f d l i a r  examples. 

(a) The evening star is the rnorning star. We astronomers don't tell each other such 

things as "the evening star is the moming star", simply because we know it already, or 

should know it. (b) My hand has sixfingers. What would make this informative is not just 

its truth, but that it wodd prove interesting. A hand usuaily has five fmgers. For a hand to 

have six would be a sight to behold. (c) iMy hand hasfivefingers. Well, assurning that you 

Say only informative t h g s ,  1 txy to guess as to the contenders, as to why it could have been 

otherwise, and so forth. ("So, you've been using the meat cleaver again, have you!") 

An obvious mle of communication is: Say informative things, in the very wide 

sense of that word. Failing that- the utterance' a sort of doing, lacks a "because". What is my 

point? The degree to which what is said is informative is correlated to the reduction of 

"noise" or contending messages. Hence, a "moment" of communicating, at least when it is 

up and running, is to "deny the contrary". How, then. does one speak with "authority"? On 

our view, this cornes to the same as asking: How does one communicate well? Discem the 

Q the hearer is asking, or prompt the hearer into asking it, etc. But whatever the strategy! 

find the "rhetorical Q" that the hearer is already asking, or should be asking. and then 

answer it for the hearer. Only then will the speaker's message corne across as informative. 

Oniy then wili the speaker be in a position in which to deny the contraty and, hence, speak 



with -'authority7'. According to our view, then, rhetonc-the art of persuading--is the 

science of how to deny well. 

I return to a point made early on about the Daubertian, and Reinachian, thesis that 

questioning (die Anfiage) is an inherently public act, much in the way that promising, 

commanding, and thanking are also, although more strictly so, inherently public. To recall, I 

rejected this thesis, with the explanation that Qs take place as much in pnvate as in public. 

But the original point may now be rnodified, and radicalized, as follows: It is not that a Q is 

inherently public and that only in communication is it in its element. Rather? it is the 

'-publicw--the communicative reaim--which is inherently "questionable". Communication 

cornes into its own when question and answer pass back and forth between speaker and 

hearer. This is not to Say that in a communicative exchange. lots of individual Qs and 

individual answers have to p a s  back and forth. Rather, the very structure of communicating 

involves the introducing and eradicating of contending "messages". Its very structure is that 

of questioning and answering. Those things that the average speaker wouid be prepared to 

cal1 "questions" and "answers" simply make manifest what is already going on beneath the 

surface. 

2. "It is True", "It is False" 

A key c l a h  in the present work is that it is the business of an answer is to "recognize'' the 

truth of what is the case. To be sure, the thesis has to be refmed, and qualified, when it 

cornes to Qs which expressly ask, "Is it mie?" or "True or false?". If 1 Say, "It is false that A 

is b", where is the "recognition of a truth" in saying it? niat I am speaking truly? Surely, 
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this not what I am "recognking" when 1 Say, "It is false that--", or even, "It is true that- 

". M a t ,  then, about these Qs that move to a higher order. and that ask, Uistead of "Is A b?". 

"1s it true (or fdse) that A is b?"? We are not toning down îhe original thesis: The higher- 

order Q is not exempt fiom the nile that it too m u t  reach an answer that "recognizes the 

truth''. Admittedly, it might be "higher order" semantically. But qua questioning, it is still a 

Q, neither more nor less nor other; and the business of an answer to it is still to recognize a 

tnith, and this is so. whether the Q behind it is, "1s A b?", "Does A exist?", or, for that 

matter, "1s it true that A is b?" or, "Is it fdse that A is b?" 

But the question rem&: What is it that one is saying in addition when prefacing 

"A is b" with "It is tnie that-" or "It is false that--"? The cautious view to take on this is that 

it couid mean different things in different circumstances. In one case, it might be a way of 

personally warranting a clairn, standing behind it, guaranteeing it. In another case, it might 

mean no more than what it says, narnely. it is hue thar-, in which case it adds pretty well 

nothing to what "A is b" already says. 1 propose a third possibility, which goes as follows: 

Ordinarily, you would Say. "It is true that A", not so much because you're 

warranting something "personally", but because there is, "in the air", the view to the 

contrary, according to which, "Ir is fdse that A". (Indeed, the very point of committing 

oneself to the proposition A, to warranting A, standing by it, etc., presupposes that A does 

not go without saying, that it is not generally agreed that A, etc. Why on eanh would one 

effectively give one's guarantee that "Wheels are round" or that '2 and 2 is 4"?) Or 

ordinady, you would Say, "It is tnie that . . .; however. . . .", as a way of saying that, 

admittedly, you're not taking the contrary view, "Even though, however-". In short: 
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Ordinarily. you would Say "It is tnie that", or "It is false that", for the same reason you'd 

say anyihing else, and this in order to say somefhing informative. What would make this 

informative for us is that we, your hearers, thought otherwise, or might have thought 

othenuise, or suspected otherwise. "'Black'? We thought it might be white". '"Truc'? We 

thought it might be false". 

The d e  applying to "1s A b?' applies, then, aiso to -'Is it true that A is b?". The 

point of asking and answering it is to be uiformative. Of course, this is not to Say that there 

is Iacking any crucial difference between the two types of Q. There is a difference, and it 

lies with the respective messages thernselves. Ordinarily, with the Q, 'True or fdse?", or 

the answer, Yt is tme--", "It is fdse--", tak about the statu of one's belief is in the air. 

Presurnably, "It is tme that X says to the effect, "Recognize ths auth: this belief is right. 

Deny the contrary: this belief is wrong". And presumably, "It is fdse that X says to the 

egect, "Recognize this truth: this belief is wrong. Deny the contrary: this belief is right". 

Notice carefully, there is '?rue" and "fdse", as in "It is true" and "It is falseo'; and 

then there is, so to speak, an existential %ue" and "false". The one pair is not to be 

codoounded with the other. In the answer, "A is b", there is both a recognition and a 

denying, an existentiai 'mth-momenf' and an existential "fdse-moment". The same goes 

for, and no less so. the answer, 'Tt is true that A is b" or "Ir is false that A is b". What they 

"say" is one thing; one says, "e", the other says, "fdse". However, in the saying itself, 

there is, in either case. the existentiai recognizing of a tmth--that this is me, that this is 

false. And in the saying itself, there is dso, in either case, the existential denying of a 

falsehood--this is tme, not fdse; this is false, not true. 
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I shall postpone untii the concluding chapter any speculation on the precise 

natures of interestedness and Liformativeness. At this point, 1 end our two-part discussion of 

the predicative Q and turn to the analysis of the hermeneutical Q. Not ail the principles that 

apply to the predicative Q apply also to the hermeneutical Q, as we shall see. Among other 

things, obviously. the aim of a hermeneutical Q is also to corne up with something 

informative. The next question I shall try to answer is: What exactly is a hermeneuticai Q? 

And how is it that it is felt to be a profounder thing to ask than its predicative cousin? Part 

of the answer to that is that they are more informative. 



Notes to Chapter 4 

1. As Dallas Willard puts it, nghtly, the Tlarification of the nature of knowledge 

(Erkennfnis) is the prirnary aim of Husserl's philosophical work, at least up to 1 9 13. when 

he completed Section Four of Idem 1. . . . Thus, his hrst major work, the Logical 

Investigations (1900- 190 1 )  became an analysis of the nature of knowledge in general and of 

the conditions of its possibility. Volume II is titled "Investigations in the Phenomenology 

and Theory of Knowledge" and culrmnates in the "Sixth Investigation," which is an 

elaborate statement on what, exacdy, knowledge is . . . . The Sixth Investigation is the 

counterpart of Section Four in the later Idem 1(19 13). . ." (1995, 138). 

2. A case could be made that Husserl, in Erperience and Judgmenr, does corne close to 

correlating the s ign iwg  act and the questioning act, even though at the last moment he 

backs out fiom doing so. C. Struyker Boudier, commenting on the Husserl of W (and the 

Analysen zzir Passiven Synthesis), notes that: 

Every experience of a particular thing has an intemal horizon. Expenence is 

a form of intentionai behaviour; "in search of' Mfihent, it is "asking" for 

knowledge which is completely satisfjmg. Starting fiom this observation, it 

would be possible to develop a theory of cognitive development in terms of 

questions and answers, but Husserl refUüned from this. [1983,400] 

3.  "But. turning to the correlated case of conflict, we encounter absurdi& the ["hstrated"] 

expenence of the total confiict between intention and quasi-fùlfilment. To the concepts of 

tnith and being the correlated concepts of falsehood and non-being then correspond" ( L I  VI. 

$39,769; see dso Q 1 1, "Frustration and Conflict"). 

4. Gadarner makes a similar point. Taking his point somewhat out of context, this is what he 

says : 



The t d y  experienced man is one. . . who knows that he is master 

neither of time nor the future. The experienced man knows the limitedness 

of al1 prediction and the uncertainty of ail plans . . . . Experience 

[mistrational expenence or "negativity''] teaches u s  to recognize reaiity. 

What is properly gained fi-om al1 expenence, then, is to know what is. But 

'what is', here. is not this or that thing, but 'what cannot be done away with'. 

[TM. 3201 

5. Perhaps what makes seeing so evidentiaI-"Seeing is believingV--is the degree to which 

the "denying" moment becomes more and more "being denied". The (answering) act has 

evidence by virtue of the data itself, which itself does the denying, or the cuning-off. of 

what were other possible fulfilments of that (questioning) act. Whatever it is that makes 

seeing so evidential, equal emphasis should be put on the fact that seeing is also intrinsically 

one-sided. (See Pietersrna 1977,44; L I  VI, 8 712). 

6 .  What Husserl says about -'scientific reason" he could just as well have said about the 

logic of evidence in general. In his Formal and Trarzscendentnl Logic. he notes that the 

particular stamp" of scientific reason is: 

. . . that it actualizes "genuine" cognition by an unremitting concomitant 

criticism of cognition. Accordingly the systematic product of scientific 

reason . . . has the particular sense of being a system ofjudgments that, 

while undergoing incessant criticism, are consciously made adequate to an 

evidential giving of the categorial objects [SsAs] themselves and that are, in 

t h s  sense, tniths . . . . [§46. 1281 

7. Using an 'ordinary language" argument, S.E. Todmin (1950) argues that a probability 

statement, referring to neither a thing nor a frequency, or anything else out there, involves a 

degree of cornmitment. To Say "probably" is charactenstically used in a way to guard an 

assertion, so as  to not to commit oneself to a statement unreservedly. Toulmin's account is 
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perhaps an extreme case of a subjective theory of probability. A less subjective theory is 

that put fonvard by J.N. Keynes. In his A Treatise on Probability, the author argues that 

probability is the measure of belief that a rational person. using ail the evidence at his 

disposai, wodd attach to a proposition. Probabiiiv is a measure not of a "cornmitment". but 

of credibility. 1 am insufficiently familiar with the intricacies of such a theory to Say this for 

sure, but my hunch is that such a theory might not be dl that incompatible with our 

phenomenological appropriation of the idea that probability is a measure of "missing 

information". 
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Introduction 

There are any number of ways by which to categorize Qs. There are "yes-no questions" and 

'-word questions"; there are "unique-alternative'' Qs, "complete-list" Qs, and 

"nonexclusive" Qs. This is to name only a few ways that Qs have corne to be categorized. 

Surprisingly, a distinction that is not to be found in the technicai literature is that between 

what I have been calling the "predicative Q" and the "hermeneuticai Q". I Say g-surprisingly" 

because it is precisely this distinction that, even if it does not ovemde every other category 

in importance, should be somewhere at the top of the k t .  Ln fact, for purposes of the present 

analysis, this distinction is so important that the anaiysis is stnictured around it: In Chapters 

3 and 4. it was the predicative Q that was exarnined, and in dus fifih chapter, it is the 

hermeneutical Q. What is the remon for our according this distinction so much 

significance? It is expedient that 1 Say a few words about this at the outset. the better to 

explain the objective of the present chapter. 

One of the underlying claims of this work is that the structure of intentionality runs 

parallel to (or is identical with) the structure of questioning and answering. Hence, an 

analysis of the latter would have to pretty well corne to the same as an analysis of the 

former--if, that is, one would know what to look for in the first place. A Q is amenable to a 

thousand different descriptions. But surely not every one of them would be equally relevant, 

or even relevant at d l ,  in an argument which attempts to line up the notions of intentionality 

and questioning. What is relevant, cenhiilly relevant, are the empp and fuFIIing features of 

a Q. How so? Two categories very basic to the intentional act are "empty" and "fulfilled". tt 

is these two categones that are also, obviously, very basic to questioning and answering. At 
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one moment, a Q is "empty"; it is a " Q  ordinarily so-called. At another moment, it is 

"hifilleci"; it is "answered", or "becomes" an answer. Thus my explanation for making the 

distinction between the predicative Q and the interpretive Q figure so centrally in the 

attempt to correlate the notions of intentionality and questioning. 

Besides importing the terms "question" and "answer" into Husserl's theory of 

intentionaiity and making so much use of the words "question" and "answer", wha~ are we 

saying that Husserl is not already saying? So far as predicative Qs go, 1 have already 

answered the first part of the question in Chapter 4.1 shail now answer die other part of the 

question, which has to do with the hermeneuticai Q: 1 said that the difference between the 

predicative Q and the hermeneutical Q has not been duly noted in the technical literature on 

the subject of "Qs". Almost the same thing could be said regarding the literature on 

intentionality. Take, for example, Husserl's analyses of the fulfilling act. The counter-term 

for "fulfilment" is, for Husserl, either "signifjing" or "empty". The terms, it seems, are 

virtually interchangeable. What this suggests is that, for Husserl, an act requiring fulfilrnent 

works in this one way. Namely. the act starts out emptily--signifjmgly--with a "meaning" or 

proposition aiready "in hand". and then, if al1 goes well. it gets verified by a perceptual. or a 

categorial, intuition. What 1 am claiming is that the "empty" act can operate also in the 

reverse direction. In a manner of speaking, the aim of such an act would be to " jhd the 

sign ", as opposed to finding the thing, or something about the thingo at which the sign is 

already painting. When such is the aim of the act, when it is "empty" in rhis way, I call it a 

"hermeneutical Q". 
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The fact that there is a qualitative difference between the predicative and the 

hermeneutical does not seem to have been sufficiently noticed, or brought home, by 

Husserl. I shall qualiQ, or tone down, my point in the second of the ''two prefatory words" 

below. 1 tum now to a word about the purpose and structure of the present chapter. 

The a h  of a hermeneuticai Q-"What is this?'-is, filce that of the predicative Q, to 

fifter out those contending messages called "noise" and arrive at an answer that has truth 

and evidence for it. But there are differences. as well as similarities, between the two types 

of Q. And these differences are profound enough that the hermeneutic notion of "noise", 

dong with the notions of "truth", "evidence", 'bfulfilment", "informativeness", and suchlike, 

wi11 together require a separate examination. Such will be the general aim of the fifih 

chapter. The specific aim will be to examine what rnoiivates the interpretive activity. 

Basically, what is "noisy" consists of a predictable conjunction (e.g., when X arises. so does 

Y); the hermeneutical Q, dissatisfied with coincidences of phenomena statistical 

correlations, etc., sets out to estabiish whether X and Y are intrinsically comected, and if so. 

how so. The central portion of this chapter falis into three parts. 

(A) In the first part, 1 argue that the aim (or anyway the result of answering) of the 

what Q, is to fix its object, is to "noun-iy or "atemporaiize" it. The interpretive Q picks 

out what remains invariant in the "flowing", independent of this or that instantiation of it. 

(B) In the second part, I examine what makes for hermeneutical noise. Such noise 

consists of those possibilities which the henneneutical Q sets out to reduce. It is with the 

reduction of these possibilities that an "interpretation" emerges as a consequence. First 
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cornes noise; then the comes the Q's aim to reduce it; then, out of the reduction, comes 

the answer cdled an "interpretation". The reduction is the aim; the interpretation is the spin- 

off. 

What, then, is gained in this reduction, besides, of course, an "interpretation". 

besides getting an "atemporal" view of the object? Why should the reduction matter? There 

are wo answers to this. First, to understand is to be able to recognize this one object under 

different manifestations. (Move it over there, turn it upside down, throw it, change its 

colour--it is the same individuated thing.) Cali this being able to recognize future 

appearances, which goes with the temtory of understanding, "predictability". Noise is the 

loss of this 'predictability". The aim of the hermeneutical Q is to restore it; the f i t  of its 

labour is called an "interpretationw--a renewed and altered "predictability". But to the 

question, "Why should the reduction matter?"? this is only part of the answer, and not even 

the main part. If it were the only part, then hermeneutics would be a matter of merely 

drawing attention to coincidences--for example, every Ume Sahm lines up with Jupiter. 

inflation is sure to foflow! 

The main driving motive in asking, "What is it?" is just irreducibly this: the Q wants 

to know what the given thing is. What it means to "know it" is to have, in addition to 

predictability. insight into the structure of that thing. Why it wants to know has to do. 

indeed, with predictability--but not so much the lack of predictability itseif. but of not being 

able to grasp the logic of a conjunction that has become noticeably predictable. It is when I 

see the conjunction between sunspots and inflation, when the relation becomes predictable, 
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that the hermeneutical Q aises-not in spite of this but becawe of it. "What is the 

connection? 1s there a connection." 

(C) in Chapter 4,1 explained how tmth, and evidence for if woiks on the 

predicative side of the answering act A predicative tmth is the recognizing of "what is". 

The evidence for it--predicative evidence-is the denying of its logical contrary as false. 

("The rose is red--which means to Say, not any other colour".) With this, 1 put forward the 

idea that where this sort of tnith and evidence are brought together, there lies a predicative 

answer. In the third part of the present chapter, 1 shall re-examine these categories of tmth 

and evidence, and the related categories of interestedness and informativeness, so fa .  as they 

have to do with hermeneuiical questioning and answering. 

In order to ward off any fdse expectation of how much 1 intend to accomplish in the 

present chapter, it is expedient that I make this clear to the reader at the outset: 

(i) The first point concems our perhaps unconventional use of the word 

-'herrneneutic". Ordinarily, the word has been associated with, almost restricted to, the 

business of having to decipher texts--sacred texts, legal documents. historical artifacts, in 

short, any and al1 forms of "expression". What we are taking to be the mode1 Q here is not. 

" M a t  is the meaning of this passage. this line, this text?", but, "What is this thing 

'essentially'?" Given the choice of examples, our discussion turns out to be more a 

"hermeneutic of things" than a "hermeneutic of texts". Moreover, the word "hermeneutics" 

is associated not just with the problem of the deciphering of texts, but also with a 

constellation of names of people who have said important things about the problem of 

interpretation--notably, Friederich Schleiermacher, Wilhelm Dilthey, Martin Heidegger, and 
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Ham-Georg Gadamer. My own use of the term is not to be taken to h p l y  that I have a 

philosophical allegiance to any one of these thinkers, or that 1 mean to discuss their 

positions at length (which 1 shall not be doing). As 1 have already indicated Ui Chapter 1 , I  

am not attempting to do "hermeneutics" in the usuai sense of the term. 1 am looking into the 

intentionality of a questioning act-or the questioning of intentionality. One type of question 

1 identie as "hemeneutical", i.e., interpretive. 

(ii) The second point is about Husserl. 1 do not mean to exaggerate the point that 

Husserl failed to notice "our" distinction, or somethuig like it, between the "predicative" 

and the -ghermeneutical". My only c l a h  is that he does not make enough of a distinction 

that he himself effectively draws. Robert Sokolowski points out, on Husserl's behalf. two 

types of fulfihent. There is, fust of d l ,  the "empty and filled intention based on the 

presence and absence of the material ingredients of a categorial object" (Sokolowski 1974 

37). "If I am behind the house and Say, because someone told me. 'The fiont door is open.' 1 

emptily intend the fact . . . . If 1 go to the fiont and look, and execute the judgment again in 

the presence of the front door, 1 register the fact intuitively" (ibid, 34). This sense of 

"empty" and Ydled" is. roughly, what we are calling "predicative". Second, there is the 

"emptyœ' and "filled" in syncategorematical terms. In this case' what 1 do have is the 

material ingredients; but what 1 lack is insight into their logical connections--connections 

such as implications, possessions, conj unctions, disj unctives, buts. therefores, indeeds, 

perhapses. 

Consider the case of a difficdt mathematical proof. In step fifteen 1 am told 

to combine A and B. If 1 have been confbsed by the argument so far, . . . 1 
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really at work here. But if 1 Lem the first fourteen steps, it will be possible 

for me to register the new categorial object, "A and B," in step fifteen. [ ibid.  

38; also Husserl's Ideas 1,s 1361 

At this point, when one can Say, "Aha!", or d e r  fourteen piecemeal aha7s!, "intention 15" 

is syncategorema~ically fulfilled. "Now I see why this is so!" This second type of fulfilling, 

as described by Sokolowski, is either very close to, or identical with, what we mean by an 

act that is "hermeneutically" empty or filled. Thus' it would appear that there is a profound 

connection between, on the one hand, the problern of the "syncategorematica"--and dong 

with it, the related notions of "eidetic seeing", the logic of parts and wholes, and the 

-~ariation"--and, on the other ha&, the problem of interpretation. 1 shall be saying more 

about how these various notions link up with the hermeneutical Q. However, it shodd be 

noted at the outset that I shall not be focusing on Husserl exegetically. The strategy here is 

much in keeping with that of the other chapters. instead, what I shall do is poinr out the 

overlooked "connections" and discuss how these concepts figure in hermeneutical 

questioning-much in the way that someone would wite up a detailed proposal for further 

research. 

A. What Does "What is it?" Want?, and How Does It Get It? 

A mode1 example of the hermeneutical Q is the nddle.' The trick to answering a riddle is to 

proceed fiom the "predicate-clues". which are provided, to the "name" ("Clues: It has a, b. 

and c. Q: Whar do you 'call' it?"). Whereas a predicative Q already has al1 the meaning- 

materials in hand, the hemeneutical Q has to fmd thern. It has the dues, or the 
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'phenornena". to go by; but the airn is to piece them together with a "what". in the 

ordinary sense of the word, to "interpret" is to look for, or corne up with, a detexmination of 

the definhg what or "essence" of something. It is to ask "What is it?" That is the 

hermeneutical Q. 

To be sure, this description of the hermeneutical Q is limited. Not d l  such Qs are 

riddles. The riddle Q is, to repeat, oniy a model of hermeneutical interrogation-just as 

trying to crack a code, or to 'iinpack" an argument, or to translate are so many other models. 

Second, not every hermeneutical Q is a ' ~ h a t  Q". The why Q and the how-come Q are also 

hermeneutical (for reasons to be discussed at the end of this chapter). And then there is the 

also who Q, which seems to be a what Q "gone animate" and which certainly is a Q that 

calls for interpretation. (These similarities notwithstanding, 1 am very wary of treating, 

"Who is it?", as merely a special case of asking, "What is it?", or treating "who" as an 

"animate what".) Narrowing down the scope of this part, and the whole of this chapter. 1 

shall concentrate specificaily on that hermeneutical Q which asks, "What is it?" 

1 shall consider these preliminary matters in two sections. In section (1) I consider: 

What does a what Q ask for? What does it get for al1 its work? 1 argue that the end result of 

the Q is to have fixed or "a-pluralized" its object in the sense that the interpretive Q picks 

out what remains invariant in the plurality of its instantiations. In section (2) 1 argue that the 

method or strategy by which the "whatyy is worked out is "experimental" or "hypotheticd" 

(or something like that which Husserl calls the "variation"). 
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1. On M a t  is a "What?" 

Now that we have narrowed down the hermeneutical Q to the what Q, we are still left with 

this one problem: Not al1 what Qs are hermeneutical. In fact, any and every Q can be 

reworded in such a way as to be prefaced with, "What is it?" "Where?" cm be turned into, 

"In what place?"; "When?" into, "At what tirne?"; iwho?" into, "What person?"; "Why?" 

into, "For what reason?" However, a Q's being prefaced with the word "what" does not 

automatically render it hermeneutical. Hence, the very idea of a what Q is problematic to 

Say the least. One possible solution to the problern would be to Say: "This only goes to show 

that any and every Q is already a what Q, even if disguised as something else. And in that 

case, the distinction between the interpretive and the predicative proves to be unfounded. 

Accordingly. every Q is interpretive. Or, since it makes no difference, every Q is 

predicative. But one way or the other, there is no real difference". 

But of course there is a difference. The question to be asked is: What is it, then? diat 

makes certain of our what Qs interprefive. Alternatively, what is it that makes certain of our 

what Qs, Le., any and all manner of predicative Qs, non-interpretive? Briefly, io understand 

something that you see is to have "individuated" it, to have gotten a "fix" on the what of 

something that would otherwise be no more than just an un-individuated flow of disparate 

appearances. So much understanding, so much individuating. The individuated 'What" in 

this "flowing" is . . . a river, a fire, planetary rnovement, a suspension bridge, a mountain, a 

triangle, an atom, an event. 

Consider the Q, "Should 1 descnbe this as a 'vermilion' or a 'crimson'?" Or the Q, 

"Should 1 describe this as 'windy?. 'breezy', 'gusty', 'airy', 'stormy'?" in either case, the Q 
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airns rhrough a ''thesaunis" of different possible meanings or signs, trying al1 the while 

to determine which one of hem most decisively loch into the object. "'Vermilion'? No. 

'Cri~nson'? Now, that's more like it". "'Windy', 'Breezy'? 'Gusty"? 'Auy'? No. no, no. 

'Stonny'? That word is nght on the button!" Such Qs are predicative, not hermeneuticai, in 

that the "meaning-materials" are already more or less provided. The policy of the 

predicative Q is: Airn through these options, and see which one of these meanings hits the 

target. 

Consider the Q, "What is it? A rose or a poppy?" At first blush, the Q looks 

hermeneutical. The argument might go as follows: "Asking, 'What colour is it??? or 'Does it 

need watering?', would be a clear case ofpredicative questioning. But not so in the case of 

asking about the subjecr of these predicates. To ask, Say, '1s this a rose or a poppy?' is to ask 

about. well, a thing. The objective of this Q is to narne some thing. This being so, it is 

clearly interpretive". So the argument rnight go. But this is not quite right. Even though this 

Q nominally concems the "essential what" of some thing, even though it asks for the name 

of the thing, it still might not be al1 that hermeneutical. 

The better thing to Say would be: The predicative Q has the meaning-materials and 

is ready to determine which of the materials 'answers' to the given object. The "thing Q", 

"1s this a rose?'could just as well be predicative as the "property Q". "Is this rose red?" As 

for the hermeneutical Q, its characteristic mark is that it looks for the rneaning-materials. 

without which a proper aiming cannot be carried out. If 1 fail to fully understand what it is 

that 1 am pointing at, or to the extent that 1 don? understand--th is a matter of degree, 

notice--then 1 cannot quite aim at it intentionally. "What is this in front of me . . . that 
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everybody names a 'rose'?" Moreover, the hermeneuticai Q concerns not just essences 

of *'things". but also of "properties". Consider, for example, this Q, which, given the way it 

is asked is hemeneutical rather than predicative: "What colour is it?" "Red". "But what 

sort of red is it? 1 don? have the finer distinctions in hand. Let me see, is it 'vermilion' or 

'crimson', as they cal1 it? But what are these colours anyway?" In trying to h d  out how to 

a h ,  or "see understandingly", the Q is hermeneutical. And the answer might finally be, 

after taking a crash course in leaming how to identiQ colours on the spot, -'New that's 

vemziIion, not crimson, and 1 know vermilion when 1 see it!" 

What is the point of the examples? For one thing, the metaphysical stanis of the 

object and its hermeneutical statm ought to be kept distinct. The "metaphysical object" 

itself might serve as the target of a what Q; but then so, too. might some "attnbute" of it. 

The target of a what Q may be "metaphysically" a noundbject (a rose); but this is not a 

suffiicient condition for the what Q to be hermeneutical. (Since the hemeneutical Q can be 

about either 'Thing" or "predicate", it is perhaps best that 1 drop the misleading Wngifies".) 

What's more, a Q might be a hermeneutical Q, even though it may appear to be predicative. 

Metaphysically. the target might be an "adjective-object", or "verb-object". etc., rather than 

a noun-object, and yet be the object of an interpretive Q. But in any case, the Q, so far as it 

is interpretive. tries to narne something, be it adjectivally, verbaily, modally, . . . as well as 

nom-ishly. The hermeneutical what-is-it Q asks, to this effect, "What is this thing, which is 

alreadyfuIIy in view, called? What does this thing 'mean'?" In a sense. the interpretive act 

regards this movement, this activity, this event, this flux, this becoming, as well as this 

"amibute", and this "thing", as thing-like; the interpretive act "nomhalizes" it. And just as 
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it happens in the realm of things, so it happens also in the realm of texts. A sunilar sort 

of nominalization or "reifjingy' takes place when words get defmed or interpreted: When 

you answer the Q, "What does 'm', 'quickly', 'bnght', etc. mean?', verbs. adverbs, 

adjectives, . . . as wel1 as nouns, get "no~nified".~ 

I use the terms "a-pluralize", '%x", and "individuate", almoa interchangeably. 

Maybe -'atemporalize" would be a better term to use. But whatever word we use for it, just 

what does it mean to Say that an interpretive Q "noun-ifies" or "fixes" its object? 1 shall 

develop the idea in the second part of this chapter. But by way of concluding, 1 should like 

to hint at what this idea of "atemporalizing"-let's cd1 it this, instead--actually involves. 

Briefly, a predicative Q has a fixed rather than flowing target. What colour is this? 

What tirne is it? How fast is it moving? At what rate is it accelerating? The SsAs behind 

these objects-in-Q are fixed. Right now, or for two seconds, or for two years. it is this colour 

for two seconds. Right now, the time is five (given the parameten we are working with, the 

answer will do for about five or ten minutes say). Right now, the train is moving this fast. 

Right now. the acceleration of the train is fixed at 4 m/sZ. 

The object of a hermeneutical Q, "What is it?", is given as insufficiently pre-fixed. 

And the resulf of this Q is to have fixed its object-"atemporalized" it--in such a way that 

the act c m  now "see" that this apparent flowing is . . . a river, . . . a fire. . . . tnangularity. . . . 

an Anec pyramid. This "apparent flowing" is the object of the hemeneutical Q; and the 

result of the Q is to have picked out what remains invariant in this flowing, independent of 

this or that instantiation. "True, the circumstances have changed, this and that atûibute have 

disappeared, the arrangement has altered somewhat. But now that I see into the 'essence? of 
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these various appearances-have 'de-pluralized' hem-1 can also see, in its plurality of 

manifestations, this thing, this river. this fw, this event, this monolith, this ship after a 

thousand repairs and replacements, this tune in its every note, in its every performance, etc." 

Notice, the semantic differences between a hermeneutical and a predicative what do 

seem to have a good deal to do with temporality. The understanding of the irzferpretandum 

is linked up with the anticipatory stnicture as regards its possible appearances. The better 

stnictured, the more it can "pin down the flow", the bener is the understanding. 1 shall take 

up this point in different ways as I go dong. Admittedly, my description is only a sketch of 

what is involved in the -'atemporalizing" work of an interpretation. Moreover, the examples, 

which are mostiy about the perception of things, slant the analysis somewhat. This t a k  

about "hermeneutically fixing the object" would no doubt require some changes when 

applied to a description of interpreting, Say, a text. (Does the text also get "atempordized"? 

Does a text otherwise "flow"? What does that mean? Does the reading of it artest or 

"apprehend" the invariant, or the meaning? 1 shall only assume, then. that, mutatis 

mutandis, the same goes for the problem of a text; to interpret it is to aim to fix its object- 

for the time being.) 

This idea that to *'interpet is to fix" will make better sense in the two sections that 

follow. In the firsi? 1 discuss the rneihod by which interpreting is carried out. How do you 

find out what is "atemporal"? Answer: See what is invariant over tirne. Let us consider this 

method-over-time (so to speak), which is something like, or identical with, what Husserl 

cdls the 'tariation". The better-known word for "variation" is "e~~erirnent".~ 



2. The What Q, the Experirnental Q 

Typically, a predicative Q is a single-shot Q. "What tirne is it?", "What colour is it?"--each 

of these Qs is "single-shot" in that it requires, in order to answer it, only one logical move. 

Sure, there are exceptions to this d e .  Consider, for example, the predicative Qs, "Which of 

you ten are not going?", "Which numbers between 2 and 1 0 are prime?', V h i c h  colours is 

it?" In order to answer any one of these, it would take aplurality of moves. That said, a 

predicative Q is still typically "single-shot". And even when the predicative Q does get 

"divided up" into a plurality of moves, the original Q is still, ZogicalZy, the same Q that is 

being asked, aibeit over and over again (e-g., "1s 2 prime? 1s 3 prime? 1s X prime? . . . "; 9 s  

this colour red? 1s this colour blue? 1s this colour X? . . . "1. 

What about the hermeneutical Q? Unlike a predicative Q, it is inherently a "many- 

shot" Q; it takes more than a single strategic move to answer that one Q, "What is it?" And 

unlike a many-shot predicative Q, the various individual "moves" intemal to a 

hemeneutical Q are not logically identical with each other (as are, Say, the Qs, "Is x 

prime?" and "1s y prime?", or "1s the colour red?" and "ls the colour blue?')). Moreover, 

these intemal moves rnay be grouped (artificially, 1 admit) in sets. Each set of attempts 

involves, so far as its logicai formation goes, a Q different from that which is formally being 

asked, "What is it?" (and which, if asked by itself, is emplily asked). To illustrate: 1 ask, 

*'What is t h i ~ ? ~  One of the many sets of atternpts in answering this involves the Q-set 

(What if this 'Yhis" is in motion? What if this "thjs" is not in motion? Does it make a 

difference?) Or: {What if the W s "  is here? What if it is somewhere else? Does it make a 
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difference?} Such Qs, which are nested "inside" the henneneutic Q, are sometimes 

called "hypothetical Qs". 

Now, the point of these sets of Qs, if guided by the what Q, is not to detemine the 

predicative specifics, e.g., "It so happens that this is in motion", "It so happens that this is 

blue", etc. Rather, the point of them is to perfom miniature experiments. (Whether these 

experiments are performed methodically, kinaesthetically, sublirninally, or whatnot is 

neither here nor there for the purpose of this discussion.) The set of experiments consists in 

asking, {"Given this is in motion, assuming i& presupposing it, etc.--what happens to the 

'this'?" "And if this is not in motion--what happens to the 'this'?") Each of the many sets 

of experiments are performed and guided by one and the same, persisting, "What is it?" The 

experimental Q guiding set 1 is: How are this thng and motion related. And the 

experimental Q guiding set 2 is: How are the thing and its position related? 

What concerns us here is not the intricacies of the expenmental strategy of the what 

Q. Rather, what concems us is the strategy itself. Given how it basical2y works, what does it 

reveal about the very objective of the interpretive Q? The process of the what Q is 

"longitudinal"; logically, it consists of sets of experimental Qs. (1 stress "logically"; it is not 

as if the ovemding Q has to proceed in a tidy fashion, taking care of one experirnent, and 

then, ody when that is out of the way, proceeding to the next.) In any case, the temporal 

strategy of this Q, 1 suggest, matches up to what the Q goes after--namely, what is 

atemporal about this thing which is in Q. That the hermeneutical Q is longitudinal follows 

from the nature of the thing--the 3vhat"--that the Q is after. "What is this?" means, "What 

is this that persists"; or, "What is this 'what' that endures throughout dl these variations?"; 
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or, "What remains invariant in the '?lux" of these presumably related phenornena?" In 

order to find this out, the Q fluctuates or 'taries" the thing in Q. {"If you move X, what 

happens to it? And what if you don't?"} {"Ifyou dunk it under water, what happens? And 

what i f  you don't?'} 

To be more exact, die interpretive activity uncovers two sorts of invariance: closed 

invariants (emeralds are green; electricai wire must be made of rnetd; the Eiffel Tower is in 

Paris) and open hariants (a home may be painted any colour; roses corne ody in a limited 

array of colours; the Eiffel Tower is visited by different numbers of people fiom day to day; 

electrical wire may be made of copper, or alurninurn, or silver)? (Notice, the hermeneutical 

Q. in that it ascertains the invariants, open as well as closed, has to be pnor to the 

predicative Q. M e r  dl. the open invariants, on the basis of which the predicative Q sets 

out, have to be worked out by the hermeneutical Q to begin with.) Anyway, should you 

corne across an instantiation of X in the future, you should be able to recognize so many 

facts about it, given that you now "understand" its closed invariants (Trivially, 

' ~ o m a t i v e l y " ,  just by definition, this emerald would have to be green!"). And you 

should also be able to put to it, as if ready-made and pre-formulated. so many predicative 

Qs, which would be in reference to its open invariants ("T'en how much does this emerald 

weigh? Where from? How much?"). 

To sum up: To understand the essence of a thing is to understand that thing's 

invariant structure--its closed and open invariants. Second, the what of it is teased out by 

sets of experimental Qs built into this "many-shot" activity of answering the what Q. More 
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exactiy, a hermeneutical Q is a one-and-many Q; Or, it is no more a single Q than is a 

tune a single note. 

(a) A Parenthetical Note on Single-Rayed and Many-Rayed Intentions, and 

Part-Intentions 

Our talk about the "single-shot" Q and the "many-shot" Q may cal1 to mind Husserl's 

distinction between the "many-rayed" (or "polythetic") act and the "single-rayed" (or 

"monothetic") act (LI V. 9§33, 36; [deus 1. $5 1 1 8, 1 19). A many-rayed act points at a 

"categorial object" (a SAS); it "registers" the fact that, Say, -=Ris rose is red> or a s  rose, 

a birthday present to Jill, my high school fiiend, is red>. Such an act can then be 

"nominalized", or compressed, into a one-rayed act, e.g., "'that this rose is red" or %at this 

rose, a birthday present . . . . is red". ("The fact is closed up, the accordion is closed". as 

Sokolowski ap tly describes the transition fkom the many-rayed to the single-rayed act [ 1 974, 

421.) The single-rayed act is an ernpty intending; it calls for completion in the form of a 

many-rayed act. How, then. do these two distinctions, Husserl's and ours. line up? 

(i) Our distinction has more to do with the "moves" (one move or many?) that the 

act must make than with the structure of the intended object of that act. (ii) 1 hedge on this: 

Whether a Q is "stmtegically" single-shot or many-shot, it is a single-rayed act. 

"Grammatically", a Q is a truncated judgment (single-rayed: "the rose, which is red": '.the 

red rose"; etc.) in need of "fulfilment" or saturation (many-rayed: "The rose, which is red, is 

in the vase on that table by the door"). (This point was discussed at length in Chapter 3.) 
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(iii) An answer, on the other hand, points to a state of affairs as answered. To express 

our view in Hwerl 's tenninology, an m e r  has to be many-rayed or polythetic. 

(iv) Again, Sokolowski identifies two types of "empty" (and 'rilling") intending in 

Husserl's theory of intentionality. The one type has to do with the absence and presence of 

the 'materiai ingredients", and this we are roughiy coordinating with the predicative Q (and 

answer). The other type has to do with "syncategorematic" intending, and this we are 

roughiy coordinating with hermeneutical questioning (and answering). Sokolowski 

identifies yet a third type of empty (and filling) intending: A single-rayed act is "empty" and 

a many-rayed act is "full". Where should we fit this third distinction in our twofoid 

distinction between the predicative and the hermeneutical? 1 propose that we do not quite 

think of it as a ' rhird distinction. This would be the better to look at the matter: Q is a 

single-rayed act (and an answer a many-rayed act). It so happens that there are two wuys in 

which it can be single-rayed (and an answer can be many-rayed): predicatively and 

hermeneutically . 

(v) A predicative Q points toward its fulfilment "in" a many-rayed act. The structure 

of that many-rayed act is already worked out (e.g., "The rose-4s such-and-such a coloui'. 

"This flower--is such-and-such a kind). With a hermeneutical Q, by contrast, it is this very 

many-rayed structure that has yet to be worked out. It requires more than just "filling in the 

blanks". (vi) It seems that a predicative Q, even if it happens to be a many-shot QI does not. 

or doesn't have to, work its way up to a higher- and higher-level of categorial objects. (If 

one ask, "What colours is this house?', it is not as if one would ordinarily go from '-the 

house that is blue" to "the house, which is blue, that is green", etc. More likely, the strategy 
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of this Q would move fkom a single-rayed to a many-rayed act once, fiom "The colour 

of this house" to "-is blue, and, ah, green, and . . . black, . . . ".) In answering a 

hermeneutical Q, by contrast, it wodd seem that the act keeps shuttling back and forth from 

the single-rayed to many-rayed mode, al1 the while moving up to a higher-level categorial 

object- 

(vii) The Husserlian concept that is most akin to our concept of the "many-shot Q" 

is the "fusion of part-intentions". "Whether 1 look at this book from above or below. f?om 

inside or outside, 1 always see fhis book. It is always one and the same thing, and that not 

merely in some purely physical sense, but in the view of our percepts themselves" (LI VI. 

547,789). Each percept would be a 'part-intention3'--not a disjointed hgment, but a part-- 

of a 'ivhole" intention. And the whole intention would be a synthesis of these parts: or 

"phases". as opposed to a mere series of epochally disjointed pieces. The ovemding Q, e.g., 

" M a t  is this?". would be a the temporal "whole"; and each temporal phase of this "many- 

shot" whole would be a g~part-intention".6 

B. On the Reduction of Hermeneutical Noise 

With the predicative Q, "1s this a man or a mannequin?", "1s this a poppy or a poinsettia?". 

"Red or blue?", the noise is that of two contending possibilities which are mutually 

exclusive so far as fhey rnight obiain infact. It is a man or it is a mannequin. but it can't be 

both at the sarne tirne. Poppy or poinsettia, but not both at the same t h e .  Such is the logic 

of the predicative Q and the sort of possibilities it is meant to deal with. How about the 

logic of the herrneneufica[ Q? The interpretive issue is not so much about (if at d l )  what 

does and does not obtain. As a first approximation, the problem has more to do with what 
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belongs. or c m  belong (a,b,c) and does not belong, or con 'r belong (d,e,f), and this quite 

apart fiom whether a,b,c,d,e, and f actually do or do not obtain. "Belongs and does not 

belongm-to what? To the object that has yet to be interpreted. The interpretive Q starts out 

with the noisy rnaybe S of "rnaybe this belongs, rnaybe it doesn't belong". This is to speak 

only roughly: The aim of such a Q is to filter out the maybe's--"This belongs, this doesnY-- 

and to restore the interpretundum to clarity, even if this means having to amend one's 

previous understanding of it. 

I differentiate, or abstract, two types of hermeneuticd noise: "intemal" noise and 

"fnnge" noise. The distinction is not to be pressed too hard. In any case, fust (in the logical 

sense of "first") comes thefiinge noise. This gives nse to the Q that effectively reads. "Does 

this belong, or doesn't it?" Next comes the interna1 noise. which gives rise to the Q that 

reads to this effect: "Eit belongs, then it m u t  be a part of a whole. 1s there a place for this 

part in this hierarchicai 'whole'?" The "whole" is in good, interpretive working order; but 

then dong comes something f?om the outside that is possibly eligible for membership: 

"Does this belong, or doesn't it?" With this, f i g e  noise arises. Then again, something frorn 

the inside is exposed as no longer fitting so well. Then this, too, goes to the hinges of the 

whole: -'Does it belong, or doesn't it?" The means by which membership is granted is 

"interndly ". 

1 divide the present discussion into two sections, which correspond to the ideas of 

"intemal noise" and "fringe noise" respectiveiy. (1) Ln the fint section, 1 give what is 

intended to be no more than a very brief sketch of the "logic of parts and whole" and of 

where this logic fits into our phenomenology of questioning. (2) 1 then proceed to an 
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examination of what essentially "bugs" the interpretive act. With h g e  noise, what is 

"lost"? With its reduction-with the interpretation-what is gained? One possibility rnight be 

the art of behg able to conditionally predict the thing (just as an information theory rnight 

have it): If a is done to X, then this is what happens; if X is turned around, then this is what 

you see; etc. indeed, predictability is part of the story, but it is not, as I shall show in section 

(3), the whole story. 

1. On the Logic of Part and Whole 

Husserl's treatise on the logic of parts is worked out in the third of the Logical 

Investigations. Among the main categones in this logic are: pieces or independent parts (LI 

III, 53) and moments or nonindependent parts ($4). Apiece is a part of something that is 

"phenomenologically" separable. For example, one can separate out the ûunk of a tree fiom 

its roots, branches, and leaves, and can see or imagine this thing by itself'. The muik is a 

"piece" of the whole (as are the roots. branches, and leaves). A moment is a part of 

something that does not admit of being "separately presented. For example, brightness of 

this green, or red, or any other colour, is a moment of that colour. Brightness is a moment of 

colour in that the one logically presupposes the other. 

A few other distinctions are worth pointing out. In Husserl's terminology. bnghtness 

is, relative to colour, an immediate moment; and, reIative to extension, on which colour is 

"founded". brightness is a mediate moment (816). The moment of brightness is more 

remote fiom the b'whole" called "extension" than is the moment of colour; the moment of 

colour is more proximale to that whole ( 5  18). And if A is a "moment" of B, then A is 

founded and B is founding. Or if C depends upon A, then, relative to i t, A and B are 
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founding, etc. ( 5  16). And if A is a moment of B, then A may also be called the 

absrracturn of B, and B may called the concretum for A ( 5  17). 

1 shall be saying a little more about the "logic of parts" as  1 go dong.' For the time 

being, we should have enough to work with in order to be able to ask about where 

"interpretation" fits into this logic. Here is how 1 think it basically works. 

In order to interpret one must figure out in effect (this is the "extemal" problem) 

what belongs and what doesn't belong to the interpretandum. But in order to do this. one 

has to figure out (this is the "intemal" problem) whether this or that can fit into the whole to 

begin with. And if it does fit, then, indeed, it does belong, in this way or that. Here is a 

sample of what would be "intemdly" involved in the asking, hermeneutically, "What is 

this?": The being coloured of a thing, Say, depends upon that thing having a surface: its 

being coloured is a part, or, better still, a "moment" of the surface. The surface depends 

upon the thing having extension; the surface is a moment of the extension. The thing itself 

doesn't change when in motion; the motion is only a moment of the whole . . . . Roughly, 

then, the object of understanding, and interpretation, is a "logical whole", or an *'order''. 

consisting of 'parts"; and roughly, the meanuig of this order or "what" is the sum-total of 

logical relations that obtain beiween the parts. 

To jump ahead for a moment, we can ask at this point, What makes for "extemal 

noise'? In reference to a pre-understood whole, 1 see that these parts no longer quite appear 

as if they reaily belong; or they no longer appear as if they belong in their former places: or. 

if newly introduced. they no longer appear to be serious candidates for membership into this 

whole; etc. The "intemal" aim of the what Q is to determine where these parts fit asparts 
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into this not-quite deciphered whole. What are their logical positions? What is founded, 

what is founding? To the extent that the logical positions of the parts have been figured out, 

the interpreter has answered, W h a t  is it?" The interpreter now discerns, no longer so 

vaguely, but now clearly, the structure of the whole. If this or that part can fit, it stays in; if it 

can't, it stays out. The intemal problem, then, is driven by the extemal or "fjingeo' problem. 

However, a pre-condition to there being a fiinge problem in the first place is that the 

interpreter already has some grasp of the whole. For it is only in the context of this pre- 

grasping that candidate-parts can begin to look as if they rnight or might not belong to it. 

(Admittedly, the logic of a nddle works somewhat differently. Asked the riddle, 1 don3 see 

the order. not even vaguely. 1 oniy wager that there is a hidden order or 'khat7'. 1 wager that 

what is given to me are, in fact, "clues", which is to Say, parts, which belong to sornething. 

And in getting the answer--notice this--1 don't leave the clues behind, as it were, as if their 

job were only to get me to the what answer. Rather, 1 re-identzfi. or remember, the clue- 

parts in the whole. 1 don't Say, "Aha! That's the answer. As to whatever those clues were, 1 

forgot7; rather. 1 say, "Aha! That's how the due-parts fit together and that's where they fit!" 

Hitting upon the solution, the clues interpenetrate each other and pervade the whole.) It is to 

an examination of "fnnge noise" that I now tum. 

2. Reducing the Noise Around the "Fringes" of a Thing 

1 already see the phenornenon in such a way that it is already ordered. The understanding of 

this order is, at this given moment, as adequate as need be--until, for whatever reason, 1 

begin to lose sight of it. How does this happen? I begin to fail to see how certain aspects of 

it are to be accounted for, how these aspects fit into this order as parts, or whether they even 
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do so. With this, the extemal noise presents itself. And in this context, the Q arises, to 

this effect, "Does this belong in the pre-understood whole, or doesn't it?' mis Q makes 

itself manifest in, "What is this?' And it works itself out in the interpretive answer. Notice. 

the hermeneutical motive is not so much to come up with a better, more comprehensive 

interpretation. A "better interpretation" is more a by-product, or function, of having to deal 

with a pnor problem. Or rather, the motive is to come up with a better interpretation--in the 

seme that the fringe noise throws off and subverts the original understanding and that the 

reduction of this noise would (inevitably?) bring with it a better interpretation. 

A pre-understanding of the given order has to be in place before the excluding or 

including can even begin. It is not as if you start by excluding, or by including--on what 

basis?-and then, once done, point at the order and Say, "That is what it is!" (Imagine a 

Galileo filtering out al1 the "noisy" phenomena and pin-pointing the relevant phenomena 

until he gets, step by step, little "Aha!" by little "Ah!", to the theoreticai entity he suspected 

being there al1 dong. "The angle, the duration of the cycle, the length . . . 1 shdl cal1 this 

abstraction, this theorerical object, a 'pendulum'. That is what it is!". Even a Galileo has to 

start with a hermeneuticai hunch, which is called a "pre-understanding".) in any case. you 

have to understand the order to begin with, and only then, on the ba i s  of that vague 

familiarity, can you proceed to interpret. 

The philosophical importance of the idea of a pre-understanding has to do not just 

with the quite familiar epistemological questions of: what about the "vicious circle"? where 

to begin? with what cnterion? The hermeneutic solution to this problem is to Say that the 

interpretive act begins with a pre-understanding. However, there is more to this notion of 
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pre-understanding than just the question of one's staaing-point. The notion aiso has to 

do with the problem of what prompts the Q and what the Q goes a@. For purposes of the 

present analysis, the issue is not so much, "Where do we start?" (Answer: It starts with a 

pre-understanding). The issue is, "How does the activity start? What prods it on?" Answer: 

It starts with the subverfing of this pre-understanding. 

The what Q effectively asks, 'Where does this belong in this whole?"; but it does so 

in order to find out whether it belongs in this whole. Why should this problem even come 

up? Because there is (extemal) noise, or "contending messages". And in order for there to 

be such messages, what is minimally required is that there be in place a pre-understanding 

against which these messages could come to be heard as "noisy" in the fust place. We 

require this notion of pre-understanding, then, in order to be able to explain the background 

conditions for the possibility of hermeneutical noise and hence the possibility of its 

reduction, Le., the interpretation. In other words, if philosophers had not aiready provided 

us with the concept of the hermeneutical circle, then we would have had to devise it 

ourselves-not so much for epistemological reasons, but for "infonnationalist~' reasons. Our 

"information theoryo' of questioning requires that there be a pre-understanding already in 

order against which anornaly, deviancy, i.e., noise, c m  take place. 

The what Q deais with the intemal noise of what part goes where; and if that part 

doesn't fit anywhere, then it does not belong to the given order. Moreover, this what Q is 

motivated by the "extemal" concern of what might or might not belong. niese possibilities 

arise around the ' 'figes" of the object in Q--which is another way of saying that they have 

to be interesting or non-trivial contenders, which are neither obviously "orthodox" nor 
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obviously "hereticai". Consider it this way: To comprehend this thing as this thing (this 

epoch, this monetary cnsis, this tune, this river, this tower, this constitution, this rose) is to 

individuate it, to see it as this, not anything else. (E.g., These many objects, these many 

houses-a single plurality cailed a "street of houses". These many objects, these many 

streets-a single plurality called a block . . . . This vast array of pluralistic singularities or 

"who1es"--this "last individuated" inferpretandum called a city.) However, it just so 

happens that now and then the ontological problem arises, and the hermeneutical Q 

responds to it. "Where" this takes place is around the fuzzy perimeter of the thing. What is 

well beyond the perimeter obviousiy doesn't belong; but then registenng this fact. "This 

doesn't belong" is trivial and boring. And what is well within the penmeter does belong; 

but then registering this fact, "This does belong" is also trivial and boring. It is in reference 

to what skkts around the thing that the what of the thing becomes herrneneuticaliy 

interesting. 

Summing up: First cornes the understanding. Next comes the "noise". which throws 

off that understanding. Next comes the interpretive Q. which sets out to reduce this noise. 

And not to press the distinction too hard: The reduction is the aim; the interpretation is the 

result. A "better interpretation", a more sophisticated reading, is the functional "spin-off' of 

this reduction. (1 don't start with a 'l.ague understanding". My understanding is perfectly 

clear. It is when the noise enters into the understanding that this understanding becomes not 

just 'tague", as if al1 that were needed would be clarification, but "bad", in the sense that 

some things are going to have to be improved here.) 
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That said, we are still lefi with the question, To what end? Sure, we know, 

formally, that the objective is to "reduce the noise". But the question remains: Why should 

reducing it even matter? 

3. Predictability isn't Everythmg 

Let us back up a step and first reconsider what it means, experientially, to have grasped 

what something is. To understand that, Say, "This is a rose", is to recognize not just this 

specific phenornenon at this specific moment as being a rose. To understand this also 

involves. inseparably. "being able to" recognize, or "being ready for", different 

manifestations of this sarne rose as a rose. (And this would also involve. presumably. being 

able to recognize diEerent individual roses as roses should you happen upon any one of 

them.) Our point is basically Husserlian: The meaning of an act is correlated to the possible 

things that would make it mie. What goes with the temtory of undentanding that this is a 

rose is. inseparably, an understanding of the array of ontological possibilities of what makes 

for a rose. 

Now. it is to be noted that the aura of possibilities "around" this given thing (as 

regards what else this thing could be) is not by itself enough to constitute hermeneutical 

noise. 1 understand that this thing could be determined differently. The rose might be white 

rather than red. But these predicative possibilities, and the different ways that the object 

rnight be predicatively "supplemented", have nothing essentially to do with hermeneutical 

noise-unless, that is, 1 am under the impression that maybe, or maybe not, roses have to be 

red, or have to be white. . . . To repeat, hermeneutical noise is correlated to my not being 

sure about whether this belongs or does not belong to the "whole". 
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When hermeneutical noise cornes up, 1 lose what 1 had taken for granted. What 1 

-'had", or felt to have had, was an understanding of the given t b g ,  a rose. A function of 

this understanding is a preparedness for future appearances of it (and, by implication, 

instances of its kind). It is not that I am ûying to get ready for tomorrow, before I go to the 

botanical gardens, as it were; the world. and every flower on it, could just as well end 

tonight. The point is that understanding this thing, nght now, brings tomorrow into it. To 

understand is correlated to the "predictability" of the thing. And this predicability does not 

involve having stored up, Say, a billion different takes on this species of flower; it is the 

grasp of a single matriw, with its closed and open invariants. Around this manix, a billion 

different combinations rnight cluster. Al1 this accords well with what we said (in Part A) 

about the way the interpretive act sets out to "fieeze" or "atemporalize" the structure of its 

object. 

Returning, then. to our question: Why does the reduction of hermeneutical noise 

matter? One explanation might go as follows. To understand is to be ready for the future 

appearances of the thing. (Agreed.) Hermeneutical noise is correlated to a loss of this 

"predictability". (Agreed.) The reduction of it restores what is lost. (Agreed.) This would 

suggest that the aim of the reduction--the point of asking, "What is it?"--is to restore 

"predictability". In that case, the business of interpreting is to get ready for the funire. 

Agreed also. but only so far as it goes. On our view, the "need for predictability" is only part 

of the explanation, and by no means the main part. The better explanation is that the 

primary objective of a hermeneutical Q is just what it looks like: The reason 1 ask, " What is 

it?'is that I want to understand the thing for what it "realistically" is. "Predictability" is a 



fiction, or a necessary condition, of understanding; but predictability is not to be 

identified with understanding. 

What is more, predictability is also (it seems) a necessary condition for there to be 

noise. To illustrate: Every time there is sm-spot activity, there is a surge in monetary 

inflation. With this predicrability, noise is at the ''fiinges" of this mereological circle called 

"inflation". Does the content of "sun-spots" or "solar activity" enter into this whole as a 

part? What codd be the interna1 comection here? This regularity, far fkom "explaining" 

anything, requires an explmation. The hermeneutical Q does not setile for statisticai 

regularities, associationism, coincident phenomena, behaviourist black-box conjunctions. or 

whatnot. The Q, "What is it?" begins with the noticing of the "noisy" regularities, 

associations, conjunctions. 

Information theory, or one version of it (so far as 1 understand it) puts much stock in 

the idea of cashing out the concept of "knowing", or "understanding", in terms of being able 

to predict. ("Predicting" here does not necessarily mean anything about the hture. The 

messages may be about medieval law, triangles, or speculation about colonization on Pluto. 

*'Anticipating" would be the better term to use.) We concur with this view; we are 

maintaining, in effect, that the better one understands (or apparently understands). the better 

one can 'predict" the possible, forthcoming messages of the interpretandum. However. 

given our ambivalent ties to information theory, it is well to forestail a rnisinterpretation to 

which our analysis rnight be especially prone. On our view, to understand has to involve 

something more than just being able to predict the next message. 1 shall begin with an 

illustration. 
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Take the exarnple of the lecturer and the audience: (A) The lecturer speaks in 

Swahili, a language that nobody else in the room understands. Anything and eveiything can 

be "predicted; that is, there is no predictability here at ail. Noise is at the maximum. The 

levels of informativeness and interestedness are at zero. They c m  ask no Qs, they can give 

no answen. (B) The lechirer speaks in a language the audience understands and about a 

subject in which they are experts. Every message can be predicted. Although for a different 

reason, informativeness and interestedness are, again, at zero. They will ask no Qs and give 

no answers. (C) The lecturer speaks in a language they al1 understand and in a subject about 

which they ail know something, but not too much: Then the questionhg and answering 

begin. It is in this rniddle zone of messages-not too noisy, not too unnoisy-that 

informativeness and interestedness are at a maximum. 

I should add that by a "messageo', we mean the incorning signal that is not so much 

(if at dl)  what is being said, but what is being disclosed in that saying (if indeed there is any 

saying involved to begin with). Take this exarnple of wordless messages: One walks around 

a house, which is so poorly designed that he does not know what to expect on the other side 

(maximum noise, bad architecture). One waks around a house, which is so monotonously 

designed, every side looks the same (zero noise, bad architechire). One walks around a well- 

designed house--not too exciting, not too dull--and h d s  the "messages" (the appearance of 

this side, then that side) as "informative" ("middle zone" noise. good architecture). 

1 have coordinated a battery of notions-questioning, answenng, informativeness? 

interestedness, noise, evidence, tmth--with the notion of being able to anticipate what 

cornes next. indeed, to know what a thing is would involve the ability to recognize it under 
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this lighting, in this corner, at this time of day, upside down, with this piece broken off, 

etc. This doesn't mean that the stated objective of an interpretation is, to this effect: "1 want 

to be able to recognize what this thhg is tomorrow!", as if it rnight even still be around, as if 

there might even be other things Iike it. as if that is even, or has to be. considered. No. to 

understand it is to be able to anticipate its many different possible manifestations right now. 

This business about tomorrow or no tomorrow, whether this thing will still exist tomorrow. 

whether there are other things like it is beside the point. Thus we stand by our 

"informationalist hermeneutic" according to which understanding and "predictability?'--or 

"anticipation", the term we now prefer to use--are intirnately connected. 

In what sense are understanding and anticipation correlated? A few exarnples should 

help: To understand a thing is to undentand its schedule. 1 turn the thing around; in so 

doing, the different sides of it are revealed. 1 undentand the thing to the fuuy extent that I 

more or less .'know", or feel 1 know. what is to be revealed next. As 1 tum it around. 1 

already understand at least the trivial, "open invariants" of this side: it is a surface, it is 

coloured, etc. The second example conveys the more crucial lesson: The lecturer, speaking 

in Swahili. shows some slides oE a scroll; a pen; a pnnting press; a type-writer; a cornputer: 

a telephone; a telegraph; a smoke signai. He repeats t h s  lecture throughout the week. 

Attending al1 of hem, 1 begin to master the art of predicting which slide comes after which. 

But this predicting is not enough. Indeed it is what helps elicit the interpretive Q. For what 1 

begin to ask is: What do these appearances, which 1 c m  predict so well, have to do with one 

another? In what way are these predictable appearances joined together, assuming that they 
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are? Why the correlation between them? 1s it a rnere accident? Are they parts of a 

complex? If so. how are they related? 

Surnming up: To understand is to be able to anticipate what cornes next. But more 

precisely, it is to master the many details of the schedule of one thing, of one whole. Put 

another way: Our informationist hermeneutic requires that the notions of prediction and 

mereology be put together. And our idea that understanding involves the predictability as 

regards the parts implies that our phenomenology of the hermeneutical Q points in the 

direction of a "realist" hermeneutic, in this "anti-norninalist" sense: Predications are useful, 

but they are not answers. They do not divulge reality; they are invitations to look into it. 

Seeing that solar flares and monetary inflation are correlated is not yet to understand 

something. It elicits an understanding. It puts before the interpreter the nddle-phenornena- 

accidents with a possible cause, conjunctions without connections--to which the interpretive 

Q may then be put: "What?", or (its hemeneutical cousins), "Why?". or "How?" 

C . "Truth", "Evidence", and "Informativeness" 

In Chapter 4.1 explained how tnith, and evidence for it, work on the predicative side of the 

answenng act. A predicative tmth is the recognizing of ''what is". The evidence for it-- 

predicative evidence-is the denying as false its logical contrary. ("The rose is red--which 

rneans to Say, not any other colour".) With this, 1 ended up advancing the idea that where 

this sort of ûuth and evidence are brought together, there lies a predicative answer. Now. we 

should think that something like this also takes place on the interpretive side of things. The 

hermeneutical Q, "What is this?", like the predicative Q, does arise within a context of 



contending possibilities. Its aim, like that of its predicative counterpart, is to reduce 

these noisy contenders. And the answer to it, like a predicative answer, in some sense 

"recognizes" this contender as the winner and these contestants as the losers. Those are the 

outstanding similarities. What, then, about the ciiflierences? What makes hermeneutical(1) 

truth and (2) evidence specifically henneneutical? And where does "infonnativeness"-the 

reduction of contending possibilities-fit in with these categories? 

1. Herrneneutical Truth 

The average speaker would have no linguistic qualms in using the words 'mie" and "false" 

when refening to those things (tables, trees, chairs, houses) the interpretations of which are 

ready-made and commonplace. However, he would be somewhat less prepared to invoke 

the word *me" when referring to an interpretation that stands out as an interpretation. For 

sure. the speaker can get away with calling this or that "reading" of something ''hue" (or 

"false"); it is not as if he would be going against linguistic instinct in a big way. Still. the 

preferred words to use in the assessrnent of an interpretation are more likely to be 

"bppropnate". "good", "flexible", "comprehensive", "workable", "better than that one". 

How, then, should we technically speak of the interpretive answer? In terms of 'me" and 

"false"? And are we not committed to this view already? M e r  dl, we did make the 

assertion quite early on that any and every Q, which of course means hermeneutical as well 

as predicative. elicits a '?rue9' answer. Indeed, I propose that we do speak of the interpretive 

answer in truth-terms, so long as we keep the following in mind. 

(a) What's Tme is not the hterpretation 
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First of ail, what is tnie is no! an interpretationper se. An interpretation is not 

something at which the act points. Rather, the act points at the phenomenon that is already 

pre-understood, or that is to be interpreted, or that has corne to be interpreted. The 

interpretation itself is the objectum quo (to use the Scholastic term), or the mediating 

"object by which; it is the phenomenon, by con- the objectum quod, which is the object 

known or the object which comes to be known. Our linguistic instinct is right, afier d l :  An 

interpretation ought not to be spoken of as being '?rue". When it comes to the interpretive 

act, what is 'me" is the act that gets it right about rhephenomenoni'This is a rose". "This 

is what roses look like", or even, "This is rosehood, but not about the meaning itself. Focus 

is on the "thiso7, the phenomenon. the legal situation, the theological quandary, etc. 

(b) Arriving at Truth by a Different Road 

The second point, which is the more complicated, is that "hermeneuticd mith" is not quite 

the same as "predicative huth" in the sense that the respective experiences of '-arriving" at 

truth are different. 1 shall begin by stipulating what 1 mean by "venficationism", which 

pretty closely conforms to standard usage. According to this theory of meaning (or 

understanding). the meaning of, Say, a sentence is, precisely. a h c t i o n  of what would 

warrant or verzjj its assertion. (Mufafis mutandis, the same goes for the rneaning of a non- 

linguistic act.) The understanding of what the sentence means is to be correlated, then. to 

having gmsped the conditions that would ven@ such-and-such if it were mie. Some of the 

positivists have espoused this theory of meaning. Husserl, and we, also espouse it. albeit in 

a milder f o n d  
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On our view, however, c%erifying'7 applies only in the case of the predicative 

act. 1 hear what 1 surmise is the bu&g of hi&-voltage lines overhead; 1 look up and 1 

recognize them for what they are. 1 " v e r i ~  the tmth of the matter in the predicative 

füifilrnent. In the case of the hermeneutical act, by contrast, my leaning on the verifLing 

conditions or having grasped them in advance is precisely the thing that 1 cannot do. There 

are no 'Verifjmg-conditions" for the interpretive Q for the reason that it is the meaning, 

which is correlated to the verimg-conditions, that hm yer (O be found! (Or rather-it is not 

as if identifjmg the verifyuig-conditions per se is the principal aim here--the meaning, in 

terms of which the verifiing-conditions would follow, has yet to be found.) It is only when 

the -~er i f jmg conditions" are found, or grasped. that the act can "go predicative". But in 

the meantirne. it is the meaning-"What's that buzz overhead?"-which is "out there" 

waiting to be discovered. that I have yet tofid. 

The point to be stressed is that how predicative. or hermeneutical, an act is happens 

to be a matter of degree. The more I have "rnastered the sign, the more familiar 1 am with 

it, the more I have gotten p s t  those hard days of having to interpret that thing for the first 

t he ,  the more predicative and "venficationist" is my intentional relation to it. The buzz in 

the rain means--that's easy--hydre lines overhead. The white flag--that's easy--means 

they're surrendering. It is when the what of a given phenornenon is less than obvious that 

the related acr. rather than being bbpredicatively'7 in need of the matenal "intuition" that 

would fulfil it, looks for the meaning. And what it looks for is precisely those connections 

between the "visible" things that cannot be seen. 



( c )  "No Truth-Conditions--What Then?" 

in asking, "What is this?", the interpreter has not yet grasped the '~en@ing" or 

"predicative" conditions. Mer dl,  finding the meaning is the very point of this Q: and it is 

the meaning, in ternis of which any subsequent taik about tnith becomes possible, that has 

yet to be found. If the interpreter already understands what would predicatively fulfil (or 

.~e r iV ' )  the act, then there is no more Uiterpreting to do at that moment. It now remains to 

be explained how the interpreter, with apparently so little to go by, is able to tell when he 

hits on the nght interpretation. By what cntenon (if only a vague one) does he know, "This 

is it"? 

in order to find out what is the height of this house, how hot is the sun and what it's 

made of, etc., 1 have to "go outside" and "do research" or "collect information''. (Or in order 

to test which theory-which of the already fully developed interpretation-4s best 

[Predicatively, "1s it A, or B, or C?"], 1 ask, predicatively, "Given A, then--?", "Given B' 

then--?", etc.) In any case. 1 predicatively re-identify one member of a set of possibilities. in 

this re-identifying (of the "truth-conditions"), 1 expenence a predicative "tnith and the 

predicative Q is "fulfilled". What about the Mfilment of a hermeneutical Q? Although the 

experience of the tmth of an interpretive answer involves, as does the truth-expenence of a 

predicative Q, a "re-identifjmg", this latter re-identimg is of a qualitatively different sort. 

(i) Something Like Trying to Rernember 

To interpret is to tease out what is, in some sense, already rhere for the taking. To have 

interpreted, to have cracked the code, is, if not literally a remembenng, then very like a 

"remembering" in the sense of "Where did 1 see that face before?!". or "If oniy 1 could 
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rernember the face!" To answer the question (or objection), "If you don? have the mith- 

conditions in advance, then isn't the business of  interpreting arbitrary?": It is no more, or 

less, arbitrary than is trying to remernber something. in either case, you'll know what you're 

looking for once you have found it? 

Take the following example of a questioning: A witness (someone like Meno's 

slave-boy) is at the scene of the crime. When the police arrive and ask for a description. the 

witness h d s  himself having forgotten the face of the perpetrator. At tiis point, they bnng 

in their office illustrator (someone called "Socrates"). His job is to "draw out" those details 

quite forgotten by the witness; his job is to help the witness remember. The wimess has a 

blurred image; that much he can remember. But he still lacks at the moment the "sign" with 

which to point at it. individuate it, and make it out. With the help of the illustrator. the 

witness "ploughs back" from part to whole, until he fmally "solves the nddle". "The eyes-- 

M e r  apart, closer together . . . . That's it. A rounder face. No. not so round. That's better . 

. . . Now 1 am beginning to remember. Change that a bit. Getting warrner." 

The experience of a hermeneutical tmth is a remembering of sorts. By implication. 

not being able to get the meaning involves a kind of having-forgotten. To be sure, our 

example involves a situation of having "forgotten", and trying to "remember", in the 

everyday, literal senses of the ternis. Moreover, interpretive activity is often interweaved 

with "doing research and "getting facts". The mnemonic help of the illustrator is not 

aiways enough; in other words, it is not always, or even usually, just a matter of having to 

remember what one aiready knew al1 dong. But t a h g  this bit about "doing research" into 

account, our partial explanation is not that far off the mark: What is manifestly operative in 
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this literai case of interpreting-forgetting and remembering-brings out what is also 

operative in those other cases of interpreting, even if less conspicuously. 

(ii) Still, There are Herrneneutical "Tnith-Conditions" of Sorts 

With the predicative Q, it is obvious that the questioner has something to go by before 

going into the world, sorne '*criterion" of what would make for a Mfilling answer. 

However, it is not as if the hermeneutical Q, by contrast. is at a complete loss when it sets 

out. There is a re-identimg. What is re-identified are the mat5rial ingredients. Whereas 

with the predicative Q, it is the "meaning" that gets re-identified in the materiai ingredients. 

with the hermeneutical Q, it is the other way around: the materiai ingredients get re- 

identified in the new-found meaning. 

To illustrate, take the example of trying to solve the riddle: "Take care of me. 1 am 

everybody. Scratch rny back. I am nobody. Who am I?" "1 give up!" Answer: "A rnirror? It 

is the clues--the material ingredients-that are re-identified. 1 stress, "re-identified". The 

ches do more than just lead one to the solution and then. afier having done their job as 

guides, drop out of sight. They are re-identifed as parts in this new-found whole called a 

"rnirror". Solving, or fulfilling, this hermeneutical Q comes with pulling these "parts" 

together. Or rather, the solution comes about upon discovering how these "parts". be they 

pieces or moments, have already been pulled together as parts ofa whole. 

One merely verbally notes that "A and B", "A belongs to B", etc., not reaily seeing 

into the syncategorernatic connections "and", "belongs to", "but", "or", or whatnot. (Or one 

merely notes the clues, "A" and "B" and, in being asked, "What is it?", one is asked to 

identiQ the "and-whole" [so to speak]. This, the interpreter Iater discovers, is that structure 



called a "mirror".) But until he can get a hermeneuticd insight into the fact that "A 

AND BI' or that "A BELONGS TO B", the interpreter rnerely emptily intends the 

syncategorematic elernents, "in name only". In the meantirne, he is stuck with the 

in:erpretandum {A, B). To be sure, the (presumrd) parts are aiready given as parts. 

However, what remains missing-hidden or eclipsed--is the whole or logical matrix within 

which these "parts" could be undemood as parts. 

2. HermeneuticaI Evidence 

By "hermeneutical tmth", what we have in mind is the idea, minimally, of having just 

arrived at the end of an interpretive activity. There has to be an after-glow of that 

herrneneutical questionhg still "in the air". But once the interpretation begins to go without 

saying, once the retention of the interpretive activity fades away, and the whole matter gets 

old, this ?ruth"--more carefully, the "expenence of tnith"--ceases to be hermeneutical. 

What has made the situation hermeneutical is sirnpiy this: 1 don? know, or just found out. 

what to make of the phenornenon. Being able to see that this rose is not a poppy, a daisy? 

much less that fan. that fiidge, that door is easy enough for everybody else. But not yet for 

me; what I still have to do is be able to sort out that this is not a fan (even though the fan is 

red), is not the pnckly velcro . . . . Until 1 have sorted out what, at the fiinges of this thing. 

belongs inside it and what belongs outside it, 1 am still in the interpretive mode as regards 

my making sense of this thing. 

Hermeneutical evidence is the denying of what might be otherwise. 1 recognize the 

hermeneutical tmth that "This is A", but in so doing, 1 am not, as it were, pointing at a dot 
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and calling it " A .  Rather-this is achievement of the interpretive act-I have drawn a 

circle around an area (cal1 it the "whole", the "what", the "order" of the phenornenon). 1 

recognize that what happens to be inside this circle is mily "A". And I deny that what is 

outside it--what the interpretive act "denies"-belongs inside. (The "not" of predicative 

evidence is ?bis does not obtain". For example, 1 see this is blue-which is to Say, not any 

other colour. The "not" of hermeneutical evidence is --this does not belong--whether it 

happens to obtain or not". 1 see. for the first time, that this is "blue itse1f"--not the 

wallpaper, not the sky, etc.) 

Putting this another way: Determination is negation; to understand X is to know 

what stays outside X. Hermeneutical evidence consists of reducing (i.e., negating) the noise 

(Le., the indeterminacy) that now and then blurs the ontological perimetee of the object. To 

borrow Spinoza's dictum for our own purposes: "Al1 determination is negation". Or rather: 

Al1 indeterminacy around the kinges is in need of negation. '"A house is not a tower'-- 

that S uninformative". "'A town is not a villageo--thatYs fuzs, that 's interesting. What is a 

town? What is a village? What is the difference?" "'Solar activity is not monetary 

inflation9--that's fuuy. thut's interestirzg, since the two appearances are 'predictably' 

connected. What is the connection? 1s there a connection? An answer to this would be 

herrneneutically informative". "How many hairs on the head do you have to have before 

you're no longer bald? That's hiny, thut's interesting". Our position on what makes for 

hermeneutical evidence-seeing that it is not otherwise-4s perhaps not al1 that far removed 

from Husserl3 own view. This is from Robert Sokolowski, in a section on "Negative 

Necessity": 



There is another aspect to eidetic intuition which is only mentioned in 

passing in Husserl's texts, but is so important that without its presence 

eidetic intuition would not be what it is. This is the negative aspect of fiee 

variation: the insight that removal of certain moments in a variant, or the 

addition of certain moments to i t  destroys the individu&-either total-/. as a 

being, or at least as an instance of the eidos we are ûying to isoiate . . . . As 

long as the removal leaves our imagined object intact as stili a variant of our 

paradigrn and still an instance of the eidos we are concerned with, we know 

we have not displaced anything essential. [1974,80-8 11 

D. Conclusion 

The main driving force in asking, "What is it?". is just irreducibly that: the Q wants to know 

what the given thing is. What it means to know it is to have, in addition to predictability. 

insight into the structure of a thing. Yes, knowing invoives a predictability of sorts. But that 

alone will not do. ui fact it is in noticing the conjunctions that questioning, rather than 

ending, begins. Noticing these conjunctions is not the "end" of science. but the beginning of 

it. It is at this point that the Q &ses, "1s this a coincidence-or something more?" Read: 

"What is it?". "Why is this?", "How corne?" Hermeneutics begins where associations, 

coincidenceso and conjunctions leave off. AI1 this is what 1 have tried to show in the present 

chapter. 

Admittedly, this analysis of the hemeneutical Q is far frorn complete, but we now 

have a secure beguuiing. By way of closing, 1 shall briefiy comment on two points: (1 ) on 

the other hermeneutical Qs (why? and how?), and (2) on how the details of Husserl's logic 

of parts and wholes might figure in our anaiysis. 



1. Why, How, and Because 

An interpretive Q, "What is it?", is "profounder", or 'kisei', "deeper". than a predicative 

Q. And finding out what this is is profounder than h d i n g  out about this or that attribute of 

it. Just what is -'profound"? And why should the hermeneutical what be profounder? 1 shall 

examine this problem in the concluding chapter. In the meantirne, 1 shall simply put this 

forward as a fact. Assurning for the moment, then, that the what Q is profounder than the 

predicative Q, what are we to Say about those other sorts of Q which are every bit a s  

profound-namely, the Qs of "cause"? Are not, "Why is this?' and '"Ho w come?" every bit 

as pressing or "interesting", and answers to them every bit as "informative". as Qs and 

answers regarding6What is it?"? (For our purposes, we need not get sidetracked with the 

problem of spelling out the differences and similarities between how's and why's, and how 

and why how's and why's work differendy when it cornes to things human, things logical 

and mathematical, things natural. and so forth.) The objection, then, might go that we have 

lefi out of our anaiysis a fonn of questioning too "important" and "profound" to leave out. 

Is the objection fair? 1 admit, a fuller analysis would require a separate chapter just on the 

how Q and the why Q, or a lengthy chapter on each. But on the other hand, we have been 

taiking about the how and the why dl dong. Consider the following. 

What is a why Q? Take this example. 1 observe an eclipse, and understand, "This is 

an eclipse. This is what happens. n i e  earth gets darker, etc." But then 1 ask, "Why? How 

does it come about? What is behind this eclipse-phenomenon?" What I am doing is not 

"losing" an understanding of the phenomenon; that much is secure. 1 am shifting my 

perspective and asking another what Q. The eclipse is now regarded as the predicate-clue: 
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and the aim is to solve the nddle, "What is this?" NOL What is this eclipse?", but, 

"What is this 'planetary system7-that's what we'll cal1 it-that on some days, this 'attribute' 

of it called an 'eclipse' sometimes happens?" To ask, "Why?', is to ask, "What is this 

'what' that 1 now take to be a clue?" As with a what Q, the why proceeds from consequent 

to antecedent. kom phenornenon to ground. 

1 said that the aim of an interpretive Q, "What is it?" is to "plough back" fiom the 

parts to the whole. Answering the interpretive Q is to "name" that whole. For exarnple, the 

reflectivity of a certain object depends upon their being a surface, the surface depends upon 

their being extension. The actual reflection depends upon their being light, etc. Al1 these 

parts, which are so related, corne together to form a whole called a "mirror". Of course. this 

ploughtng back is not unique to our dealing with things. And what we try to unravel are not 

just the "arguments"-the mereologies-of things out there, but also the arguments of 

"texts". Tiying to disentangle a certain text, we ask, for example, "What 'presupposes' what 

here? Which step cornes first. what step second? What is behind this assertion? What is 

supposed to be the conclusion? Where is the argument going?" But in either case, the 

hermeneuticai task consists in quesfioning backwards fiom this part that depends upon that 

part; that part that depends upon this sub-whole; and these two parts . . . depend upon this 

"Iast who1e"--which is called a "rnirror". 

Now. given that this relation of part to whole is a relation of dependence, it would 

not be unreasonable to Say that the Zogic of asking interpretively! "What is it?" works 

somewhat as follows: In asking, "What is this?', one looks for the antecedentp that would 

iexplain" the consequent q. Asking the interpretive, "What is it?', one is asking, "What is p 
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that accounts for this phenomenon 'if called 'q'?" One asks, effectively, "[?]->q". I'm 

unsure how hard or literally to press this formulation on the what-is-it Q. But taken as a first 

approximation, the formulation accords well with the logical relation that obtains between 

the whole--the antecedent--and its parts-the consequent. 

Ploughmg back fiom consequent to antecedent is the mark of the henneneutical Q. 

This being so, there are two other sorts of Q that we should also classi@ as "interpretive". 

The why Q and the how-come Q also operate accordingly. These Qs aiso proceed from 

"effect", "phenomenon", "clue", "cipher", "code", or what have you, to the "cause", the 

*'reason", the "condition", or Lbground".'o 

Put differently, the hermeneutical Q is a Q ofaetiofogy. To ask, "What does it 

mean?" is to ask, "What is its cause--or ground?" Moreover, given that there are different 

types of interpretive Qs, the aetiology is "Aristotelian". (Aristotle has a fourth, imaterial" 

cause; we are counting here only three of them.) Or in any case, it allows for the eminentiy 

sensible idea that there are different types of "cause" or "ground". We can see this in the 

different ways that interpretive questioning gets formulated. One way is: "What is this 

essentially?" (a "formal" Q, in Aristotle's scheme of things). Another way: "What is the 

'meaningfulness' of this?" Or. rnaybe, "What is it 'meaning' to do?" Or, " M y  is it?" (a 

"fuial" Q). Anodier way: "How is this done?". Or, if there is any etymological connection, 

"By what 'means'?" (an "efficient" Q). 

Our account is Aristotelian in one other sense. Better still, it is capable of explaining 

the intuition that not just the Anstotelians, but aimost everybody, with maybe the exception 

of the positivist, already has about what the sciences are meant to accomplish. The point of 
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doing science is to establish the 'Tauses" of things. Our explanatim for why this is so is 

that this is what inqujr-questioning-is already doing before it goes scientific. So far as 

questioning is interpretive, it seeks the causes-the grounds-of things. More than that. so far 

as it is interpretive, it is also felt to be "deeper", "more important". Asking, for example, 

"What is this?'. "Why is diis?'' just seems profounder than, Say, "What colour is this?', 

'-How much does this weigh?" I shall Say more in the concluding chapter about why the 

hermeneutical Q comes across as "deeper" than its predicative counterpart. 

2. A Logic of Questions and Parts 

1 did not bring into our analysis of the hermeneutical Q a detailed examination of Husscrl's 

logic of parts. Doubtless, a fuller treatment would require that 1 pay closer attention to how 

"mereology" and "hermeneutics" are to be hooked up. In such a study, these are some of the 

topics that rnight be worth t r a c h g  down: (a) Ordinarily, a Q suggests its answer(s) more so 

than an '-answer*' suggests its Q--perhaps much in the same way that a "cause" suggests the 

effect(s) more than the effect suggests its cause. Such a Q would seem to be apredicdve Q. 

The hermeneutical Q, by contrast, seems to be stuck with the harder job of having to move 

backwards fiom consequent to antecedent, fiom effect to cause. Could it be. then, that in a 

logic of parts, the predicative Q characteristically moves fiom %hole" to '*part1' and the 

hermeneutical Q characteristically fiom "part" to "whole"? 

(b) In asking, "Why?", there is both attention to the abstract and the concrete, the 

moment and the whole. the founded and the founding. Asking, "Why X?", 1 begin to see the 

"concretum" as  an "abstractum", or a moment of a whole which remains hidden fiom view. 
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(c) A moment can be measured according to how "proximate" or "remote" it is fiom 

what ontologicaily precedes it. (Brightness is more proximate to colour than to extension.) 

Correlating this concept of "proximate" and "remote" moments, we may speak of 

proximate and remote why Qs and how Qs. depending upon "how far back" they go. (d) 1 

cannot present a moment separately (how can 1 see brightness without colour?). However, 1 

can talk, or begin to think, about a moment abstractly. It is when 1 do so that the possibility 

of asking, "Why is it?", or "How corne?", begins to present itself. It might be that an 

-'abstracting" is a form of hermeneuticai noise. No longer seeing this X as foundational, or 

founding, or "concrete", 1 ask, "What grounds this abstracturn?', ."Why is it?". "What is 

behind it?" 1 look for a reason, not because 1 need "becauses"; 1 look for it because 1 musn't 

look at this moment, diis abstractum, as separately presentable! Thanks to the why Q, and 

the how, I don? end up reiQing every abstracturn under the Sun. 

(e) The act of interpreting has both an analytic side and a synthetic side. 

Analytically. it "teases out" or explicates what is already there (e.g.. "The big red b a d  is 

explicated into -The big barn is red). But it also "syntheticallf' sees into how the parts 

actually work as parts. in ternis of what prompts the interpretive act, it may be that 

"analysis" precedes synthesis. 1 start out with a synthetic pre-understanding of the whole. 

But with the introduction of hermeneutical noise. or "passive analysis?'. certain possibilities 

suddenly show up near the ontological fnnges of the object. In response to this analysis, the 

hermeneutical Q arises, "Does this belong, or doesn't it? How does it belong?" The analysis 

is "interesting", the subsequent synthesis is informative. 
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Notes to Chapter 5 

1. The nddle has an elder cousin, which we might cal1 the "original interpretation". or the 

'iuiformulated riddle". As a mode1 of interpretive activity, the riddle is limited in that it 

does not embody the logic of that sort of interpretation cailed "onpinai". To illustrate: One's 

finding out for the very first t h e  that this "something", which is red, thomy, hgrant, etc. is 

a rose. and, presurnably at the same time, that any other "something" which is like it is also 

a rose, is a case of an original interpretation. By contrat, being asked a riddle, "What is 

X?", presupposes that the original interpretation of X has already taken place. (Othenvise 

asking it isn't "fair".) A riddle is a "repeated interpretation", so to speak. "It is red. thomy. 

hgrant, etc. What is it?" Answer: Yt is-&a!-a rose!" 

The original interpretation, just as the repeated interpretation, has to start out with 

some clues. However, the original interpretation is, by contrast, an un formuluted riddle 

(let's say) in that, besides the fact that it has yet to work out the what of "X", the dues 

themselves are not precisely nanowed down. (What counts as a clue here? What is 

constituent of this X that 1 am trying to determine? 1s the red a '%lue"? Prickly? Fragrant? 

Vase-like? Made of cerarnic? Made in Mexico? . . . . The last few possibilities got filtered 

out of the original interpretation. which we eventually called "rose".) More later on the 

problem of separating out what belongs from what does not belong to the unknown X. But 

these differences aside. it is, of course, the similarity between the "'repeated" and the 

"onginal" interpretive acts that makes them both interpretive. The similarity consists in 

looking for, and finding, the meaning, and this is quite apart from whether this involves. 

repeatedly, fhding the meaning once again, or, originally, finding it for the first time. With 

this first problem taken care of, let us turn to the main problem in hand. 

2. " Whar is this thing? ", "Whal does this word mean? ": Imagine the not unfamiliar case in 

which someone doesn't understand the meaning of the word and sets out to find the 

definition of it. The peson consults a dictionary. or asks someone else. in order to get the 

meaning of the word, Say, "ciream". This would seem to be a case of hermeneuticai 

questioning, and so it is. How is that? The peson undentands-"wagers" rnight be more 
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like it-that the word "dream" does stand for something. This wagering part of it is 

certainly key; only then can the word itself actually operate as a sign of sorts. The word, or 

speakùig it, points at an un-deciphered object, which is understood to be roughly the sarne 

object that everybody else points at when they use the same word. When they use the word. 

they point at the idea of dreamhood, or the a c W  occurrence of a dream, or what-not. When 

he looks for the meaning for the word b'drearn", he, too, points at this object. But of course. 

there is this one, big difference. When he says the word, he can't make sense of the object 

being aimed at. 

This act of defining is hermeneutical. What is to be interpreted here is not so much 

the meaning of the word itself. Rather, it is the meaning of the object, which the uttenng of 

a certain word "aims at". "intends9'. "means", etc.. and it is this object which is to be 

interpreted. But it gets more complicated. Of course, the words that c m  get defined are not 

just nouns. We also find definitions for verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and (no doubt more 

problematic) connectives like "but", "and", and "of-in short, definitions for any and every 

word of any type. D e h g  a nom, such as "dream", one aims at, or "means", its "defined 

object". But much the same can be said of defuiing an adjective. or whatever. Each of these 

has i fs  defined object also. And why stop with words? The sarne cm be said about ''longer 

words", which are called "sentences", "paragraphs", "papers", "poems", and "books". In the 

act of reading them. these, too, mean or intend their objects. 

Again, in the defining of a word, the act points at an object. But whether the word 

happens to be a noun, a verb, or whatever, the object itself is nominalized or noun-ified. 

What does this say about interpreting things "out there", rather than meanings to which 

words, or sentences, point? To answer: The hermeneutics of "What does this 'text' mean?" 

and "What is this 'out there'?" are quite similar, in the following respect. Just as one can 

obviously ask about WHAT a word means, a word of any type, not just about noms, so also 

one c m  ask about the WHAT of any nurnber of aspects of a given thing. Consider the Qs, 

"What is the meaning of 'rose7?', or ask, "What is the meaning of 'red'?". These are 

interpretive Qs. But rnuch the same takes place in asking, "What is this thing out there?". or 

asking, "What is the colour out there?'--when the "out there" proves to be a rose, or proves 

to be redness. For just as the defined object of a word has to be noun-ified, so in a parallel 
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way does the object "out there". which is k ing  interpreted, have to be "thing-ified". 

And just as the defined object is noun-ified, whether the correlated word is a nom, 

adjective, verb, or whatever, so in a paraIlel way does any aspect of the object "out there" 

get --nounified". 

3. See, for example, Husserl's EJ $87. .*The Method of Essential Seeing" and Idem 1 $70, 

"The Role of Perception in the Method of Eidetic Clarification". The '2lariation" is for 

Husserl a method of (indeed) varying this or that aspect of the object. in so doing, one can 

determine the "eidos" or "essencew--the what that remains invariant--of the given object. 

This "rnethod", 1 should carefully note, is not in the first place a formalized methodology, to 

be carried out when doing phenornenology. Before it gets formalized, should it even reach 

that stage, the method of variation is already operative in our everyday commerce with the 

things around us. 1 take this to be Husserl's own view on the rnatter, and certainly it is our 

own. 

Edward Casey (1 977), in *'Imagination and Phenomenological Method", notes that 

according to Husserl "imagination is responsible for securing al1 essential necessities and 

essential laws--al1 genuine intuitive a priori?' (ibid. ,72). He goes on to Say: iHence Husserl 

grants imagination a statu of its own-but only within the specific philosophical method 

[Le., the variation] he advocated" (ibid '73). Our position on the role of "imagination" goes 

as follows. (Casey's interpretation to the contrary, it may also be, in fact, Husserl's 

position.) (i) Imagination has its role not just "within a specific philosophical method. 

Imagination already has a role in our everyday, interpretive commerce with things, and diis 

is prior to, and apart from, any tak about some part it plays in a "philosophical method". 

Hypothesizing, thought-expenmenting, testing, probing--this is what our everyday. 

herrneneuticai atternpts to gain eidetic insight into this and that are already "imaginatively" 

up to. (ii) imagination is not just the means by which the variation method is carried out. It 

is also, 1 suspect, the veryproblern that the application of the method is meant to solve! in 

the present work, 1 am not investigating the ongins of the "noisy field" within ivhich 

questioning aises in response, and so 1 shall Say this only tentatively. "Imagination", be it 

passive or active, must somehow be in complicity with--maybe even identical with-- 
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"noise". And if this is the case, then, like "noise", imagination m u t  be logically pior to 

the questioning act. (iii) "1 Say 'a proper' and not -the proper' rnethod because it cannot 

nghtly be claimed that phenomenology provides the oniy satisfactory method for achieving 

an adequate philosophicai account of imagination. Wittgenstein is justified in asserting that 

'there is not a philosophical rnethod, though there are indeed methods, like different 

therapies" (ibid, 79). 1 would reply, being less open-minded: "'Philosophy' has nothing to 

do with it. As far as interpreting goes, variation is THE method". 

4. A ' ~ h a t "  does not require a plurality of like things which fa11 under it. To know the what 

of something is primarily to be able to "predict" the plurality of appearances of that 

something or things of that kind. How is that? in asking, " What is it?", the Q is rivetted on 

some given thing. Prirnarily, to ask, V h a t  is it?" is to ask, 'kmall-mindedly", about this 

one thing. Does the what Q, then, seek a universal? Yes, if by a universal is meant that order 

which can cover the plurality of instances of this one thing. "What is this-cal1 it a 'chair'?" 

One puts the chair in the corner of the room, places it upside down, throws it down the 

stairs, places it next to the table, then moves it away from it. Wiîh these "experimental 

variations", one eventuaily works out the abiding order of this one thing. Once this 

particularistic idea is worked out--the universal in the plurality of possible instances of this 

one individual thing--the "bigger idea" is also efiectively worked out--the universal 

covering a plurality of individuals. My point? 

First, it is not as if in asking, "What is individual?", that the Q has in view--or has to 

have in view, or even ordinarily has in view--the less particularistic idea of corning up with 

a 'ûniversai" in order to cover a plurality of such individuals. If that were the case, then we 

rnight not be able to understand, or interpret, individuals of which there is, arguably. no 

"plurality" to speak. For example, "What is this one-and-only planet Mars, or one-and-only 

Triassic period?" (The sciences don? just deal with universals, notice.) Or, "What is this 

one-and-only Eiffel Tower? What is its 'meaning'?" Or, " M a t  is this one-and-only Van 

Gogh?' Or, "What is this single group of many? A bevy of girls? A grove of trees? A flock 

of birds?'' (LI VI, $5 1, "Collectiva and Diguntiva".) Or, assuming that "Who?" is akin to 

"What?', which is a very big assumption, and not one that we are going to explore here: 
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"Who is this person?" In any case, even if the interpreter has in mind the problem that 

there might be other individuals out there of the same type, this does not take away tiom the 

"individuaiism" of the interpretive act. The Q is still, e.g., "What is this thing?" To interpret 

the what of it is to understand, in effect, what different guises this one thing could assume 

without deviating from what it is. 

5. "Openness" c m  mean a nurnber of things. #en Daubert uses the terni (C@zung) it 

means "aperture", "holeY7, "gap", "opening7'. Accordingly, a Q points outward to an opening 

in a given SAS (25v, 42v, 85r). An @Jhung is the open structure of the thing in Q. To bring 

about an opening requires, of course, a subject, without whom the opening just isn't there. 

(It is not as if the object couid be "in question'' al1 by itself and exist with Q marks al1 over 

it even though there is no one looking at it and "reading off' the questions which were there 

to be discovered. Hence the existence of an opening irnplies the existence of someone who 

does the opening. The idea of opemess in this Daubertian sense--the structure of the object- 

-ou& not be confounded with the openness (Ofinheit) that Gadarner, for example, has 

talked about. (as, for instance, in his discussion on the "henneneutical priority of the 

question" [TM 2, a, 3, c, i-ii]). Opemess in this case is what might be called "open- 

mindedness" (A ufgeschlossenheit), or "receptivity" (Empfanglichkeit), or sornething O f a 

combination of the two. In one's openness, a person is open to someone else's opinion on 

the matter; one's prejudices are open to correction; one is open to a change of plans; etc. 

Gadamerian openness, then, would seem to lie more with the attitude of the subject than 

with the sû-ucture of the object. Quite so. But there is more to it than that. Where Gadameros 

notion of openness cornes close to Daubert's own is in the passage in which he mentions 

how the emergence of a Q breaks open (aufbrechen) the being of the questioned thing 

(Befiugten): "The emergence of the question opens up [aufbrechen], as it were, the being of 

the object." And: "Hence the logos that sets out this opened-up being [aufgebrochene Sein] 

is already an answer" (TM 2, II, 3, c, i). 

What is our own view on this? First, in response to Daubert: (i) So far as 1 am 

aware, Daubert's analysis deals only with what we are calling the "predicative" Q. (This is 

not to Say that the possibility of there being a distinction b e w e n  the predicative Q and the 
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hemeneutical what Q has even occurred to hirn). Daubert's notion of the OfFung, 

which pertains to the "Frageverhalr" (the "state of affairs as questioned"), is therefore 

limited to only one sphere of Qs. (ii) Whether our position on this is at odds with Daubert's 

position is debatable, but in any case we preferred to describe the "state of &airs as 

questioned" as the "object-in-Q", which "eclipses" the SAS behind it. The "opening" is not 

in the structure of the SAS; it is an epistemological gap, that hole, or valence, which remains 

to be "saturated" by the answer. (iii) It is not the predicative Q itself that does the opening. It 

arises within a "field of noisem--or "opemess", so as not to rnix metaphors. 

Second, in reply to Gadamer: (i) It is not the Q, or the questioning attitude, that 

brings about "opemess". Openness, as we understand it, be it hemeneutical or predicative, 

is a field of contending possibilities, to which the Q responds with an a h  to closing them 

o E  (ii) However (not that this represents a disagreement, or an agreement, with Gadamer), 

the aim in closing hem off is precisely in order to see the object itself in ifs openings. To 

explain: The objective of the predicative Q is to zero in on a possibility, closing off the 

others C'Blue--not any other colour"). n i e  opening in the predicative Q has to be 

"epistemologically" saturated. The objective of the hermeneutical Q is, in sharp contrast, to 

open up whatever cm be opened up so far as the object itself goes, and then be "closed- 

minded" about it. To know what the thing is is to know what it can be and to be ready for its 

future instantiations or "applications". Putting al1 this differently: The aim of the what Q is 

iontological" rather than epistemologicd. It is to know the object 's b'openness". in a rnanner 

of speaking: "These are ifs invariants, closed and open. It is in reference to these 'openings'. 

as well as 'closings', that the predicative Q conceming this thing may be asked". 

6 .  in his discussion of the "fusion of part-intentions", Husserl notes: "We may also be 

unsatisfied with a single glance, we may handle the thing fiom d l  sides in a continuozis 

perceptual series. feeling it over as it were with our senses" (LI VI, 547,789). "Feel it over 

as it were"? Husserl's haptic metaphor, about "handle" and "feel", shouid be taken more 

literally than "as it were". 1 discuss this point in the concluding section of the concluding 

chapter. 
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7. For general discussions on Husserl's science of parts and wholes, see his W 9930-32. 

See also Robert Sokolowski (1 974,847) and (1977; first published in 1967-68); Bany 

Smith (1 982) Parts and Moments: Studies in Logic and Formal Onrology; Peter Simons 

(1987) Parts: A Study in Ontology; Jay Lampert (1995, 73-87), "The Theory of Parts and 

Wholes: The Dynamic of Individuating and Contextualizing interpretation"; Kit Fine ( 1995. 

363-85) "Part- Whole". 

8. Smith and Mchtyre, commenthg on Husserl's theory of meaning, have noted, rightly: 

The ver@cation theory of meaning, espoused by the pragmatist C.S. Peirce 

and later by some of the positivists, holds that the meaning of a sentence is 

determined by what wouid count as evidence for its mth. in its strongest 

form the theory identifies the meaning of a sentence with the set of possible 

experiences (perceptions) that would ver@ the sentence . . . . i v e  cm see 

that there is some affinity between Husserl and the verificationist . . . . 

Husserl correlates with every act, and hence with every Sinn, an act-horizon. 

This act-horizon he defines, to begin with, as the set of possible experiences 

or perceptions CO-directed and compatible with, but more determinate than, 

the given act. And Husserl sees the unfolding of an act's horizon as the 

"peculiar attainrnent" of intentional analysis, which "brings about . . . an 

'expiication' [Auslegzing], a ' becoming distinct' and perhaps a 'clarification' 

of what is consciously meant [Vermeinten]. of the objective Sinn" 

([Cartesian hfedtationr], $20). Hence, according to Husserl, the Sinn. or 

meaning, of an act can be "explicated [interpreted] in terms of the possible 

acts . . . that make up the act's horizon. 11982,267-681 

However, as the authos rightly point out, there are "important differences" between the 

verificationist's theory of meaning and Husserl's theory of meaning. Husserl does not cash 

meaning in terms of only perception or language. More than that (and this is the main 

difference), Husserl resists this positivist 'kduction" of identifjmg the grasp of a meaning 
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with possible verifjmg expenences. (1 imagine that an extreme case of venficationism 

would be the "predictability theory" of an explanation, which we rejected--for example, of 

understanding what it means for S a m  to be in this planetary position with a draught next 

year). Husserl does not identim, but only correlates meaning with the act-horizon. 

9. If we want to cast al1 this in informationalist terms, how might we do this? This, 1 thùik, 

wodd be the start of an answer to this question: Hermeneutical uifomativeness is a matter 

of remembering. Or, it is a function of "re-collecting" the different paris or members of a 

whole. How well the interpreter "remembers" is a function of how hlfilled or satisfactory is 

the interpretive answer. In that case, interpretive noise, which the "cornhg into 

remembering" tries to reduce, or eliminate, would have to be, in some way, correlated to the 

loss of remembe~g.  There is a word that approximates this, and it is cdled "forgetting". 

Here, we might be tempted to respond to Plato of the Meno (and the Phaedo, 72e-76c; also 

Arktotle, Posterior Anai'ytics, 7 1 a), viz., his doctrine of c'recollection" (anamnesis), starting 

with the assertion: Yes, the aim of interrogating into the "fom" of a thing (the "what" of it. 

as we have been cailing it) cornes d o m  to recollecting the form. But conversely, what has 

set the interrogation into motion is having lost-gbforgotten'?--what was pre-understood. The 

fust thing the teacher has to do is to hit the student on the head with a book in order that he 

forgets everything. 

10. A word about my preference to use the term "ground". I originally thought of using the 

realist term "cause" as the operative term, but then thought against it. And the reason for 

this was sirnply that using "cause" so expansively runs counter to ordinary usage. How, for 

exarnple, could we talk sensibly about, Say, the what of a thing as its "cause", or the idea 

that constituted objects have "causal efficacy". Aristotle's translators cm get away with 

using the term "cause" (aïria) so expansively, but we cadt. The better translation of aisia 

might be "reasono'. That might work up to a point. However, one drawback is that not every 

inferpetive Q can be introduced with a "why". The Q, "What is it?", rnighr be translated 

into, "Why is it what it is?". But what about the Q, "How to do it?"? Rewording this with a 

"why" in front of it would be stretching it. The other drawback with "reason" is that it is too 
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mentalistic to account for the causes of things "out there". I also thought of the term, 

"condition", which is less subjective than "reason"; but it doesn't have any ontological ring 

to it. And so by defauit 1 have opted to use ground as the operative tem. 



Chapter 6 :  

What We Know by Now, and What Cornes Next 

introduction 

A. intentions without Objects, "Lntentions" with Objects 

1. Intentional, But without an Object 

2. Having an Object Doesn't Necessaily Make the Act Intentional 

3. But Can't We Just Picture Things? 

B. On the Selectivity of the Act 

C. Potential. Actual; Future, Factual 

D. Can an Answer to a Question "Become" True? 

1 .  Aiming at Facts about "Futures" 

2. Aiming at Futures 

3. Fact-Acts and Future-Acts 

E. What Makes a Question Shallow, What Makes It Deep 

1. The Practical Q 

2. The Theoretical Q 

F. Touching, which Makes for a Better Mode1 Than Seeing 

Notes to Chapter 6 

Introduction 

The objective of the present work has been to examine the notion of intentionality (in 

roughly the Husserlian sensr of the term) in tenns of the idea that questioning and 

answering are basic to it. 1 mean "basic" not in the sense that questioning and answenng are 

obviously "important" types, or cornmon types, of intentional activity, in the same way that 

promising, advising, inviting, and waming are "important" and "cornmon". By "basic" 1 
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mean that the structure of intentionality-"thought-to-thingy' as opposed to ''thing-to- 

thought9%s that of questioning and answer. The nominal description of our analysis-"'the 

intentionality of questions and answers"-couid just as well have ken ,  "a question-and- 

answer analysis of intentionality". 

This. briefly, is what we did, fiom Chapters 2 to 5.  

In Chapter 2, we worked through a number of traditional interpretations of a Q, 

until we had eventuaily amved at the idea that the very notion of directedness ought to enter 

into the definition. Accordingly, we defined a Q as .'a multi-directed act, the aim of which is 

to reduce its 'multiplicity"'. The importance of our d e f ~ t i o n  was not just what it 

technically said about a Q, but what it ailowed us to do with it. In our having defined a Q in 

terms of "directedness", the idea presented itself that we should directly correlate the 

notions of questioning and intentionality. Although explicit mention of the definition 

dropped out, the key ideas contained in it were made use of d l  along: it is the mark of a Q 

to do commerce with a multiplicity of possibilities: and it is the aim of a Q to reduce the 

possibilities. 

Now, our lining up the notions of questioning and intentionality inevitably gave way 

to the idea of correlating the two categories so basic to an intentional act--empy and 

fu&ZIed--with questioning and answering respectively. Al1 this tumed out to be more than 

just a matter of having to redescribe the old in new ternis. CGEmpty'? That's a Q. 

'Fulfilled'? That's an answer".) (i) For one thing, there exist, as we discovered, two quite 

different types of Q--the predicative Q and the hermeneutical. A separate, and brief. 

treatrnent of the one type was provided in Chapters 3 and 4, and then of the other type in 
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Chapter 5. The predicative Q already has the meaning-materials in hand, and has only 

to ascertain which one of them points to what is in the world. ("1s this a rose?", "1s the rose 

red?', "What colour is the rose?") The hermeneutical Q, by contrast, proceeds on the bais 

of the clues already provided; this Q has only to ascertain the "%vhat7' of the thing already in 

fiont of it, Mly in view. (ii) Second, given oui- "information theory" of questioning and 

answering, the notions of "empty" and "fulfilled", and the correlated notions of truth and 

evidence, had to be revised accordingly. 1 tum now to a few words about the idea of 

informativeness, which figured so centrally in the overall argument. 

A Q is not just a directing toward a directedness; it is also a directing wbuwuyfiom''. 

The act of answering aims "toward" the tmth, so to speak; but in this act there is also the 

moment in which the contending possibilities are reduced, or eliminated, as false. An 

answering act, 1 argued, consists of both recognizing a truth and, marginally, denying the 

contender as false. It was in reference to the fact that answering has these two sides to it (it 

both recognizes and denies) that we could make sense of what makes a given act--a Q-- 

interested in its object and what makes the act--an answer--informative. Doubtless, this is to 

oversimpliS the matter, but here is a list of the key theses of our "information theo j' of 

questionhg and answenng: (i) So much "noise", i.e., so much contentiousness in a given set 

of possibilities entertained by the ac t  so much interestedness. Questioning arises within a 

"field of noise". (ii) So much reduction of noise, so much informativeness. With answering 

cornes the reduction of it. (iii) So much Uiformativeness, so much evidence. Indeed, these 

last two terms have corne to mean pretty well the same. Evidence, on our account, is not just 

a "flooding in7' of. Say, a categorial or perceptuai intuition; it is a crolvding oui of 
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possibilities. Evidence is about hd ing  out what is not there. (I mean "finding out" in 

the sense that either the intention actively denies it or passively sees that the object itself has 

denied, or cut off, those possibilities.) (iv) So much interestedness or informativeness--so 

much questioning and answering-so much expenence of the intentional object as "real". (v) 

Conelatively, so much lack of one or the other, so much ontologicai "neutrality" toward the 

object. Hence, the problem of one's expenence of the object's being real, and less and less 

real, is internal to the act itself. 

Our analysis tells us that the phenomenologist's job is not to "bracket out'' questions 

of existence, but to recognize that consciousness gets de-neutraked precisely in its 

becorning intentional, in its turning into questioning or answering. And this happens 

(putting it roughly) according to how "interesting?', or "informative" the object is. (The act 

-'takes an interest" and the act "gets informed".) Put another way: The extent to which an 

intentional target is intentional is a function of that target's "looking?' real. Thus, a defense 

of a realist phenomenology, a defense of which has been an underlying theme of the present 

work. The strategy of this defense has been to argue, if only incompletely. that the 

experience of reality-the Innesein--is the condition for the possibility of aiming. 

Thus ends a surnrnary of the present work. What else might we want to say about 

intentionality in light of our "question-analysis"? And given what we now know about 

questioning, what might we want to Say about the problem of b'thing-to-thought" 

intentionality, about which very little has been said up to this point? Ln these concluding 

remarks, 1 shall only touch on these questions. 
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A. Intentions without Objects, "Intentions" with Objects 

"Intentionality" is a relation between the intentional subject and the object that is intended. 

Hence, an intentional act has to be a pointing at an object. That, at any rate, was the minimal 

definition of intentionality with which we started out. In light of what we have found out 

since then, it is well that we reexamine this defnition. (1) Does the intentional act have to 

be pointing at an object? No, so long as it is looking for it and presumes it to be already 

somewhere out there to be found. (2) Does just having an object make the "act" intentional? 

No, if the object is not taken as being real. I shall briefly explain each of these two answers 

1. Intentional, But without an Object 

Does an intentional act have to point at an object? 1 m ean. CO d d  an "act" be an act. could it 

be intentional, without quite having anythuig to point at? 1 suggest that it cm, in a way. 

Even though the act operates in the dark, it operates on the "assumption" that the object is 

out there, waiting to be found. Even if the act is not target-fixing, it is still an act if it is 

'mget-searching". 

1 recall our discussion, in Chapter 2, about the idea of defming a Q in terms of 

desiring. Now. one might ailow this, but only with the proviso that such a desire would have 

to be "lucid" as opposed to "dark". This distinction is captured in the following passage. 

from Husserl: 

. . . desire does not always seem to require conscious reference to what is 

desired. that we are ofien moved by obscure [Le., "dark"] drives or pressures 

towards unrepresented goals, and if one points especially to the wide sphere 



of natural instinct, where goal-conscioumess is at least absent at the 

start. one may Say: This is a case of mere sensations . . . i.e. of expenences 

really lacking intentional reference, and so also remote in kind fiom the 

essentid character of intentional desire. [LI V, 5 15b, 5751 

Now, so far a s  a questioning involves "desire" (not that Husserl says anything about this), 

this desiring would have to be lucid (i.e., articdate) as opposed to --dark". And this is 

because a Q is aiways specific as to its target. So the argument rnight conceivably go. in 

fact, Husserl alrnost seems to Say as much when, a little later, he calls a question a "definite 

[gewissen] wish" (LI V, $29'6 1 6). By this we may take him to mean: A Q is inrenfional: 

Here we are dealing with intentional experiences, but with such as are 

characterized by indeterminateness of objective direction, an 

' indeterminateness ' which does not amount to privation. but which stands 

for a descriptive character of one's presentation. The idea that we have when 

'something' stirs, when there is a rustling, a ~g at the door. etc., an idea had 

before we give it verbal expression, has indetemiinateness of direction, and 

this indeterminateness is of the intention's essence, it is determined as 

presenting an indeterminate 'something'. [LI V, 1 Sb, 5751 

These so-cailed indeterminate acts are what we are calling "dark". To the extent that such 

expenences do "not arnount to privation", desire has not entered into them. Questioning, on 

the other hand--this is our view--is marked by "privation". It is "felt" to be incomplete; it 

"sees" the indeterminateness for what it is. Something stirs-"What stirs?" Someone's at 

the door--"Who's at the door?" It is black, white, and red al1 over7'-"Then what is it?" So 
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far as a Q is a desiring, it is a desire that, lucid about its being in the dark, seeks more 

lucidity. 

More precisely, apredicative Q is clarified a s  to its "object" in the object-inQ, even 

if the details of the target have yet to be ascertained. A hermeneutical Q, on the other hand, 

is in vatying degrees in the dark as to its object. Trying to answer a riddle is a case in point. 

Sure, the Q has the predicate-dues in hand, and is to that extent lucid. However, the Q aims 

through these clues, not at them, toward a target "out there", the "what" of which has yet to 

be found. I retract, then, the onginal stipulation that the mark of intentionality is the relation 

between the subject and the object: It is so related, but then again it isn't. 

in the case of a Q, any Q, the object has to be presumed to be out there (or, if not 

that, then it is asked, "1s it out there?"); but this is not to Say that the intended object has to 

be in view. The phenornenon of the Q brings home the fact that intentionality is not just a 

relation between two points, but a striving and a fmding. The point of a hermeneutical Q is 

that it strives to individuate the object fiom the flux of appearances in which it still remains 

hidden-to track d o m  a moving target. Once "fixed", "noun-ified". "'atemporalized"~ 

... 
-'mdividuated" (or whatever other word we used to describe this achievement of an 

interpretation), the object can be taken as a river, afire, aprocess, a mouniain, a building? a 

bridge. 

Sumrning up_ an "act" can still be an act, even if it Iacks its object. What rnakes this 

sort of act-a "Q", as it is better known--intentional is that it is looking for its object, which 

is presumed to be out there. To be more precise about this, the Q to which I am refemng 

here is hermeneutical. A predicative Q already h a  its object in view. Say you've lost your 
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cat and ask, "Where is the cat?'. You are already aiming at the cat itself, the object of 

the Q. Altematively, you are already aiming at the object-in-Q, the objectual correlate of the 

Q. Not so with the hermeneuticai Q. Ln asking, "It 'rniaws'; it has 'whiskers'; it 'purrs' what 

is this?", you cannot yet see the (hermeneutical) object, even though it is staring right at you 

full in the face. You can't yet see the object, and yet you are intentionally related to it. What 

about the obverse case? Could it also be th& even though a certain, given "act" has. 

supposedIy, an object (a golden mountain, a unicorn), it is not an act, is no[ intentional, for 

al1 that? nie answer to this second question is: Just because the "act" has an object does not 

make it intentional. Let us go over this second point. 

2. Having an Object Doesn't Necessarily Make the Act Intentional 

Consider a level of understanding at which there is no differentiation between the "act- 

horizon" and the "object-horizon", or at a level at which dl anticipations are dictated by the 

act-horizon alone. At this level. the object is given as being no more than a phenomenalist 

object. The act sees this side of it; in so doing, it anticipates the experience of seeing the 

other side, and then the other side, and so forth. However, it is not so much the "other side", 

or "sides", that it mticipates; it anticipates appearances. Hence, what this "act" does not yet 

experience, and will not experience until the differentiation between the two horizons takes 

place, is the "realist" understanding of those "possibilities" that lie within the orbit of the 

object. The act-possibilities are one thing, the object-possibilities are quite another. Only 

once this differentiation has taken place will the other sides of the object be taken by the act 

as CO-present, be taken as hiddenfrarn me. Only then are the conditions met for the 

possibility of questioning. 
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My point is that one cannot ask about a "phenornenalistic" object. The object of 

a Q, or an answer, has to be taken as being "thick".' (A ''thick" object is an object that is 

taken to be real: this warehouse, those electrons runnuig dirough that filament, etc.) To 

replace the phenomenalist slogan, esse esrpercipi, we should Say instead: To expenence the 

esse of something is to take this sornething as having sides, or "profiles", CO-present with 

the side presentiy appearing. To the extent that one sees this other side as itself having 

different possibilities, so one also sees it as CO-present, as hidden. The phenomenological 

thickness of the object is a function of the "noise", or "contentiousness", or 

"problematicity" that comes up around this object. 

How this actually 'tomes up" is a question that 1 have not tried to answer in the 

present study. Suffice it to Say oniy this much about the matter: Fust, a Q anticipates its 

answer. but not (as it were) as yet another possible expenence that concems yet another 

appearance. The answer. or what it discIoses. is taken as having been there al1 dong. (If the 

reality to which an answer pointed came about only at the moment, and maybe also fiom 

that moment on, of anrwerhg, if the redity disclosed is not taken as having been there 

before I got to it. then what would "questioning" possibly mean? Would we not cal1 such a 

questioning "making"?) Second: Questioning and answering, which concem what is hidden 

fiom view, and what is subsequently disclosed, take place within this "realistic field". They 

constitute active "responses" to the object so far as it is taken as being real. 

Third: The issue about the "metaphysical" status of the intended object (1s it real?) 

cannot be written off as phenomenologically irrelevant. This point is bome out by the very 

fact that questioning and answering require for their very operation that their object be taken 
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as red. The counter-reply to this argument might go as follows: "Granted, a Q and 

annver presuppose the reality of their object. Granted also, pointing this out has 

philosophical significance to the extent that questioning and answering are major players in 

consciousness. However, none of this takes away fiom the fact that the intentionality of an 

act is nonetheless logically independent of the ontologicai status of the object that is 

intended. The concrete 'act' and the *contenty are what matters, not the ontological status of 

the 'object?". I do not agree; if the thought-to-thing act is not doing commerce with what it 

takes to be real, then it is not doing any commerce at d l .  Or: Either the thought-to-thing act 

is questioning or answering, or it is not an act at dl .  

What is the argument for t h ?  The ''l~ok" of the object's reality is a Function of 

there being different contending possibilities about it. That is what makes the different sides 

"CO-present7', that is what solicits my exploration of it. The less real the objecr looks--the 

more the "act-horizon" takes over-the more phenomenalist is the object. And the more 

phenomenalist the object, the ontologically thinner it gets. Then the object is given as no 

more than a strearn or series of barely or entirely unrelated appearances. Yet the more it is 

given in this way, the less intended is this object. The less intended the objecf the less 

intentional is the act, or the less is that act an act. How does the reality of the object "thin 

out" (and how, therefore, does the act itself become less intentional)? 

My hunch is this: The more 1 am at one with every appearance of the object. the 

"dreamier" and less real it looks. The more the act-horizon takes over, the less intentionai 

does the act become. So much phenomenalism, so much thinning out of the object. 

Conversely, so much experience of reality, so much intentionality. That thought-to-thhg 
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intentionai response to this experience of "taking this as real" is cdled 'questioning 

and answering". 

Husserl (of the L I  at any rate) would in& that an intentionai act needs an object. 1 

am saying: Not necessarily; minirnally, the object-less act has to look for an object if it is to 

be an act. Just because the "act7' has an object does not thereby make it intentional. A 

questioning act that can't quite aim, that can't quite make out its object--a hermeneutical Q- 

-may be ten times more intentional than an "act" that points at the clearly visible house on 

the hi11 over there. LfI am just staring at if if 1 do not take the other sides of it as CO-present- 

-if the lights are on, but nobody is home-the supposed "acty' of seeing the house is not 

really an act. What matters here, what makes the act intentional, is that the object be taken 

as real. Only then can I ask, for exarnple, "How to build a perpetual motion machine?"--or 

for that matter, "Who lives on the golden mountain?", or "1s the unicorn running?" 

3. But Can't We Just Picture Things? 

Our "phenomenology of questioning" not oniy assures us, in principle, that realism is an 

"intemal issue". It also assures us that the wony about hyper-realism is a bugaboo. It is true 

that 1 cm say, and think, "The mountain is golden", or "The unicorn is running". But 1 

cannot sensibly Say, in the way of an answer that both recognizes and denies, "The 

mountain is made of gold--not iron", or "The unicom is running--not trotting", as if its 

being otherwise could ever be an issue. However these things are given, "The mountain is 

golden", "The unicorn is running", etc., do not, as they stand, point to states of affain. 

That said, you might still object: But can't one just picture something, envisage it, 

al1 the while knowing that it doesn't exist? Of course one can. But then does that not pose a 
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problem for the thesis that the intentionality of an act is tied up with the presumption of 

the object's being taken as reai? 1 admit, this does pose a problem, and not a trivial one at 

that. Part of the solution, and this would deal with 'Kction7', would be to take something 

like Roman Ingarden's approach. On this view, the correlate of a literary work of art, for 

instance, is a constituted object 'out there". The other part of the solution would to be to pay 

more attention to thing-to-thought intentionality. Much of our picturing, envisaging, 

imagining and suchlike. so far as they are '-thing-to-thought" or "plans", or. though not quite 

the same, predictions-these acts do have *'abjects" of sorts, even though the objects are 

expressly taken as notyet real. This problem is entirely different fiom talk about golden 

mountains, unicorns, and other ontological bugaboos. What then, about the object of a 

plan? 

(i) One possible explanation is that the planning act points at an object in the friture 

perfect as something "already finished". The problem with this explanation, attractive 

though it is. is that aiming at a future perfect is only one of a few ways of pointing into the 

future. Worse, the expianation sounds like special pleading and an effort to Save at any cost 

the theory that an intention has to point at an object. (ii) The better explanation is that. -'in 

the meantirne". the act is not reaily pointing at an object (Le., the SAS conceming this 

object); it is awaiting that SAS, looking fonvard to its arrivai, fearing for its realization. or 

whatnot. And second, the act is still doing commerce with %e real". That the object itself 

is not yet real is not the issue! The golden mountah? That doesn't exist; one doesn't point 

at it. The chimney? That doesn't exist either; but the bricklayer, even though not pointing at 

the object (it's not there) is still airning at something. 
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What is real is the relation itself. What does this second point tell us? When we 

look for the ontological common denominator of "cognizing" intentions and "cooking" 

intentions, what we find is this. The act's being intentional does not turn on whether there's 

an object at the other end. Fundamentally, it tums on whether the act anticipates X, or has 

corne tofind X, whether the act is going somewhere. as in questioning or making, or 

whether it has just corne from somewhere, as in answering and completing. What makes for 

the experience of the real, then, is not whether 1 am pointing at an object (in fact this is not 

necessary); it is whether 1 am anticipatorily stretched toward the prospect of meeting up 

with it or (releasing the temporal bow) have just met up with it. An act is obviously 

temporal; but more than that, and this is becoming increasingly clear to us. the act has to be 

temporally modulated if it is to be authentically intentionai, if the relation is to "feel reai". if 

the intention (intendere) "tends toward" or is "bent on", reaching its objecr. Temporally, the 

act m u t  be either going somewhere or coming from some place. If it is neither a whereto 

nor a wherefkom, it is not "intentional". 

B. On the Selectivity of the Act 

An adequate theory of intentionality should be able to Say something about the selecfivip of 

the intentional act. Why rivet on this? Why in this way? With this persistence? How, in this 

crowded room of ten cock-tail conversations, does the hearer rivet on just this one? Why in 

this direction, even if the object cannot yet be sighted? And why grow bored of it? To Say 

that the aiming or intentionaiity of an act is a function of the noematic Sinn--the .'vector CO- 

ordinates" of a given act-4s to start at the wrong end of the explanation. Not the least of the 

problems with this explanation is that the intentionaiity of the hexmeneuticai act is such that 
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it has to look for those "vector-coordinates" pnor to the aiming. n i e  noematic Sinn is 

what you end up with once you have arrived at the destination, so to speak. In any case. 

what about the selectivity of the act? 

(A) One "cognitivisty' explanation has it that perceiving is something foisted on me.' 

There is around me much that is meaningful--for example, the ten conversations in one 

room. Attentiveness to the one conversation involves that the nine other be actively filtered 

out. A variation on this explanation has it that every one of the conversations around me is 

actually "processed", but only one of them is remembered. in this case. attentiveness would 

have to be a function of remembe~g.  (B) Yet another cognitivia explanation for 

attentiveness is the "Gibsonian" account. Clearly, the information around us is indefinitely 

rich. There is always more in a situation than meets the eye. But then why don't we see it 

d l?  As Urlic Neisser, a Gibsonian, explains it: 

The answer most fiequently offered. theoreticaily seductive but quite 

misleading. is that we Yllter it out". . . . from a forma1 point of view, it is 

entirely correct. . . . The perceiver simply does not pick [the information] up, 

because he is not equipped to do so. . . . Selection is a positive process, not a 

negative one. [1976, 79-80] 

We agree with the point that selection is a positive process, but we should add to it a few 

points of OUI own: (i) The fmt explanation has it that attentiveness is a f i c t ion  of my 

remembering oniy that one of the many, many things 1 have heard. This first explanation has 

this much going for it: 1 don't "rernember" nine of the ten conversations. But the reason for 

this is that they were not 4bprocessed"; and the reason they were not processed is that 1 never 
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did relate to them in an anticipatory-questioning way in the first place. Retention, it 

seems, is a h c t i o n  of what 1 anticipate. (It retains at t-2 what I had anticipated at t-1 ). No 

wonder 1 can't remember the other nine conversations. 1 was on tenterhooks to hear just this 

one. (ii) My not hearing the other nine conversations is not a result of my "rejection" of 

hem, as if they are being actively dismissed as "irrelevant". Nor am 1 even "just ignoring" 

them. They are simply not there to be heard. 

(iii) We may speak of two senses of "Itering noise". The first is a filtering ody  in 

some logical sense. Sure, there is more here than meets the eye (or "ear", if we don't want 

to mix metaphors). But it is not as if anythmg here necessarily "met the eye" to begin with. 

When I nvet on one thing, it is not as if al1 the other things, vying for my attention, had to 

be pushed to one side. They were not initially noticed to begin with, and they certainly will 

not get noticed now. If a n m g ,  the nvetting act, rather than filtenng out the other nine 

messages, prevents the possibility of my aîtending to thern. It is not, "filter first, and then 

rivet on the lefi-over"; it is, "rivet on this; the 'filtering' will be sure to follow". The second 

sense of "filtering noise" has to do with how we have used that term al1 dong. Whereas the 

one sense of filtering might be summed up as "rejection is a consequence of loving 

sornething else", the other sense of it is. '-tnith is whatever wasn't tumed away". 

(iv) Our question. then? is not primarily about why 1 don? look in these directions; it 

is about why I look in this direction--the "consequence" of which is my not looking 

anywhere else. ("Consequence" in big, inverted commas, for in fact 1 was not "looking 

anywhere else" to begin with.) Why, then, do 1 look in this direction and nvet on this? It is 

not "because" of questioning and answering. That is how 1 look and rivet; questioning and 



answering is more a ftmction of selectivity than the actual selecting itself The one 

arises withùi the interesting '%field of noise"; the other informative& filters out that noise. 

Digging down M e r ,  then: What makes for noise? Why was such-and-such a problem 

noisy for those people, for that time, but not for us, not for our tirne? Why, at this point in 

time, is it noisy for us, but not for everybody else? 

Sure, it rnight be that it is my interlocutor who suggests a set of conflicting 

possibilities or my imagination or the "situation" may suggest it. But these factors are at 

best only necessary conditions-the "efficient causes"--of noise. They are not by themselves 

enough to make those possibilities "contentious" or noisy and, hence, they are not enough to 

touch off a Q. What is required, before this is to take place, is, first of dl: apre- 

understanding of the situation. This pre-understanding is not, or not quite, intentional. 

Radier, it is that in tems of which a given thing rnay "show itself" to me in its possibilities. 

or "opportunities" for me. (This is get-at-able. is get-undemeath-able, is break-able, is mate- 

with-able, etc.) It is then that my relation to it becornes, or fùlly becornes, "intentional". 

Second, the possibilities show themselves so far as they are noisy. Here is an illustration of 

the idea. 

My pre-understanding of something may be "equipmentai" (Heidegger); or. put 

another way, 1 may already understand the thing in tems of its "affordances" ( ~ i b s o n ) . ~  The 

hamrner f iords my nailing, the floor affords walking. However, these things, in reference 

to what they "afîord" me, don? Iight up as Q-targets until these affordances enter to 

conflict. The floor af5ords waiking, but that rotting board in the middle might "afford" me 

falling. The hammer affords nailing; but it might not afford sinking such a big nail. To be 
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sure, even an %Tordance" is not enough to make for noise. Yes, what is required is a 

pre-understanding of a thing's possibilities. And yes, also required is that these possibilities 

be in a iogicai conflict. But what is also needed is that the conflict matters io me. How does 

it begin to matter? What makes it interesring? Our analysis has not gotten around to 

burrowing down that far. But this much we do know by now. Interestedness is anticipatory 

or "protentiond" in sorne essential way. And second, the very thing that cornes out of this 

g'field"--questioning-is aiso, small wonder, essentially anticipatory. 

C. Potential, Actual; Future, Factual 

A Q was initiaily characterized as a "many-directed act", the aim of which is to reduce this 

"multiplicity". That definition has turned out to be less than adequate, on two counts. First. 

the term "many-directed" rnight give the false impression that a Q necessarily cornes 

equipped with the many options already worked out. Certainly, this is not how a 

hermeneutical Q works, which is not purged of its indefiniteness. (In fact, such a Q is 

essentially indefinite or "unformulateci". And the more forrnulated a hermeneutical Q is. the 

more it has "interpreted itself', the more it is already answered.) And second, die term 

"many-directed" might also vaguely give the false impression that a Q has "intentionally" or 

"directionally" more going for it than an answer. Afier dl, does not a Q do more in the way 

of aiming than an answer? That is the wrong way to look at the matter. A Q "singularly" 

points at one target, not many targets. (Eg., "What colour is this 'one thing'?" "Which of 

these books belong to this 'one library'?"; "Which of these nurnbers belong to the 'one 

category' of prime numbers?") And the "problem" of a Q is that there is a multiplicity of 

possible ways to airn at that target; the objective is to find the one nght way-the only "real" 



273 
way-to aim at it. Only then is the act "reaiiy" or "actually" aiming. "Many-directed" 

is ontologically less than "single-directed". In any case, 1 propose to replace the misleading 

term "many-directed" with the tems 'potentiai'' and "actual". Accordingly, a "potential 

intentionality" is a Q, an "actual intentionality" is an answer. What makes the act 

"potential" is a lack of determination of the directedness at the object. It is either A or B or 

C. Which is it? In fïnding out which of the possibilities of ihis given target is real--1 use that 

word to stand for what is "out therexthe act itself shifts from the "potentiai" to the 

"actual". The questionhg act, wliich is really a "potentiality", becomes an acniality. Herein 

lies the mechanism by which we experience the reai. 

To Q is to anticipate. To anticipate is to anticipate whar hm notyet arrived. 

Anticipation is fraught with the "non-being" of the tùture, the "not-yetY7. The act becornes 

actual when the anticipation is "filled up" with the bringing-about of an answer. Hence? the 

experience of a reality being "out there" is nothing less than the act itself becoming actual. 

This act itself becomes actuai--real-in its shift h m  the anticipatory to the presenting. It is 

in this way that 1 expenence the reaiity which is out there: the answering act is itself a 

reaiization. hdeed, how else can the act expenence the real? Reality is not something that 1 

can "see" and take note of. It is something 1 hook up with in the actualization of the act 

itself. So much potentiality, so much reality that 1 take as hidden fiom view. And so much 

actualization. so much reality disclosed to me. 

Do the Anstotelian terms "potentiai" and "actual" convey a sense that the terms 

"empty" and "Mfilled" do not already convey? And if they don't, why rnultiply the 

terminology? To answer this objection, 1 think that these Anstotelian terms do carry an 
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additional nuance; but in any case, my use of these terms is meant to b ~ g  home the 

idea, easily overlooked, that the ontological statu of the act is itself an issue. n i e  act does 

more than just do commerce with "ontology"-it gets ontologized in so doing. The 

intentional "aboutness" of the act, the tendential "relatedness" between the 1 and the object, 

shiftsfiom being only potentially related to the real to being actually related to it. In being 

actually related to it. the relatedness itself becomes "real". This shift from the potential to 

the actual is a shifi fiom Q to answer. in the potentiality of the act, the act is "interested'? in 

the questionable possibilities put before it; in the actualization of the act, the act is 

gbinfo~ed". 

D. Can an Answer to a Question "Become True? 

To Q is to anticipate; but this hardly makes a Q a matter of Ipredicting", "forecasting", 

"prognosticating". in the usual senses of those t e m .  A Q "anticipates" its answrr, or the 

incoming message; better yet, it anticipates a discloszve of the intended object that that 

answer or message brings about. But ordinarily, there is no "prediction" as regards the 

anticipated message itself. When 1 hear someone who is about to answer my Q, it is not as if 

1 am predicting that his next message will be such-and-such. Strictly speaking, it is a matter 

of indifference whether the intended object, the disclosure of which 1 anticipate. is about 

tomonow, or a billion years hence (a ''futunstic Q"). or for that matter about yesterday. or a 

billion years ago (a "histoncal Q"). In short, any and al1 Qs anticipate. but only some of 

them predict--if, that is, they can predict at dl. It is by no rneans "obvious" whether 

questioning and answering can do this. Up to this point, 1 have taken it for granted that Qs 
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can be directed toward the fiiture, just as they can be directed toward anythmg else. But 

can they? This is the point 1 shail briefly examine next. 

Before entering into a discussion of the problem, it is expedient to put the problem 

into context. Some philosophers take the position, as we do, that the events of the fùture do 

not have the ontological credentials that events of the past do. True, the past is "no longer". 

just as the future is "not yet". Still, the past has something going for it that the future doesn't 

have. Things of the past, not to Say aiso things of the present, things of the "always" 

(2+2=4), are b~acta"; they are done deeds, complete and consummated. Not so with 

-><ruru". or things of the future; they belong to an ontological class ail of their own. They 

have yet to gain en- into the world of the "real". ùi the meantirne, if one wants to talk 

about a future event (such as whether there will be a sea-battle tomorrow), one should not 

imply that it is already real or that rallang about it could already be "tnie" or "false"." 

Now, if this position is basically correct--if talk about a future event can be neither 

true nor faise-then we have a problem. For according to our own view, questioning "has 

to" elicit the truth of the matter and answering is "supposed to" provide it. Putting two and 

two together, we seem to have cornmitted ourselves to the weird position of having to 

maintain that one cannot ask about the future. How are we to get out of this predicament? 

The first way would involve relaxing the rule that an answer has to be true or false 

and allowing that those answers concerning specifically the future prove to be an exception 

to the d e .  The fïrst move strikes me as too ad hoc and too big a concession; 1 suggest that 

we stick to our guns and insist that, without exception, every Q goes after the truth, every 

answer is "supposed" to provide it. The second way out would involve insisting on the 
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thesis that any and every Q is after the tmth and rejecting the view that "'fùtura" are no 

less fachiai than 'Yacta". This, 1 think, wouid also be the wrong way to go. Future 

contingencies are not facts; this '%iewpoint" follows Eom, is intemal to, our anaiysis of 

what a questioning act is. (More on this point section [2] below.) 

So. then c m  we put Qs to the future? The answer is that of course we can and 

everybody else already knows that. To be more precise, then: What is it that we are really 

asking when we put Qs to the future? And what do our answen to them reaily mean? 

1. Aiming at Facts about "Futures" 

To begin with, it must be conceded that when we talk about the future, it is very ofien the 

case--not always, but oflem-that our utterances are intended as statements. When 1 Say, e.g.. 

The  sun is going to shut down in thirty billion yean", 1 mean that as a tmth. 1 don't mean 

to the effect that it wono t be true until it happens. Nor do 1 mean that I'rn fairly sure it is 

true, even though I can't be absolutely sure until it has happened. 1 mean what 1 Say and say 

what I mean, to the effect that it is tme that this is what is gohg to happen to the sun in 

thùty billion years hence. What is goïng on here? 1 am "tnily" pointing no[ at a furunrm 

(which can't be done), but at what 1 take to be afict about the '"future", in big scare quotes- 

the fact that what hasn't happened will happen, or what hasn't happened could happen, etc. 

What 1 am pointing at is not afurumm. but a fact about the fùture. This fact is temporally 

neutral, just as is a fact about the past, or the fact that 2 and 2 is 4 is also temporally neutral. 

Admittedly, we c m ,  and we do, talk of facts about futureso just as we taik of facts about the 

past, the present, the always. To reformuiate the opening question, then: So far as we point 
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snaight at afitunrm, can a Q be put to it? And, not that a "yes" necessarily follows if a 

Q can be put to afururum: Cm such a Q be answered? 

2. Aiming at "Futures" 

For argument's sake, let us Say that I "know" al1 about a forthcornhg occurrence (that 

tomorrow there will be a sea battle). 1 "know" that it will happen, how it will happen. the 

details of it, and what will happen after that. (Or, not k ing  too sure about one detail, 1 

"know" that there is an 89% chance that 1 shall be there to watch it. 1 know these "facts" 

about the future; and 1 know the index of rnissing infoxmation of these facts.) Yet 1 can still 

ask Qs about the forthcoming event. How is that? What I ask in this case is no[ about the 

facts about the future, but the "jiw-a " themselves. 1 am not asking, "When will it be?" (for 

argument's sake, 1 know this already), "Will it happen?" (it will begin at the stroke of 

twelve), "What is the day after tomorrow, if today is Wednesday?" (small wonder. I know 

that. too). 

What 1 am asking is something more like: "1s it 'now' yet?", "Is it twelve yet?", "1s 

it Fnday yet?". "Tell me. has it beyn?". My Q is about the realizarion, or factuaiization. of 

a state of &airs. It points not at an "object-in-Q"--an "eclipsed SAS"; radier. it waits for the 

coming-into-being of a SAS. Cal1 this, for short, the -'htturum Q", as opposed to the 

ordinary (factum) Q. With the fiihuum Q. the actualization of this potentiality called a 

"questioning 'act"' is contempomneous with a realization of something in the world. With 

an m e r  to a fiiturzun Q, the Q circles back on itself: This anticipatory thùig is hlfilled by 

the timing of the event itself. The hhiristic answer--or, really, the "now-answer"-is not an 

answer "about" tirne; it is a dimension of time itself, the "presenti-g" of an event in time. 



278 
To repeat yet again our opening question: Can we ask those Qs, and answer 

hem, that deal not with fuctu but withfirtura? So far as 1 am dealing withfunrra, 1 HAVE 

to ask about it. To see a vase in a free-fa11 between the table-top and the floor, 1 see, Say, two 

fuiura: it will break, it is will remain as it is. So far as 1 anticipate the "event", so far as it is 

"interesting", so far as the possibilities are contentious, I cannot help but put a Q to this 

f'iee-falling thing. Yet although 1 cannot help but Q it, 1 CANNOT answer my Q about it. A 

perfect predictive power cannot alter this fact. "Epistemology" has nothing to do with this 

shortcoming-as if knowing everyhng about the future would get rid of the very idea of the 

hture. 1 cannot answer this until the "event" is no longer afuturum, until it is realized 

"into" a facrum. Why is that? Answering consists of two moments: the tnitMi1 moment of 

recognizing the thus-and-so and the evidential moment of denying it isn 't othenvise. The 

thus-and-so has not yet arrived into the present, whatever it may be. Neither has the 'hot 

otherwise", the competingfutura. been ontologicaily mled out. 

3 .  Fact-Acts and Future-Acts 

We started out with a distinction between thought-to-thhg acts and thing-to-thought acts. 

Thought-to-thing acts "take cognizance" of what is dready the case in the world. 

"Potentially", the thought-to-thhg act is a Q; "actuaily", it is an answer. Thing-to-thought 

acts. by contrast. bring about a change according to a "plan". Canying out a plan, keeping a 

promise, following a directive--these are exarnples of thing-to-thought acts. This distinction 

is al1 well and good. but only so far as it goes. (i) For it now nims out that certain Qs-- 

"futurum Qsy'--are not, after ail, thought-to-thing in their direction of fulfilment. (ii) 

Moreover, it also turns out that the thing-to-thought category is only a species of the genenc 



"corring-into-being". My pursuance of a plan, my closing the door, etc., involves a 

coming-into-being, courtesy of my agency. But not so when it cornes to my watching for a 

shooting star, or my waiting for momùig. My act in relation to these forthcornhg events (if 

indeed the act is anticipatory) is one of waiting, not of making or doing. (iii) Now that we 

are allowing for the existence of the "fùturum Q" (e.g., "1s the Sun up yet?', or conceming 

an "enduring now", "1s it still Wednesday?"), it is no longer so clear in what way the "thing- 

to-thoughtTT acts of making and doing, which are "future-acts", are so very diflerent from 

Qs. Sure, we know thal there is a difference: however, the border-line between them h a  

tumed out to be fupier than we f h t  thought. 

Making is deaiing with that sort of Q the answer to which becomes m e  when you 

get to it. Conversely, questioning is dealing with that sort of making the cornpletion of 

which you have only to take note of or discover. Whether you try to take note of what is the 

case in the world (a "fact-act"), whether you wait for a modification in the world (a future- 

act) or bnng that modification about (a future-act), the point is the same in every case: The 

business of the act, ils 'gactualization", involves a coming into contact with a reality. Your 

answer to Qs about this or that reality, this or that "fact", is meant to be ?rue". But this 

experience of truth is not so very different h m  the experience of seeing that this has just 

arrived into the world. Nor is it al1 that different fi-om the expenence of bnnging a work to 

completion, even though you Say "Voilà!" instead of "This is me". Given that the 

experiences of cognizing and cooking are identical "ontologicaily", it is small wonder. 

incidentally, that we have such a hard time telling the two apart in practice.5 
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Most of us do value "wisdom" over "p~lymathy"~ the "big picture" over knowing the 

'Yacts". Not only do we value "insight" over 'Tact"; in some cases, we positively disvalue 

coming to know about the details of certain things. Except for an idior savant--a certified 

positivist-who else would care about memorizing a telephone book or knowing the value 

of pi to the one-millionth decimal place "for its own sake"? In an analysis of questioning, 

sornething must be made of the fact that one variously values, and disvalues, this or that 

piece of knowledge, that there are things about which one variously cares, and doesn't care, 

to ask. The aim of a Q is to reduce noise. But what is the motive? Or what aimost cornes to 

the sarne: What rnakes noise so "noisy" that it is worth the effort to filter it out via  this 

activity that is called -'questioning"? 

Tentatively, one rnight Say that a Q is "profound or "wise" in proportion that it is 

interested in the thing in Q "for its own sake". The meteorologist asks. profoundly, Y s  this a 

storm?", for the sake of investigating how storms work in general; the cosmologist asks, 

profoundly, "Does God exist?', for the sake of figuring out whether this piece should be 

fiaed into the puzzle. Perhaps the description better than 'profound Q" is "intrimir Q", and 

it is better for two reasons: First, "intrinsic Q" nicely descnbes what a Q "for its own sake" 

does. Such a Q look "into" the object under interrogation. And second, the counterpart of 

an htrinsic Q is not "shailow", as the other term for "intrinsic"-6Lprofound"-would imply. 

Being W d  of getting wet, one might ask, extrinsicaily, "1s it raining?" or in writing up 

one's itinerary, one might want to know the answer to the Q, "Does God exist?", just in 
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case. Such Qs can hardly count as "~hailow'~. In any case, let us Say that the counterpart 

to the intrinsic Q is the extrimic Q. 

Where does the predicative Q fit into this classification? Just going by o u  defmition 

of what makes for "intrinsic". a predicative Q cannot be intrinsic unless it points into the 

object that is being questioned. Only to the extent that it does so, to the extent that the Q is 

not really 'predicative" afier ail, to the extent that it is hermeneuticaliy motivated, is that Q 

intrinsic. The apparently predicative Q, % this rose red?', ,ght be a phase in the 

'hriation9' or experiment in which the Q activity tries to figure out what is essential about 

roses in general; but in that case, the Q is hermeneutical. Or for a different reason, the 

apparently predicative Q, "1s this rose red?", rnight be hemeneuticai to the extent that it 

points "into" the haecceiiy, or the thisness, of this one-and-only rose. This rose's being red. 

and its being al1 these other things, might be regarded, for one "poetic" moment, as essential 

to what this thing is. just as that green might be regarded as essentiai to the meaning of 

Bruegel's Icartrs. 

We ought not to suppose that a predicative Q is iless'7 intrinsic than its 

hermeneutical counterpart-as if to Say that in accumulating a million predicative facts about 

an object, one could get closer and closer to determining the what of that object. The sum of 

the object's facnial components never adds up to the hermeneutical whole. Udess the 

accumulation of these facts entes into +g to answer the Q, "What is this?", ail that one is 

left with at the end of the day are a lot of facts that simply do not hang together. To surn up. 

then: Predicative answers, which provide us with facts, are worth acquiring so far as they 

are "hemeneuticized" and are in the service of answering, "What is this?" Or (this is the 
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other reason) facts are worth acquiring to the extent that they are of potentiai use in our 

"shallow", i.e.. exîrimic concerns of having to figure out what to do next. (1 shall not go into 

the problem of whether that in itself might constitute a hermeneutical move.) 

Evidently, then, knowing a fact is of no apparent value in and of itself. The 

predicative Q may become pressing in relation to what it may hermeneutically, or 

"intrinsically", contribute to o u  understanding of this thing or to our planning for that. 

However, coming into possession of what it delivem-a fact-is by itseIfof no worth to us 

whatsoever. Why ask anything at dl? For the inpinsic sake of '?heory" and the expinrie 

sake of "practice". M i c h  brings us to our next question: What is it about certain of our Qs. 

intrinsic or extrinsic, that they are pressing, or worthhile. or inreresting? (1) One answer is 

that the value of knowing a fact is what we c m  do with it practically and. moreover, that 

this is the only value of it. (2) The other answer. which I think is the nght one, is that the 

value of knowing a fact is conelated to what we can do with it theoretically as well as 

practically. (The second approach assumes that there is a distinction between '-theory' and 

"practice". as opposed to the first approach, which either rnakes light of the distinction or 

reduces theory to practice.) 

1. The Practical Q 

Relative to the hermeneutical Q, the practical Q is so much more transparent in its motives. 

One asks such a Q in order to be able to deal with a future event. Quite arguably, in these 

cases what one is interested in is not "facts" but "fitures". not seismology, but when and 

where the next earthquake is coming, how big the quake will be, etc. This is not to Say that 

practical Qs are exclusively in the business of predictions. Nor is it to Say that predictions 
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themselves are necessarily "practical". (What is so "practicai" about trying to detemiine 

when the Miiky Way will bum out?) Anyway, those practical Qs that are in the predictive 

business are so not for the sake of knowing about Yacts of the fiiture" (a problematic 

expression. 1 admit), but for the sake of acting on these facts (such as evacuating the citizens 

of Tokyo. who sit on top of a conjunction of tectonic plates). What about this relation 

between the practical Q and the fact that it has its eye on the future? For one thing, having 

its eye on the fùture is by itself not enough to make the Q pressing. 

People who do philosophy are sometimes met by the assertion, dressed up as a Q. 

"But is it practical to do it?" What their critics really mean to ask, and answer in the 

negative, is: "1s it pressing? 1s it worthwhile?" But to this we have oniy to Say, without 

deflecting the point: "Sometimes it is pressing, sometirnes not." But the sarne point applies 

to 'practical' matten. Being 'practical' does not autornatically make it pressing. Asking 

about the -identity of indiscernibles' can be felt to be a waste of t h e .  But so çan the 

practicai Q, and the 'practical? doing itself, such as building a bridge to nowhere. Hence. the 

irselessness of the asking about what pi is to the millionth decimal place ought not to be 

thought of as the problem of '?heory'' specifically. The practical answer about how to 

portage a ship over a mountain might have someùiing utterly useless and empty about it as 

well. 

Having said ail that, the point remains that the future still has something to do with 

what rnakes the practical Q pressing. What makes the Q about it pressing is that we can see 

ourselves in it and that we have some stake in it. Will the sun blow up tomorrow? Will there 

be an earthquake? How to avoid a war? How to win it? And allowing that we sometimes do 
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ask Qs about the past in order to figure out what to do next, or what to avoid: How did 

they do it? 1 take it that the point is obvious enough about these Qs: We ask such Qs, not 

because they are about the future, pure and simple, but because they are about the future 

with us in it. Where does al1 this leave the 44intrinsic" or 'Yheoreticai" Q, the Q that "points 

into" the object, and asks, "What is this?"? What makes this Q pressing? For the very sarne 

reason--a line of argument that a pragmatist might take-that certain of our practical Qs are 

also pressing? Narnely, for the reason that they, too, are about the future, ''wiÿith us in it"? Or 

rather: 1s it for the reason that they, too, are practical Qs, albeit dressed in a theoretical 

disguise? Our answer to this last question is no and yes. 

2. The Theoretical Q 

In the fifth chapter, 1 discussed the relation between understanding and "predictability". 

pointing out that understanding is a complex of predictabilities conceming the parts of a 

whole. To understand is to be able to recognize the thing under its many different 

manifestations. Hence, there is certainly a connection between the understanding and "the 

fùture". However, this connection hardly makes "practical" an attempt to reconstruct (or 

interpret) a prehistoric reptile on the bais  of a few fossil-clues, "practical" an attempt to 

calculate (interpret) an asteroid's density on the basis of a few spectroscopic-clues picked 

up by a passing probe. No, these inquiries are highiy theoretical; what these Qs are 

interested in is the "what" of their objects. Our Qs are not always "about us". even though 

we are the ones who obviously do al1 the asking. 
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"Practicai" rnight not be the right word; so let us Say that the hermeneutical Q, 

which does ask for the sake of the object, which points into it, asks also, but more 

tiindamentally, for the sake of the preservation or upkeep, of one S own being. Consider it 

in this way: With the answering act, the act is actualized. With this, comes one's expenence 

of the reai. The contact with the reai coincides with the "actualization" of the self. We have 

gone over that much already. In Iight of this, the question is: Why is the henneneuticai Q 

"deep", "profound, "intrinsic", or whatever, and more pressing than its predicative 

counterpart? This is only a closing speculation but 1 think a detaiied case could be made for 

it. 

The what Q (and its hermeneutical cousins, the how and the why) is instrumentai in 

tying the questioner together. so to speak. The what Q attempts to draw out and fix the 

hidden object in the flux of otherwise more or less disjointed appearances. Put another way: 

It ;'sees" apparent coincidences or "conjunctions" of phenomena. But it is not enough that 

they are just placed side-by-side, in a merely predictable way. In the meantirne. they are just 

individual snap-shots. The aim is to see, or intuit into, the "gconspiratoriai what" that pulls 

these otherwise disparate phenomena together. Calendar-like, seriatim, they are arranged in 

a certain order. (Oswald was--; the CIA botched--; the mob-; JFK was shot; Oswald shot--; 

then the war in Southeast Asia, etc.) The interpretive a h  is to decipher how these "clue- 

notes" enter into the constitution of a 'me", or an argument, a story, a narrative, or 

whatever other ypes of mereological wholes that there rnight be.6 Then we ask, "What is 

it?" Or, should the temporal whole be hctured, thanks to a deviant phenornenon. then 

instead we might ask, "Why is that?" 
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ln any case, what happens alongside this activity is that the "I", which 

accompanies al1 these disjointed appearances, is also, marguially, sought afier. And as the 

appeacances are brought together into a fixed w h o l ~ " T h i s  is what it is"-so also is, 

marginally, the self-"This is me"-which is held together over a stretch of tirne and 

recognized in its new-found object How does this comect with our "realist" thesis? 

The predicative Q approaches its subject-matter as real. The range of possibilities is 

not just "imagined or "kirearnt up"; it has to be given, at this moment, pertaining to this 

thing, as subject to the logic of "this and not otherwise". Otherwise, the Q itself, though 

maybe intelligible at a remove ("1 understand it. But what a stupid, nonsensical thing to 

ask!"), much as a stage-Q is intelligible, cannot be asked. Tme, one rnight say, "It's red, 

white, and blue, not just one colour", and in effect reject the formulation of the original Q. 

But this only confirms the point. The Q is rejected precisely on the basis that it was not. 

afier d l ,  subject to that stricture of being that is called --speaking loosely, 1 admit--the law 

of the excluded middle. What, then, about the hermeneufical Q? It, too, look  for the "real 

thing", albeit in a much profounder way. 

Predicatively, 1 can ask about a certain musical note, "Doe, ray, mee, fah, sow, lah. 

tee. doe? Which one is it?" The "exercised metaphysics" of *dis Q, its existentid claim, is 

that it has to be one of these (or at least one of hem) at time t-1. To this extent, the object 

appears "thick. Consider how much %icker9', how much l e s  phenomenalist, is the object 

of the Q, "What is this?" Or anyway, consider how the Q might "see" (or in this case, 

"hear'?) its object as possibly thin, and merely phenomenal, and how it wants to find out 

whether there is more here than meets the eye (or in this case, the ear). ThereYs a note at t- 1, 
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another at 1-2, then another, etc. "Objectivisticdly", what we have here is no more than 

a phenornenalist sequence of appearances, which, apart fiom being "before", "afler", in 

some cases 'sirnultaneous", are simply ontologically unrelated. 

The aim of the what Q is to "hear" how the notes hang together as parts of a tune. or 

how this whole m e  fits in as part of a sonata, etc. (much the same way that the scientist 

begins to ask, on the basis of a conjunction of phenomena, "What?", "Why?", "The 

explmation?"). The aim is to decipher the "synchronous what" that reappears, or is 

presumed to reappear. through each note, at the beginning, the middle, and the end, and 

everywhere in between. Or the aim is to decipher the synchronous what that keeps 

reappearing through each line of a syllogisrn, through each proposition of a logical 

argument, each "profile" of this house. 

Whichever one cornes logically fmt, this much does seem fairly certain: The 

hanging-together of the self and the hanging-together of the object are of a piece. Second. 

we are fond of "order"--in the display in the shop-window, in the atom, in our lives--not 

because order is statistically rare and or because if coal were mer than diamond, it would be 

a girl's best fiiend. No, war is arguably rnuch mer than peace, and we don? value it the 

more for that reason. And order is al1 around us, even though, being fond of it, its chann 

begins to Wear off over time. It seems that we value looking for order in the world. and for 

putting it into the world, because that is our access-the key access, 1 think-to reality. Why 

shouid rhis shouid rnatter? Because we want to know? But why should we want to know? 

Presurnably, it has to do with the preservation of the self. This doesn't mean that the 

questioner just %es" the world and asks about it a s  an instrument by which to hang 
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together. More plausibly, the self is afunction, or valence, of this reality, and as a 

function, it now and then gets more or less fulfilled in finding out about it.' What fulfils it is 

'%rder9', or "Uiformation" as it is sometimes technically called. 

Questioning is not the only way in which we exist as functions toward reality. The 

other way we get filled up is by thing-to-thought activity. It would be reasonable for us to 

expect to h d ,  then, some parallels between the making realm, in which possibilities are 

"realized, and the questioning realrn, in which they are "ascertained". Then on what points 

do these two types of intentional acts coincide? Here are only a few leads that 1 think would 

be worth following up in a separate study. 1 would begin by examining the thing-to-thoughf 

analogues of doubting, evidence, noise;,interestedness, informativeness, negative facts. 

tnith,"acknowledgingi' and "denying", the phenornenon of emphasis, the yes-no Q, and the 

word Q. 1 would also examine the nature of desiring in the realm of thing-to-thought. (If 

'-questionhg desire" is a mark of my lack [it seems to be that way], might not "making 

desire" be a surplus of the self, the surplus that allows "art to complete what nature 

cannot"?) And 1 would also examine, most of dl, the paraileis between the mereology of 

questioning-"hermeneuticsW--and the mereology of making--cal1 it "designing" or 

"systems engineeringu! And here are a few points on which we could expect these two 

mereologies to coincide: 

(a) The thought-to-thing difference between the "sagey' and the "fact-collectory' 

corresponds, almost one-to-one, to the thing-to-thought difference between the designer or 

inventor, on the one hand, and the technician, the assembiy worker. and the "go-for". on the 

other. Why this difference? The hermeneutical Q is "profounder" than its predicative 
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counterpart; "intrinsically", finding out the what of a thing is sirnply more informative, 

more pressing than determinhg some predicative fact about it. One does try to determine 

the order of what is; but one hardly spends much time looking for a fact "for its own 

intrinsic worth". A parallei "logic of importance" is to be found in the domain of making: 

One does try to construct things; but one never just, Say, closes a door 'Tor its own sake". 

@) There cornes a point in a given inqujr in which asking more Qs and getting 

more answers would arnount to "overkill". At that point, when "enough is enough". the 

researcher has what Husserl himself might cd1 "evidence". The sarne mysterious logic of 

"enough is enough", the same problem of when, and how, to know it is enough, also shows 

up in the realm of making. 1 spoke of "evidence" and "informativeness" as pretty well 

interchangeable terms. Hermeneutical evidence is the reduction of "noise" and, dong with 

it. the ?ruth-disclosure" of order; so much reduction, so much informativeness. We might 

want to Say that the thing-to-thought counterpart of informativeness is infornzing, Le., of 

bringing *-order" into the matenais out there? (c) Finally, it would be worth asking whether 

intentionality is "in its elemento', as it seems to be, when doing commerce with order, 

whether that means in fmding order or in instituthg it. 

F. Touching, which Makes for a Better Mode1 than Seeing 

When we philosophers talk about the relation between consciousness and its object, what 

we usually take as our model is the act of seeing; and what we very seldom consider as an 

exemplary of intentionality is the sense of touching. One advantage that the haptic mode1 

has over the visual model is that it doesn't as easily dlow the philosopher to take too 

senously the bugaboo about non-veridical expenences-a problem to which the visual 
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mode1 more easily Iends itself.1° "Maybe what you saw was a picture, or a vivid 

memory, or a dream, but not the real thing". 1 rather doubt that one can us readil) get away 

with saying, "Maybe what you touched wasnot real". Why is that? Because what it touches 

resists it? Because the touched object offers more resistance than the seen object? And that 

this resistance offers a degree of evidence of the object that merely seeing it cannot? There 

is something to d l  this, no doubt, but 1 suggest that we take it a tentative stage M e r .  

Maybe one reason why, as a model of intentionality, touching has enjoyed so little 

philosophical prestige is that, unlike seeing, it manifesttly cannot make sense of its object in 

a single take. It is as if it were ody  on occasion that seeing has to be preceded by a "looking 

fory'. Touching, by contrast, is gbordinarily defective". That is, picking up idormation by 

touching ordinarily--or always--requires exploratory rnovement. The deformation of the 

skin, the position of the joints, the speed of the lirnbs--it is only by way of changing rhe 

positions, by way of "haptic variations", that these Qs can pick up and decipher the tactile 

clues. We might say that compared with seeing, t o u c h g  is more conspicuously a 

questioning. Moreover, given its mode of operation--the "variation"--it is precisely rhis 

member of senses--the homely sense of touching--that is clearly "hermeneutical". Putting 

this the way around: Reading is more like "touching" than seeing. 

What I am recommending is not that one "model" of intentionality be replaced by 

another-the seeing model replaced by the haptic model. My point is: (a) What is self- 

evidently true when it cornes to touching is also true of seeing, even if it is not as 

conspicuous. A Gibsonian would be the first to Say as much: "haptic perception does not 

occur in any one instant and does not result from processing a single input. . . . But this is 
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also tnie of vision, about which we know less than is generally supposed" (Neisser 

1976,26). 1 would just as soon keep "seeing" as the model, so long as the point is 

hammered home that seeing works according to a similar strategy. Aristotle may be nght in 

saying that we love seeing more than the other senses because it brings to light differences 

between things (Meta., 980a20). But to this we, and the Gibsonian, should add: Seeing 

b ~ g s  these differences to light in the very same way as does touching--by moving 

"saccadically" across its object. The reason for loving sight more than the other senses 

might be that it is faster at questioning and answering. Philosophy, wonder, and al1 that 

begin nght at the fmger-tips. (b) It is not that what is touched "feels" more real than what is 

seen. (Never mind here the point that the senses do corne together under a "senrus 

cornmunis", so that what one sees, one rnight aiso touch, taste, and so forth.) Rather, it is 

that, as far as the real thing goes, touching is sornehow thought to be more nristworthy. The 

eyes can play the Cartesian; the finger-tips cannot nearly as readily play that game.'l What 

is it about touch that it is more "fool-proof' against non-veridical experience? That the 

touched object "resists" the toucher? That is part of the reason. 

But might not the other part be that haptic resistance is a function of the exploratory 

movement that goes with touching? Might it not also be that this exploratory movement is 

to be found in other types of act as well--the seeing act, the mathematical act, the hearing 

act. the reading act? . . . as well as the touching act? In that case, do we not expenence these 

objects, in our interrogation of hem, as putting up resistance also? In that case, do we not 

also take these objects. whether "existing" or "constituted, as real, for the very same reason 

that objects of touch are taken to be real? Might it be that touching does not, &er d l ,  have 
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some "privileged access" to the reai that the seeing act, or the mathematical act, 

presumably lacks? Might it be that, to the contrary, its access to the real is rnanifestly 

mediateci, and the only way it can pick up the information of the world is manifestly over 

the?  Might it not be that what we find out through touch is so reai because we can't get at 

it except through quesûoning? 



Notes to Chapter 6 

1. Hubert Dreyfus makes a sirnilar point in the conclusion of his critique of Aron 

Gunvitsch's theory of perception: 

I not only take it that objects have other sides, 1 am here and now actually set 

to explore them. So the other sides are not experienced as possible 

experiences ùnplied by the present appearance; they are experienced as 

actuallypresent but concealed aspects of the present object soliciting M e r  

exploration. [ 1982, "The Percepnial Noema", 12 1 -221 

2. See, for example, Urlic Neisser's chapter on "Attention and the Problem of Capacity" 

( 1 976. 79- 1 05). "When perception is treated as something we do rather than as something 

thrust upon us, no intemal mechanisms of selection are required at dl" (84). "Attention is 

nothing but perception: we choose what we will see by anticipating the stmctured 

uiformation it will provide" (87). 

3. For Heideggeq our original understanding of a piece of equipment lies in our use of it. 

not in our "apophantic" taik about it: 

In deaiings such as this, where something [a hammer] is put to use, our concem 

subordinates itself to the "in-order-tom which is constitutive for the equipment we 

are employing at the t h e ;  the less we just stare at the hammer-Thing, and the more 

we seize hold of it and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it 

becorne, and the more unvieledly is it encountered as that which it is--as equipment. 

[BT H69, p.981 

J.J. Gibson's concept of "a.tTordances", which he developed in his last years, is not that far 

removed fiom Heidegger's concept of "readiness-to-hand". Here are a few items in a 

"suggestive" list of af5ordances that Gibson draws up (1 982,404-405): a stand-on-able 
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surface (a place that afTords rest); a waik-on-able surface (a place that f iords  a 

Vooting"); sit-on-able; get-undemeath-able; mate-with-able; bumpinto-able; food 

(substance afTording nutrition); poison (substance affording illness); stick (object afTording 

a longer reach). Gibson himself has noted a connection between his work and 

phenomenology in "Autobiography" (l967), notably at the very end of it: 

The one with whom in recent years I have been in strikingly near agreement 

is Albert Michotte, of Louvain-in everythmg but the notion of extemal 

information and external meaning. . . . It is a notable lesson in the 

convergence of experimental science that such a man as he and such a one as 

1, from totally different backgrounds. should have found ourselves agreeing 

so thoroughly and so delightedly--he a student of Cardinal Mercier and 1 of 

the rnaterialist Holt; he a . . . phenomenologist and 1 a . . . behaviorist. . . . 

We got the same result. This is what counts. It makes one believe in the 

possibility of getüng at the truth. [1982,22] 

4. This is the obligatory allusion to Aristotle's classicai discussion of fùture contingents in 

On Interpretation, R. See Richard Gale's Philosophy of Time (1 978, 169-29 1 ) for a sarnple 

of the issues that crop up around the problem, T a n  a predictions be true?", or, "Does the 

law of the excluded middle apply to future?" The length of Gale's bibliography (506- 1 1 ) on 

the subject of the "open hture", dated at that, should serve to secure that my own analysis 

of the problem is only "tentative". 

5. This 1 s t  point can be expanded upon in light of the problem of having to interpret a text. 

Here, I shall comment on the following passage, by Comolly and Keutner (1988), which is 

taken from the Introduction to their book, Hermeneutics versus Science? The two authors 

(hereinafter C&K) argue for a bbconstnictivist semantics" and reject a "realist semantics". 

What 1 shall do here is comment on a point brought up in their discussion. Here, then, is one 

piece in C&K7s argument for constructivism. 
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Take, for exarnple, any pre-hventiethsentury interpretation of Hamlet; 

it is unlikely to include the view that Hamlet intends to avenge his father's 

murderer. . . . But the question does &se, why then does he not kill 

Claudius? One kind of answer traditionally given is that he has the character 

of a procrastinator. Early in this century, however, . . . Otto Rank ( 19 15) and 

others argued that Hamlet does not really intend to avenge the murder, for 

what in fact preoccupies him is the question of his mother's sinful union 

with Claudius. A 'semantical realist' . . . thinks that it is a necessary truth 

that either Harnlet intends to avenge the murder or that he does not (Le.. the 

traditional view and the view of Rank are incompatible and that one of them 

must be me), and thus regards the question as a decidable one on the bais  

of the facts (author's intentions, text-intention, or whatever). 

However, [a constructivist-approach] contends that the realist 

overlooks the eiernent of construction in literaiy interpretation, i-e.. the 

commiol of the text by the reader . . . The philosophical point is that the 

literary-critical question whether or not Hamlet wants to avenge the murder 

is not decidable independent of [ cons td ]  of the text. . . . If one abandons 

one interpretation in favour of another, this may seem to be the result of a 

new intuition into the 'real essence' of the text; but it would be more correct 

to Say instead that such a change represents the decision to construe the text 

in a new way. [(I 988,24-25)] 

To comment on this text: 1 am no: so familiar with the play as to be able to Say so for sure. 

and so I shall Say it for argument's sake instead (which 1 think is me ,  anyway): (i) We argue 

that of course the explanation for Hamlet's delay has to be construed or "constructed". And 

the semantic realist (or one species of the semantic realist) wouid be quite mistaken in 

thinking that there is a cntenon for deciding on such an explanation. But admitting al1 this 

hardly amounts to a concession to the view that interpretation is constmctivist after d l .  To 

the contmy, admitting this is predicated on a "realist" position: The reason that the 

explanation for Hamlet's delay has to be constmed is that, unmysteriously, there is no 
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uiformation on thisparticuiar issue in the first place that would allow one to do 

(ii) Pointing out that the explanation for the delay has to be construed (there's no 

doubt about that), C&K then go on to Say that to interpret is to constnie. But this is to beg 

the whole question, or at least to pass over a conciliatory distinction. This is how we would 

break down the situation: To conshue is a 'Viing-to-thought" matter of putting what is not 

there into the text, of "making" sense of it. Hardy controversial, this first point is hue 

almost by definition. And second, which 1 shall only state as a premise, not a conclusion: To 

interpret is, by contrat, a b?hing-to-thought" rnatter of finding what is aiready, in some 

sense, there to be found. It is looking for and "finding sense"; it is act of questioning and 

answering. 

1 do not mean to irnply that there is anythg controversial in making the distinction 

between questioning and making. However, what does seem to be controversial (and going 

by the debate between the constnictivist and reaiist, it certainly looks this way), is our 

proposal that diis distinction be irnported into an explanation of how the meaning of a text 

gets "worked out". Both activities, questioning and making--interpreting and constnllng-- 

take place in dus sarne working out Granted, it may be, in practice, hard to tell the two 

apart, or, if they are so intenvoven into each other, next to impossible. But none of this 

should take away From the formal distinction itself, which gives one the clear philosophical 

advantage of being able to have it both ways. Constructivism or realism? This al1 depends 

upon what 1, the reader, am doing, on what problem 1 am up against, and a host of other 

factors. In reading the play, at this moment 1 "constnict", at the next moment 1 have to 

"hd" what is already there. 

Not only are the two activities compatible. In some (or dl?) cases--maybe in the 

case of "literary" texts--the conjunction of the two activities is necessary in order to get an 

adequate sense of the text. Not only does one have to interpret the text "correctlyY'--the 

constituted object leaves "spots ofindeterminucyy'. which have to be "constmingiy" filled 

in. (The term. "spots of indeterminacy" [Unbestimmtheitssrellen] is Roman Ingarden's, who 

speaks of it in, among other places, his Literary Work of Art (starting at §38), On the 

Cognition of a Literar y Work of Art, and Der Sireit um die Eiistenz der WeZt [ 1 965; IV 1 2 00 
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A], a work that has yet to be Mly ûanslated. See also kff Mitscherling [1997, 107-91 

on hgarden's notion. Some other tirne, it might be profitable that we contrast Ingarden's 

view, and ours-our t a k  about the "open" and bbclosed" invariants of a "what"-with 

Meinong's doctrine of  "incomplete abjects". [Evidently, it is also, according to Roderick 

Chisholm, rather like the one amibuted to William of Champeaux.] In any case, on 

Meinong's view, the object of the idea of a triangle, should there be such an object, would 

have to be incomplete. The triangle as such can be neither oblique, nor rectangular. nor 

equilateral, nor scalene. So far, so good. But then, Meinong goes on to Say, this incomplete 

object remains incomplete in the actual triangle itself See R. Chisholm [ l983,49-52] and 

IN. Findlay [1963, 156fl.) 

Now, it seems to me that what is needed in the debate conceming "realism versus 

constructivism"--when it cornes to texts--is, first of dl, a recognition that there is room for 

both. The reader both finds sense and makes sense. And more than that, in some cases the 

reader hm fo construe and "fil1 in" "spots of indeterminacy". (I'm not quite using the terni 

in the way Ingarden d0es.j These spots are not to be counted as so many "oppomuiities" for 

freedom and fancy; they are places that obligate the reader to append his or her own 

signature. What is also needed is due recognition of these two seemingly incompatible 

things: we do sorne constructing in working out a text, but that in spite of even knowing 

about our constructivist contributions, the working-out is still an "expenence of the real'? for 

al1 that. 

Al1 this would suggest that defining the debate in t ems  of "realism vs. 

constmctivism" is rnisleading in that the operations of both interpretation and constxuai c m  

corne up side-by-side. And it is misleading in that it implies that constructivism is at odds 

with realism, when in fact this is far from the case. Constructivist acts bring with them the 

expenence of the real. In the actualizufion of a Q--in answering it--1 experience the r e a l i ~  

of the disclosure of the thing being Q'd. I expenence reality in the various fùlfilments of 

thought-to-thing acts. But the same goes for thing-to-thought acts. In the actualization of 

these acts of making, constnillig, executing, etc., 1 expenence a reality of something that. 

although not there aiready, cornes to be. This "reality-experience" of bringing something to 
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completion is not entirely diEerent fiom that of answering a Q, even though one says, 

instead of "This is true", something more Iike, "Voilà!" 

6 .  My exarnple might be taken to mean that 1 am suggesting that "narrativity" is a key to 

hermeneutical relevance-of what should and should not be asked, of what is interesting, of 

what is informative and '-evidentiai", and so forth. I see no problem in that interpretation, so 

long as "narrativity" is taken to br  a type of mereological whole. it is in reference to the 

whole that asking about x, y, and z-"Do they belong?", "How do they belong?"--becorne 

interesting and answen to them informative. i stress the word "type", because it is not just 

with narratives, in the usual "literary" sense of that term, that the hermeneutics of parts and 

wholes is concemed. (A work of history unfolds as a narrative; a mathematical proof. or a 

theory of quantum mechanics unfolds, but not as a narrative, at least not in the ordinary 

sense of the word. However, what they do have in cornmon is that they are "mereological".) 

Second, I should aIso stress that there are, on our uncontentious view, two sides of 

mereology: the side of hd ing  and the side of making. This two-sidedness would irnply our 

rejection of the "discontinuity thesis", i.e., the thesis that there is, or has to be, a 

discontinuity between narrative and reality and that if (say) the historian wants to be 

respectably scientific, he had better get down to casting off the literary form of his 

exposition. 1 am aware that the "discontinuity thesis". what with al1 the arguments for and 

against it, is vastly more complicated than 1 am presenting it here. For a slightly dated 

overview of the problem, and who's who in the discussion, see David C m ' s  Time, 

Narrative. and Hisrory (1 986,7- 1 7). 

7. A few cornrnents on Johannes Daubert's "realist" critique of Husserl's later "egology" 

are in order. Adrnittedly, it might be hard to h d  a philosopher nowadays who would find it 

even worth criticizing this Cartesian view of the "subject". Belief in the idea of a self- 

contained "subject"? In any case, let us consider Daubert's argument. (I shall rely here on 

Schuhmann and Smith's article (1 985) "Against Idealism: Johannes Daubert vs. Husserl's 

Ideas P'.) According to Daubert, consciousness, rather than a self-contained entity, is a 

"fùnction" in need of saturation. What saturates it cornes in £kom the outside. So much, 
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then, for Husserl's phenomenological reduction, as proposed in Ideas I. To be sure, 

there are passages in the text in which the author does seem to reject a two-world theory 

(Ideas I, $$88,90). But that said, Husserl's attempt to cany out the reduction is nonetheless 

predicated on the idea that consciousness is a substantive entity and is, accordingly, 

logicaiiy independent of its involvement with the real world (1985, 769n12). To this extent, 

Daubert's critique is on the mark. It is with the help of Husserl's own treatment in the 

Fourth Investigation (LI, $9, 1 1) of the syncategoremata that Daubert formulates his own 

positive account of the '7''. According to Husserl (rightly, according to Daubert), when we 

taik about, for exarnple, the conjunction "and", the referring is "anomalous". The rneaning 

of "and is in need of supplementation; in making sense of it, we implicitly make reference 

to its original context, "A and 0". Daubert extends Husserl's own account of "anomalous 

referring expressions" to the idea of "consciousness". Just as "and" is not an existent object? 

but a funetion, so also, analogowly, is "consciousness" (1985,771). '"The functioning 

being of consciousness has no special existence of its own and is nothing real" (1 985. 770). 

Consciousness is "nothing existing by itself, but only afunction directed toivarak realiv' 

(1985,769). 

Let us take this basic insight and see how it cashes out in terms of our own analysis. 

(i) When Husserl and Daubert about "consciousness", what they have in mind, 

invariably--not that they actually put these distinctions to work-is the consciousness of 

"looking" rather than "'doing". 'tognizing" rather than "cooking"--qzrestioning rather than 

making. When Daubert insists, in cnticism of Husserl, that consciousness is afinciion 

rather than a substantive entity, what he is referrhg to is, in fact, consciousness so far as it is 

specifically thought-to-thing in its direction of fit. And this functionality, going by our 

temilliology, could just as well be described as the functionality of questioning. We can take 

Daubert's point a step further, insisting that there is aiso the functionality which stands in 

relation tofutura. 1 wait for something to happen; it happens, and rny waiting is saturated. 1 

execute a pl- tuming afirturum into afuctzrm; rny m a h g  is then saturated. By 

implication, so far as the idea that the functionality of the questioner could be deployed as 

part of an argument for the existence of the world-it is reality that "saturates" this fûnction- 

-then the sarne would have to be said about the functionality of the maker. The coniroversy 
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over existence of the world tums not jusi on whether things in the world answer- 

"saturate"-my Qs; it nims also on whether the world can "realize"-saturate-the plans that I 

execute. 

(ii) The fhctionality of questioning, and making, and waiting-the fimctionality of 

acts--is to be distinguished fiom the functionality of what is "out there". Act functionality 

("this is a c W 7 )  is one thing, ontological functionality ("this is real) is quite another. When 

1 answer my Q, or complete the execution of the plan, the act is fûlfilled. The object of my 

answer, given that it is a factum, is ontologically "saturated", with or without my looking at 

it. The product of my work, given that thisfitumm has been turned into a fuctum, is also 

ontologically saturated. Of what use is our distinction here between an act function and an 

ontological fiinction? The k g  I cognize is ontologically saturated. The things 1 have made, 

the things that come to be behind my back-these, too, are ontologically saturated. But what 

about this T? What is its "saturation"? On the side of the subject, is it just the "su-total" 

of ncts of cognizing, making, and waiting that get fulfilled? 

(iii) So far as 1 can tell, Daubert does not tak about a Q as being a "fwiction", let 

alone whether these two fùnctions rnight almost come to the same. In other words. he did 

not link up his 1930/193 1 "functionalist" cntique of Husserl's Ideas I (Daubertiann A13) 

with his 19 1 11 19 12 work on the "phenomenology of questions" (Daubertiana AI2). Nor do 

Schuhrnann and Smith consider the idea of making some such comection on Daubert's 

behalj: Why try to make h e  connection? Daubert was taken up with the problem of the 

awareness of reality f?om the start. According to Schuhmann, Daubert had accepted the 

advice of Theodor Lipps that he write a dissertation on this very problem. (See S c h u h m a ~  

[ I W O ,  199-2001, which concerns Daubert's critique of Anton Marty's doctrine of existential 

judgments.) 1 can Say this only on the authonty of the secondary literature: It is not al1 that 

evident whether, and how, Daubert's phenomenology of questions is integrated into his 

larger project concerning the awareness of reality. One way that we could integrate it-on 

Daubert's behalf, 1 would like to think--would be by coordinating the rwo notions of 

functionality and arguing something like: "Daubert has this 'realist' notion that 

consciousness is a 'function directed towardr reality'. Questioning, that thing he talks about 

in an earlier work, is precisely that: a fiuiction directed towards reality". 
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8. See Simon Ramo (1 963, 73), "Parts and Wholes in Systems Engineering": " . . . 
there is a field of engineering that is concemed with the Uitegration of the whole, as distinct 

fkom the design of its parts. E s  is, in fact, the field of 'systems engineering'. . . . Any 

device, no matter how simple, represents to some extent a systems engineering kind of 

problem. This applies to a chair as well as to a transcontinental railroad, to a hand tool as 

well as to an intercontinental ballistic missle. . . . There is always the problem of relating the 

parts to the whole, and the whole to the outside world that will be the user and that will 

expect a useful result". 

9. See, for example, LA. Richards (1963,163), "How Does a Poem Know When It is 

Finished?", who begins: "1 can set out from Edgar Allan Poe: '1 have often thought how 

interesting a magazine paper rnight be written by an author who would--that is to Say could- 

-detail, step by step, the processes by which one of his compositions attained its ultimate 

point of completion' (The Philosophy of Composition)". 

10. In the same realist vein, Merleau-Ponty notes that: 

In visual experience, which pushes objectification M e r  than does tactile 

experience, we cm, at least at first sight, flatter ourseIves that we constitute 

the world. because it presents us with a spectacle spread out before us at a 

distance, and gives us the illusion of being immediately present everywhere 

and being siniated nowhere. Tactile expenence, on the other hand, adheres 

to the surface of our body; we cannot unfold it before us, and it never quite 

becomes an object. Correspondingly, as the subject of touch, I cannot flatter 

myself that I am everywhere and nowhere. 11979, 3 161. 

1 1 . Nonvood Hanson points out that Anstotle (among others) had at one point interpreted 

seeing as consisting "in emanations from our eyes. They reach ouf tentacle-fashion, and 

touch objects whose shapes are 'felt' in the eye. (Cf. De Caelo 290a,18; and Meieorologica. 

III, iv, 3 73 b,2. [Also Plato, Meno, 76c-d.] But he controverts this in Topica, 1 OSb,6.) 
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Theophrastus argues that 'Vision is due to the gleaming . . . which [in the eye] reflects 

to the object' (On the Semes, 26, tram. G.M. Stratton). . . . Similarly Dome in The Ecstasy 

writes: 'Our eye-beams twisted and . . . pichires in our eyes to get was al1 our propagation.' 

This is the view that al1 perception is really a species of touching, e.g., Descartes 

impressions. and the analogy of the wax. Compare: 'Dernocritus explains [vision] by the air 

between the eye and the object [being] compressed . . . [it] thus becomes imprinted . . . "as 

if one were to take a mould in wax" . . . . Theophrastus (op. cit., 50-3)" (Hanson, 1 96 1, 

180112). This talk about "impressions", %wax", "imprints", and the rest is modelled not. as 

Hanson thinks, on the idea not that perception is a species of touchg ,  but on the idea that 

seeing, dong with touching, is a species of die-casting-of being stamped (the mind is 

dough) or, going the idealist route, stamping (the mind is equipped with transcendental 

cookie-patterns). The intentionality of touching that we are talking about ought not to be 

confused with the die-casting mode1 of Democtntus or Descartes. No, touching isn't casting 

a die, it isn't stamping, it isn't taking a Polaroid. Touching is tentacle-like; to touch, and for 

that matter to see, is to move across the object over tirne. "And like the exploratory gaze of 

mie vision, the 'knowing touch' projects us outside our body through movement" (Merleau- 

Ponty [1979, 3 151). 
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