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8 1. Preamble.
It is well known that Husserl’s Logical Investigations contain the beginnings of an
account of themeanings of indexical expressions, expressionswhose meanings depend
essentialy on some sort of explicit or implicit pointing or indication [Anzeigen], and
therefore on some contribution by the surroundings of speaker and hearer. Husserl in
fact speaks explicitly of ‘occasional expressions, that is of expressionslike ‘this’ and
‘that” whose meanings depend on features of the occasion of use,? but it is possible to
gauge the full implications of his explicit remarks on the problem of indexical or
occasional meaningsonly if these areread in conjunction with what he says elsewhere
in the Investigations, especially on the subject of perceptua judgments and proper
names. Moreover, Husserl’ sdeliberationsonindication, perception and naming, asalso
what he hasto say on demonstrative pronouns, spatial and temporal adverbsand tenses,
must themselves be understood — like everything else in thiswork — as applications of
avery general theory of meaning and of structure or dependence.

In what follows we shall set out Husserl’ s account of indexicality and developitin
variousways. Unlike Husserl himself —who retrospectively described hisown account
asan ‘act of violence' ® —we are strongly of the opinion that this effort is worthwhile.*

! Thanks are due to the Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung for the award to Smith of agrant for study
in Louvain and Erlangen where his portions of this paper where written. We should like to thank also
Herman Philipse and Karl Schuhmann for comments on an earlier version. Neither of them will be
satisfied with the results.

*Thusin LU | § 26, he talks of ‘okkasionelle’ as opposed to ‘ objektive Ausdriicke’. Heinrich 1910,
a dissertation based on Husserl’ s logic lectures of 1908, talks of ‘deictic’ expressions, and aso of
deictic functions and concepts.

3See the Foreword to the 2nd ed. of LU, p. 48. (Page referencesto the Logical Investigations, here
and in what follows, are to the Findlay trandation. This must however be used with care. Thusin
place of ‘act of violence' [Gewaltstreich], Findlay has here ‘tour de force'.)

“It is by no means clear to us what particular features of his earlier account Husserl wanted to reject.
Certainly none of his commentators has shown in any reasoned fashion what, if anything, Husserl



8 2. HusserlI’s Aristotelian Theory of Meaning

Husserl’ s general theory of meaning inthe Logical Investigations isformulated within
the framework of an Aristotelian theory of species and instantiation. All individuals
instantiate species at various levels of generality, and, following a long tradition,
Husserl thinks of species as arranged in trees whose top-most node is some highest
material genus — for example living thing or mental act or physical event. Meanings
[Bedeutungen] are identified with certain specia sorts of species. meanings are those
species which are — or could be® — instantiated by those parts or moments of really
occurring actswhich aretheir contents or matters (LU V § 8 16f., § 20).° Meaningsare
universals; the contents or matters of acts are their individual instances.”

Not all acts can have meaning in the strict terms of this Aristotelian theory. Husserl
divides acts into two broad classes: 1. judgments, questions, hypotheses and the like,
which do have meanings,; and 2. perceptions, perceptual memories, and so on, which
do not (LU VI 8 4f. and § 44). The latter cannot be expressed, since they have no
meanings [Bedeutungen] to be expressed. That perception and meaning belong to

changed hismind about. Philipse' s careful and in many respects definitive account (1982) has shown
what role the phenomenon of occasionality played in Husserl’s rgjection of the LU account of
meaning and the adoption of a new account in Ideas |. But we shall argue that the LU theory of
meaning is in genera superior to Husserl’s own later theory, that his changes of mind — his
abandonment of descriptive psychology as an end in itself and his adoption of a Cartesian and
‘transcendentalist’ metaphysics— are changesfor theworse. Moreover Philipse doeslessthan justice
to the LU because he concentrates his attention on those passages where Husser| dealsexplicitly with
‘occasiona expressions . Like so many other interpreters of Husserl’s early philosophy, he failsto
take into account Husserl’s theories of perceptual judgments and of structure or dependence.
Woodruff Smith’s paper of 1982 a so deserves amention here, though his account of the LU theory
seemsto us to be constrained too narrowly within the framework of Husserl’ slater ‘noema’ theory,
and to pay too little attention, in its account of demonstrativeslike ‘this’, to the distinction between
cases where some relevant object exists and cases where such an object is lacking.

®In LU | § 35 Husser| asserts that many Bedeutungen are not yet instantiated.

®We shall use the terms ‘content’ and ‘matter’ interchangeably in what follows — though it is
important to avoid confusion between content in the sense of matter, and ‘ representative content’,
anotion which will play animportant rolein our expositionlater. A further distinctionisthat between
content in the sense of matter and content in the sense of state of affairs: see Kiinne 1986, Mulligan
1986 and Smith 1986.

’Strictly speaking the meaning isinstantiated by the content of the act taken together with its quality
(as nomina act, judgment, question, etc.). See Smith 1987 for further details of this Aristotelian
theory. Smith’s paper includes also some consideration of those aspects of Husserl’ s theory which
might more reasonably be classified as Platonistic.



different spheresis clear aready from the fact that the differences manifested by the
former have the character of acontinuum. As Husserl writes: ‘ Every chance alteration
of the perceiver's relative position alters his perception, and different persons who
perceivethe same object never have exactly the same perceptions.” (LU VI §4, p. 681)
All positional and perspectival differences of this sort are irrelevant in the sphere of
meaning. Broadly speaking we can say that the contents of perceptual acts cannot fall
under those species which are characteristic for the contents of meaning acts because
they have the wrong kind of articulation.?

Seeingsand rememberingsand imaginings, likejudgings, namings, predicatingsand
assertings, are mental episodes. But although the former are not structured in the same
way as the latter, they are not by any means lacking in all structure.® Thus consider:

(1) Jules saw Jm

(2) Julesreferred to Jim by using ‘Jim’ in the sentence...
(3) Jules saw that Jim was holding hands with Jane

(4) Julesjudged that Jim was holding hands with Jane.

What isit, in the world, which would make the given sentences true? Husserl seems
initially to have been tempted by the idea of seeing (1) and (2) as sharing in common
the feature that their truth-makers are ‘nominal acts', as contrasted with (3) and (4),
whose truth-makers would be ‘ propositional’ . Note that the opposition he hasin mind
here cannot be that of ssimple vs. complex. The main verbsof (1) and (2) may perfectly
well take complex complements such as. Jim holding Jane’s hand. Husserl’s idea
seemsrather to have been that, just as, in the truth-maker of (2), Julesisdirected to Jim
by means of asingle-rayed act of naming, so, inthetruth-maker of (1), Julesisdirected
to Jm by means of asingle-rayed act of perception. (LU V 8 33) Hewastempted also

8As Stephens putsiit: ‘ If percepts were meaning-intentions — if they could be expressed in the strict
sense—we could expect to find expressions whose meaningfulness we could account for only on the
assumption that certain percepts are occurring. But what we find, on the contrary, is that the sense
of our ‘perceptua’ claimsand the percepts we undergo vary independently of one another.” (p. 121)

°In LU VI § 26 and elsewhere Husserl does nevertheless suggest that there is a component of the
perceptual act — its *Auffassungssinn’ — which is a meaning [Sinn] in a looser sense, and in fact
somehow becomes identical with the Bedeutung of an expressive act in that processwhichiscalled
fulfilment. For an attempt to make some sense of thisidea see our discussions of fusion-phenomena
in 8 11 below.



by asimilar account of the relation between (3) and (4), an account of a sort that has
since becomefamiliar from discussionsof ‘ epistemic’ or ‘ propositional’ seeing (seeing
that), for example in the work of Dretske.

The terminology of nominal and propositional actsis misleading, however, sinceit
masksthefact that (1) differsfrom (2) in that itstruth-maker containsareal part, Jules
seeing, whose content is, aswe have just seen, not expressible. That is, the truth-maker
itself contains a part that is neither propositional nor nomina because it is not an
expressible content at all.*°

8 3. The Problem of Indexical Meanings

But what precisely is to be said about the truth-maker of ‘Jules saw that Jim was
holding hands with Jane'? What is the status of those complex events which are
perceptual judgings, i.e judgings founded on perceptions? Suppose, for example, that
| assert, in suitable circumstances, ‘ There' s a bird in that tree’. We must ask, first of
al, what is the act in which the meaning of this assertion resides. It is not as though,

besidesthe sounds of the words, nothing further was given here, functioning in such
away asto determine the significance of this expression, other than the perception
to which it attaches itself. For on the basis of this very same perception our
utterance could have sounded quite differently, and thereby have unfolded a quite
different sense. | could, e.g., have remarked: ‘ That isblack’, ‘ That isablack bird’,
‘That black creature is flying off’, etc. (LU VI § 4, p. 681)

Husserl does not merely want to draw a general distinction between meaning and
perception, he wants to insist further that, even in the case of perceptual statements,
perceptions do not contribute any part of the meaning of thetotal act. Thisis seen most
clearly in the fact that ‘perceptions may not only vary, but also vanish altogether,
without causing an expressionto loseall itsmeaning’ (loc. cit.). Even astatement such
as ‘| see that there’'s a bird in the tree’, while it cannot be true unless the relevant
perception occurs, can be meaningful whether this perception is occurring or not.**

There must, therefore, wherever aperceptual statement is made, be some other act
which supplies the meaning. In our example this extraact isan act of judgment. But it

%Compare Husserl’ s own reservations about the ‘ quite unsuitable term “nominal presentation”” in
the Forward to the 2nd ed. of LU (p. 49), reservations which are perhaps connected also with his
adoption of the view — after finishing the 1st edition of the LU — that the nominal components of
expressed or expressible acts such as assertions or judgments are not independent parts of these.

1Cf. Stephens, p. 121.



isnot asif thisjudgment and the perception smply existed side by side with each other
— as it were by accident. Judgment and perception are here connected together in a
quite special way, whichit will be our job in what followsto determine more precisaly.

8 4. Species and Lowest Specific Difference

For an act to have meaning, to be what we have called ameaning act, isfor its content
to have a certain specific sort of articulation, so that this content may instantiate a
species of therelevant sort. In drawing aline between perception and meaning Husserl
does not however want to defend a conception of perceptions as completely mute or
inarticulate. Perceptions are meaningless, but this does not mean that their contentsare
lacking in all structure. As Stephens has shown in his comparison of Husserl’s views
with those of Dretske, Husserl can be taken to have shown that perception does not
require ‘ the possession or acquisition of conceptsor beliefs, inthe sensein which adult
human beings — but not neonates, squirrels, and mosguitoes — can be said to have
concepts and beliefs (the sort of thing that can serve as premisein an inference).’*? As
Husserl himself notes (e.g. at LU | § 13), to perceive an object is not yet to apprehend
it conceptualy. In this respect it is interesting that, like much recent work on
indexicality, Husserl’ s theory, too, finds features of the use of proper names to be an
important starting point in the understanding of indexicality. Essentially occasional
expressions, he points out, are

much like proper names —if the latter function with their authentic meaning. For a
proper name also names an object ‘directly’. It meansit, not in the attributive way
asthe bearer of these or those properties, but without such ‘ conceptual’ mediation,
asthat which it ‘itself’ is, just as perception might set it before our eyes. (LU VI §
5, p. 684)

The job of conceptually grasping a perceived object is performed by a judgment —
or some other, similar act — founded on the perception. The matter or content of the
judgment is then determined in the last instance by the perception with which it is
bound up. But now, what is the meaning of such ajudgment? Clearly it can no longer
be ssimply the species of the corresponding act matter. That element in the matter of the
judgment in virtue of which the judgment is about the individual object supplied for it
by the perception, is not something which can be accounted for in terms of the species
exemplified by this matter taken in isolation. Meaning in the sense of speciesis here
‘complete only down to the lowest specific difference’. Thislowest differenceisitself

2Stephens, p. 125; cf. Dretske 1966, esp. ch.1.



provided by another act, an act of perception, which, as Stephens puts it, ‘ establishes
indexical contact in away which alows meaning to take over’ (p. 171).
Husserl’s own formulation is as follows:

Intuition may indeed be allowed to contribute to the meaning of a perceptual
statement, but only in the sense that the meaning could not acquire a determinate
relation to the object it meanswithout someintuitiveaid... Intuitioninfact gives[the
common meaning element] determinateness of objective reference, and thereby its
last difference. And this achievement does not require that a part of the meaning
must itself liein theintuition. (LU VI 8 5, p. 683)

Thus Husserl’ s view isthat the matter or content of an act of judgment of the given
kind is such that, taken in specie, it isinsufficient to supply afull meaning for the act
in question. The last difference for this meaning must be provided by the act of
perception on which the judging is dependent. The Aristotelian theory of meaning can
thereby be saved, but only at the cost of allowing two quite different sorts of waysin
which acts may have meanings.

An interesting passage from Shwayder’'s essay “Uses of Language and Uses of
Words” will perhaps help to clarify some of the more arcane overtones of Husserl’s
account here. For ‘ species’ one can also read ‘kind’ or ‘ second substance’ . Shwayder
introduces a terminology according to which:

A use of language is a kind of language action, the analogue in the realm of
conventional action to an Aristotelian ‘second substance’ or ‘substantial form’. |
believe that the counterpart to Aristotle’ s thesisthat every substance fallswithin a
second substance holds for language: every language act falls within some one or
several uses of language. This thesis, though hardly surprising, is of some
significance, for | doubt that acomparable principle holdsfor entities of every kind,
e.g., | doubt that every morsel of sand or every movement of aleaf is classifiable
under some kind. (p. 134)

Shwayder makes his point only in connection with the expression components of a

meaning act. Husserl, in contrast, argues quite generally that not only uses of signs but

also all the components of the content of an act may fall under species or kinds.*®
The structure of occasional utterances in the traditional sense (of utterances

BWhat Shwayder has to say is more generally inadequate if one accepts that everything falls under
some kind, even those entities which manifest continuous rather than discrete variations.



containing personal and demonstrative pronouns, etc.) isidentical to that of perceptua
judgments just described. An occasiona expression ‘ cannot, as a matter of necessity,
be understood unless one directs one' s attention either to the person uttering it or to the
circumstances of utterance.” Whether or not the word can be understood ‘ depends on
this directed looking asasine qua non.” (LU I § 26, p. 314) The actual meaning of an
occasional expression, its meaning on a given occasion of use,

isoriented according to the occasion, the speaker and the situation. Only by looking
to the actual circumstances of utterance can one definite meaning be constituted for
the hearer out of this group of connected meanings. Since we aways understand
such expressions in normal circumstances, the relevant presentation of these
circumstances and of their ordered relation to the expression must involve the
presence of generally graspable, sufficiently reliable cluesto guidethe hearer to the
meaning intended in the case in question. (LU | 8§ 26, p. 315)

8 5. Husserl and Competing Accounts

We are now familiar with the core of Husserl’ saccount of indexicality. It hastwo basic
features. Firgt, it stressesthat indexical uses of languageinvolve at least two materially
distinct sorts of act: meaning acts and, in the central cases we have considered so far,
perceptual acts. Second, it tells us how these acts are connected. The connection
involves arelation of unilateral existential dependence of one event on another within
the context of a certain type of complex whole. This structure is employed by Husserl
at anumber of placesin the Investigations. What is most striking about its use in the
description of the phenomenon of indexicality isthat Husser| attemptsto put more meat
on the bare notion of the relation of unilateral dependence by introducing new but
related structural notions belonging specifically to the sphere of language use and
meaning. Chief among these are the concepts of implied meaning and fulfilment
(Deckung, fusion).**

The core of Husserl’s theory is that two acts (events) are involved (occur
simultaneoudly, or nearly so) in indexical meaning and that the relation between these
has a certain structure. How can we build on this core? We need to take account of at
least the following dimensions:

A. The relation between the two kinds of act, between meaningful utterance and
perception, must be considered from the point of view of both speaker and hearer.
That isto say, we have to deal not only with the production of assertions and gestures

¥“See LU Il § 8§ 8f., LU VI, passim.



and perceptual judgments on the part of the speaker but also with the processes of
understanding of deictic utterances by the hearer and with the perceptua experiences
bound up therewith.

B. The contents of meaningful utterances and of perceptions enjoy a range of
different typesof complexity. Meaningful utterances may or may not be propositionally
articulated, and if they are, then they may or may not contain nominalisations.
Perceptions may or may not be smple, and they may or may not be epistemic or
propositional. Types of perception and types of meaningful utterance combinetoyield
types of indexical semiosis.

C. The correlates (objects) of meaningful utterance and perception interrelate in a
variety of quite specific ways in indexical phenomena. We have to show how, on the
basis of Husserl’ saccount of the entitiesthat make up the perceptual -discursivewhole,
it is possible to grasp the variety of indexical phenomena (the range and extent of the
deictic field). These entities include: states of affairs and their components; the
components of visual (tactile, etc.) space; the temporal components of a situation.

D. The opposition between positing and non-positing acts involves the presence or
absence of afactor which belongs, in Husserl’ sterms, to the quality of an act: actslike
perception and assertion involve a moment of belief or conviction in the existence of
the associated object: acts like assumption are such that this moment islacking. Other
differencesin act quality are reflected, for example, in the opposition between an act
of visual memory and an act of current visual perception. But besides act quality and
act matter Husserl acknowledges a third variable dimension within every act: the
dimension of representative content. In general, the matter and representative content
of anact forma‘whole...of two moments , i.e. they aretwo mutually dependent entities
relativeto theentireact. (LU VI 8§ 25) The representative content of an act of meaning
IS made up by its constituent signs, that of a perceptual act by visua (tactile, etc.)
sensations. On Husserl’s account of indexicality the materia within this third
dimension that is grasped by a participant in an indexical exchange is qualitatively
complex: it contains both signs, and sensations relating to something other than signs.

E. The relation between meaningful utterance and perception can be transposed to
rel ations between one meaningful utterance and another. We shall arguethat Husserl’s
account of the way certain acts supply the lowest specific difference for other acts
provides the key to understanding the mechanisms of fulfilment (or illustration) which
alone can explain the diachronic coherence of meaning acts (whether in successive
utterances or, for example, in reading texts).

All of thesefivefactors must al be taken into account if light isto be thrown on the
biggest single problem within intentionalist ideationa theories of meaning (of which
Husserl’ sin the Investigations isthe most thoroughly worked out version): namely the
problem of the recoverability of meanings (species). This problem was recognised by



Husserl in his Formal and Transcendental Logic (8 80) where, admitting that he was
not able to deal completely with occasional judgments, Husser| refers to the way the
senses of occasional judgmentsare essentially determined in away which goesbeyond
what isor could ever be expressed determinately in words.

Themorefamiliar treatmentsof indexicality fall into two broad groups: 1. thosethat
take into account the semiotic and logical aspects of the phenomenon, and 2. those that
stressitspsychol ogical and functional aspects. Tothefirst group belong thedistinctions
and theories of Peirce, Reichenbach and Russell (Frege and Wittgenstein belong here
too). To the second group belong Bihler’s increasingly influential discussion of the
Zeigfeld (deictic field) and also work by Fillmore.™> Recent work by Dretske, Evans,
Peacocke and Perry has begun to bridge the gap between the two sorts of approach, but
our suggestion is that such authors are here to some extent recapitulating insights
gained aready by Husserl.

We shall deal in what follows particularly with logico-semantic treatments,
attempting to reveal their deficienciesfrom the standpoint of the Husserlian theory. We
draw inspiration from Kunne' s recent careful defence of a Frege-Wittgenstein theory
of indexicality, though we shall argue that K inne failsto do justice to the combination
of meaningful utterance and perception that indexicality involves. This, we shall
suggest, isindicative of a deeper deficiency of Fregean theories of meaning. We aso
criticise the attempts of Follesdal, Woodruff Smith and Mcintyre to fuse together
insights of Frege and the later Husserl to yield an account of indexicality. Frege,
notorioudly, neglects entirely to take account of the acts involved in deixis; Foéllesdal
et al. attempt to rectify this deficiency by grafting acts onto the Fregean semantic
theory, but in such a way as to make it impossible to give any account of how acts
might then combine with the relevant contents and objects.

The Husserlian account of indexicality, we are suggesting, indicates how the two
approaches — the semiotic-logical and the psychological-functional — can be seen to
complement one another. It offers a unified account of the relation between the
different acts involved in producing and understanding indexical utterances (the
intentionalist aspects of the situation) and of the categorial grammar of the signs used
in such situations. And, in view of the recent upsurge of interest in intentionalist
semantics and pragmatics and attempts to integrate such approaches into formal
grammar, we believeit can be shown to satisfy what many now regard asthe desiderata
of atheory of indexica meaning, of deictic thinking.

8 6. Kiinne and the Frege-Wittgenstein Account

0On Biihler see Ehlich 1979, Mulligan 1986a.



Frege, too, came to put forward an account of indexical meanings, an account which
— with all its deficiencies — can be said to be typical of positions adopted within
mainstream analytic philosophy. As for Husserl, so for Frege, the circumstances of
utterance may dictate part of the meaning expressed when a sentence is used
indexically. In asserting a sentence containing an expression like ‘now’, Frege writes,

the time of speaking isapart of the expression of the thought... in all such casesthe
mere word (sound), as this can be fixed in writing, is not the compl ete expression
of the thought; rather, one requires for its proper grasping [Auffassung] also
knowledge of certain circumstances accompanying the utterance, which areused as
meansof expression of thethought. Finger-pointings, movementsof the hand, |ooks,
come into question here. (Frege 1918, p. 24 of trans.)

An expression like ‘this F or ‘the F', Frege also tells us, often functions as a proper
name — but

the proper nameis then to be understood not as the concept-word aone, but asthe
whole made up of the concept-word, the demonstrative pronoun and the
accompanying circumstances. (Frege 1914, p. 230, our emphasis)

In hisimportant treatment of Frege’ sviewson thissubject, Kinnetakeswhat Frege
says here quite literally. And he brings out the force of what Frege is saying by
introducing the term “ hybrid proper name’' to designate wholes of the given kind. The
peculiar sort of complexity possessed by the hybrid proper namesoccurringinindexical
utterances is such that they —i.e. the hybrid proper names themselves — comprehend
both linguistic expressionsand (partsof ) non-linguistic ‘ Situations’ or ‘ circumstances'.

Thisisacrucia insight and we shall see shortly that it iscentral alsoto aHusserlian
account of indexicality. In Frege's — and in Kiinne's — hands however, not only isit
merely apart (an oversmplified part) of the story, but further: any attempt to build on
the insight quickly reveals the weaknesses of the Fregean theory of meaning within
which it is embedded.*®

*As Kinne usefully points out, the Wittgenstein of the 1930s set out a view of deixis that is very
close to that of Frege. Moore relates that Wittgenstein

made adistinction...between what he called the‘sign’ and what he called the* symbol’, saying
that whatever was necessary to give a‘sign’ significance was a part of the ‘symbol’ so that
where, for instance, the ‘sign’ is a sentence, the ‘symbol’ is something which contains both
the sign and also everything which is necessary to give that sentence sense... He illustrated
this by saying that if aman says‘l amtired’ his mouth is part of the symbol. (Moore 1970,



K Unne attempts to develop Frege' s point asfollows. The sense of a hybrid proper
name (acomplex expression, remember, containing asitspartsfor examplethesign‘l’,
a speaker, and atime t), completes the sense of the predicate in an utterance such as:

(1) | have blood-group A
(made by S at t) to make athought. This thought can be represented as
<thesenseof +(‘I’, S, t), the sense of ‘has blood group A’ >

where the expression ‘+(“1”, S, t)’ isan abbreviation of ‘the hybrid proper name that
consists of an occurrence of “I” produced by Satt, S, andt.” (Ktnne 1983, p. 65)

Kinne givesauseful functorial account of the categorial grammar of hybrid names.
Deictic expressionssuch as‘l’ —he callsthem indicators— are name-forming functors.
Such afunctor takesthe situation of an utterance asargument to make a (hybrid proper)
name, a name that has the peculiarity that it names part of itself. There are other
examplesof namesthat denote parts of themselves. Thisholdsfor example of thetoken
guote occurring in a sentence such as: **(3* is an occurrence of a Greek letter.’

As Kinne points out, his reconstruction of Frege's theory satisfies two genuinely
Fregean principles:

— To every sense there corresponds at most one Bedeutung.

—TheBedeutung of aproper name (singular term) isan object (in this case aspecial
sort of complex whole).

But there are two problems with the reconstructed theory.
First, the hybrid proper name can only have asensefor aninterlocutor if the speaker
— in our example — is seen, is the object of an act of perception (and if this act of

p. 262)

Similarly, in the Philosophische Bemerkungen, Wittgenstein writes. *What is characteristic about
sentences of the sort “thisis...” is only that the reality outside the so-called sign-system somehow
entersinto thesymbol.” (p. 120, our emphasis) Kunne' srecognition that Wittgenstein ishere making
Frege's point in his own terminology — indexical sentences are signs and these, together with the
circumstances of their utterance are components or parts of symbols— has the merit of illuminating
passagesthat have puzzled other commentatorson Wittgenstein. Like Frege' saccount of indexicality,
however, Wittgenstein'sis at best a simplified version of the account set forth in the LU.



perceptionitself occursat t). The‘ grasping’*” must be perceptual. Thisisnot aproblem
within the Husserlian framework, of course, for there both linguistic and non-linguistic
acts have a place.*®

Second, Fregean senses — unlike Husserlian matters or contents — are abstract (i.e.
non-spatio-temporal) entities and the notion of acomplex entity that would somehow
contain both spatio-temporal and abstract entities as parts — a notion that recurs at
severa placesin Frege' s philosophy and issurely indispensableto K iinne' saccount of
indexical senses—is, we claim, not merely ‘hybrid’ but incoherent. (As we shall see,
the same incoherency is shared also by the noema-philosophy of the later Husserl.)

Thus we should argue that Frege's thesis that situations of utterance (or parts of
such situations) are parts of the means of expression’ that areinvolved in our grasping
of indexical utterances is both important and true. But we should insist also that it is
only within the framework of a theory of meaning and complexity of structure like
Husserl’ s that the thesis — or its grain of truth — can be accommodated.

§ 7. Categorial Grammar: Dependence and Modification

What is Husserl’ s account of the structure of that complex event which isthe grasping
of the meaning of an indexical utterance? As we have already seen, such an event
consists of two parts, one of which is dependent on the other. The dependent
(unsaturated) part isthe understanding of the meaning of thewords uttered (thisisitself
complex: we can distinguish the propositional attitude involved, the signs used, their
being heard, the thought they express); the independent (saturated) part is the
perception of whatever it isthat fills out the thought of the dependent part by providing
its ‘lowest difference’.

We shall see more clearly the relevance to the Fregean account of Husserl’ stalk of
dependent and independent parts of the deictic situation if we look briefly at the theory
of categorical grammar put forward by Husserl in his4th Logical Investigation. For this
theory, too, is an application of the general theory of dependence of the 3rd
Investigation —i.e. of the theory of structure on the basis of which our account of the

YFrege’ sterm ‘ Auffassung’ isalso used by Husserl, e.g. in the already mentioned passagesin LU VI
§ 26.

BAgain and again, analytic work on indexicality is marked by this same omission. That is, we
repeatedly find indexical utterances described as utterances whose meaning can only be grasped by
‘taking into account the situation of utterance’, but that the meanings of such utterances depend on
perceptions of the situation of utterance is afact which ssimply goes unnoticed. Evans 1982, e.g. p.
72 and ch.6, provides a notable exception to thisrule.



perceptua judgment has been constructed.*

According to the Husserlian theory of categorial grammar, the logico-grammatical
form of an assertion or judgment of the simplest sort, e.g. * Socrates is white' isto be
expounded, crudely, asfollows. The assertion consists of two parts, a subject-part and
a predicate-part, combined together in virtue of the fact that the latter is unilaterally
dependent on the former. Since Husserl’ s theory of meaning is Aristotelian, any and
every occurrence of the assertion really possesses this logico- grammatical form, i.e.
necessarily contains two assertion-parts. a referring and a predicating, in such a way
that the oneisdependent on the other. A meaningful use of ‘—iswhite’ can occur only
if combined with a meaningful use of some sign in the category name. For assertions
of theform ‘aRb’ there must occur three assertion-parts. one of which (corresponding
to ‘R’) standsin two relations of unilateral dependence to the others (i.e. to referrings
to aand b, respectively).

Thisview of logico-grammatical form is controversial. Here we want only to point
out its attractions for anyone concerned to connect the theory of logico-grammatical
form with considerations relating to general cognitive theory (to the psychology of
language and thinking and to the theory of perception).

For as we now see, Husserl can appeal to one and the same sort of relation —
unilateral dependence — to explain both

a) the connection between the sense of a deictic nominal component of a deictic
utterance and the perceptual act that providesit with its own indexical content, and

b) the connection between the verbal component of this utterance and its nominal
component or components.

Y et another feature of Husserl’ stheory of syntactic and semantic structure enables
usto dig even deeper into the make-up of anindexical utterance. It will be remembered
that KUnne points out that both uses of hybrid signs in deictic utterances and uses of
token-quotes are characterised by the peculiar fact that they name apart of themselves.
In his 4th Investigation Husserl carefully distinguishes, alongside the operations and
formation rules making up a categorial grammar, afurther type of syntactic operation
which he callsmodification. The operation of modification takesusfroma‘normal’ to
an ‘abnormal’ — yet still law-governed — use of an expression. Some of the examples
he givesarefamiliar to linguists astransformations. They include all the different types
of nominalisation and of suppositio, including that case where aword token or typeis
referred to by means of quotation marks.

The meaning normally corresponding to a use of the word ‘and’ is a dependent

*The 4th Investigation also stands at the beginning of modern work on categorial grammar, having
influenced both Lesniewski and Ajdukiewicz.



meaning (its instances are contents which depend for their existence on a context of
other, neighbouring contents). If however we say ‘“and” is a conjunction’, then the
subject of our sentence is not this dependent meaning, but rather a new independent
meaning. And because of this, ‘“and”’ is not a syncategorematic, but a categorematic
expression, a special sort of name: ‘the change of meaning is regularly indicated
[angezeigt] in our written expression by quotation marks, or by other varieties of what
may suitably be called heterogrammatical modes of expression.” (LU IV § 11, p.
514)%° Thus a token of a word combines with (tokens of) those indicating modes of
expression we call quotation-marks to produce a whole which names a part of itself,
that part which is an independent (categorematic) part of the complex expression
obtained by syntactic combination.

What interestsus hereis Husser|’ s characterisation of modified uses of expressions
as ‘abnormal’. One justification for calling a use of a sign in one syntactic position
normal and its use in another abnormal isthat the capacity to engage in abnormal uses
presupposes (isone-sidedly dependent on) the capacity to engagein normal uses. Thus
clearly, no one knows how to use ‘“(3"’ properly who does not know how to use ‘i3'.
And part of what isinvolved in this condition isthat, as Husserl putsit, the unmodified
and modified uses of a sign must have some content in common. This claim has been
partially vindicated by those philosophers who have argued — against Carnap — that
uses and mentions of asign are not digoint but have something in common. As Garver
puts it (1965, p. 231):

(1) “cat”
isan ‘interesting function’ of
(2) cat,

and not a mere conventional name thereof — since one cannot recognise what (1)
denotes unless one knows that (2) is aword, the word mentioned in (1). Mentionisa
nominal linguisticfunction, butit differsfrom ordinary nominal functionsof expressions
in that it presupposes a grasp of the parts of the expression used to effect it.

Let us assume that Husserl’s account of modified and unmodified sign-uses is
defensible. Can we extend it to take into account the case where a situation of
utterance (or part thereof) functions as part of a hybrid sign? The use of asituation to

20n indicated meaning see Woodruff Smith 1982, p. 200. On Husserl’ s theory of modification see
8 5 of Mulligan 1986.



function as part of asign is not a case of syntactic modification. But it is a case of
modification in amore general sense of thisterm, a generalisation which was familiar
to Husserl and hisimmediate followers.?* Any spatio-temporal entity can be employed
asasign (LU VI 8 14), but then any such use of an object that does not belong to a
linguistic system involves an attitude to that object which is a modification of the
normal attitude: imagine the use of a sign composed of spatial objects (tables, chairs,
books), or of colour-samples, gestures or movements.

From what has been said, we can now conclude that there are cases where uses of
or attitudes towards non-linguistic items enable these to function as parts of the
representative contents of specific sorts of acts, and that this holds both for perceptual
judgments and for graspings of deictic utterances. Acts of this sort involve
modifications of attitudesto and usesof such itemsin normal acts. Thishastheinitially
somewhat paradoxical-sounding consequence that there is a modification of Jm’s
normal attitude to himself whenever he says‘I’. That such amodification doesin fact
occur however, isseenin the fact that Jimisin such circumstances using himself as a
sign.

§ 8. Representative Content

The notion of the representative content of an act thereby comprehends not only used,
understood linguistic signs and sensations, but also (modified, abnormal) uses of other
kinds of objects. Husserl in fact describes a category of acts whose representative
content contains both linguistic (signitive) and non-linguistic components. He calls
them mixed acts (LU VI § 25) — and here the echoes of Husserl in Kiinne' s theory of
‘hybrid’ proper names should be obvious.

Our dight development of Husserl here isthe claim that the complex act that isthe
grasping of an indexical utterance contains a mixed representative content some
components of which are nominal signs while others are modified in the sense of our
discussion above. In the grasping of an indexical utterance the representative content
of the entire act consists both of the heard words and of visual sensations that mediate
the perceived situation, object or a perceived profile thereof — and this representative
content functions smultaneoudy ‘both as a Signitive and ‘as an intuitive
representation’ (LU VI § 25).

ZSee LU V, chs. 3-5. Reinach, especially, and also Meinong and his pupils, extended the notion of
modification beyond the purely syntactic domain to comprehend also acts: thus Meinongian
assumptions are modified acts of judgment. They are obtained by cancelling one of the features of
judgment, namely belief. Similarly, a lie is a modification of a speech act of informing, alters this
speech act in a determinate fashion: see Smith 1986a.



Now according to themoreusual interpretationsof Husserl, representative contents
are primarily a matter of sensations or, to use the later terminology, ‘hyletic data’,
concelved as being in some sense immanent to consciousness. Particularly in the first
edition of the LU however, Husserl is concerned to stress the close link between
sensation and sensed object, which may even stand in a part-whole relation to one
another (LU V1 8§ 26, cf. p. 740). Husserl isnearly always careful toinclude areference
to the represented thing or property whenever he refers to the representative content,
even though he does not provide any general account of the precise relation between
the two. Husserl’ s representational content is as amatter of fact always set out by him
as the representation of athing or property.?? The claim that perceptual judgments are
varieties of mixed acts can then be seen to amount to the claim that they are in some
sense in contact with their objects — that perceptua judgments, like perceptions in
general, transcend the sphere of what can be described ‘ by purely phenomenological
means .

Itisimportant to keep apart threefurther, rel ated concepts distinguished by Husserl,
though not with specific reference to indexicality. For any meaningful assertive
utterance or thought we can distinguish:

1. the semantic relation of truth-making in which it may stand (to certain obtaining
states of affairs)

2. an evidentia or verificational relation in which it may stand (normally, again, to
states of affairs— LU VI § 39)

3. its relation to whatever there may be ‘outside’ the thought or utterance which
contributes to its content (and thereby potentially also to its meaning).

Thedistinction between 1. and 2. isfamiliar (asalsoisitsobliteration by contemporary
proponents of ‘anti-realism’). If 2. obtains then so does 1., though the converse
implication does not hold. Whatever is verified must be true — for Husserl — but an
assertion may be true even though unverified. 3. is exemplified most clearly by
indexical utterances, where the latter’s expressed meaning is supplemented by a
perceptual act externa to it, and the distinction between 2. and 3. may also be
obliterated, for examplein certain sorts of verificationism (‘the sense of a sentence is
the manner of its verification’).

The peculiarity of indexical sentences, now, is that for all such sentences the
right-hand relataof 1., 2. and 3. overlap. Part of what gives such asentenceits meaning

\We might even say that sensations are themselves the representative contents which result when
things are "used', rather than mentioned, in specific sorts of (perceptual) ways.



isidentical with part of what verifiesit and with part of what makesit true.

Husserl’ s account of fulfilment in the 6th Investigation is designed almost wholly
to accommodate cases in which what does the verifying (or falsifying) is not part of
what provides a sentence with its meaning (2. and 3. are digoint). The only exception
Is provided by indexical phenomena.

Consider, again, the case where Jules hears Jm saying ‘that crow isflying high'.
Jules only understands what Jim says, in the full sense, if he sees the relevant crow.
Normally seeing the crow is part of seeing that the crow isflying high, which is what
verifies Jim’'s clam. And any such verification implies that the claim is made true by
what is seen.

One great attraction of Husserl’ s account of indexicality so far isthat the relations
of dependence to which appeal is made, like the relations 1. to 3., all relate real (that
IS to say, temporal) entities to one another, whether these be events of utterance and
acts of meaning and perceiving, or states of affairs and parts thereof such as crows,
flyings and finger-pointings. All of these entities will, as a matter of fact, instantiate
speciesof varioussorts. But thetwo level s of speciesand instantiation, of universal and
particular, are kept rigidly apart. No attempt is made to understand the structures
involved as hybrids out of real acts and spurious Platonic abstracta.

§ 9. Noemata and Indexicality

Husserl’ slater philosophy of meaning restson an appeal to hybrid structuresof just this
sort, and involves an ontology of abstract meaning-entitiesin addition to the ontology
of instances and species taken over from the Investigations. The most detailed
interpretation of thislater theory isthat given by Woodruff Smith and Mclntyreintheir
book Husserl and Intentionality, the greater part of which is devoted to providing a
basisfor atheory of indexicality within the framework of Ideas I. Following Féllesdal,
Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre canvasaFregean interpretation of thiswork, conceiving
Husserl’ s noemata as abstract meaning-entities, that is, as entities belonging to the
same category as Fregean Sinne. The meaning of an act, according to this
interpretation, is the abstract noema with which the act is bound up, and since all acts
have noemata, it follows (trivialy), that all acts have meanings in the terms of the
theory in question.® Husserl’s earlier theory of meaning is ontological in nature; it
describes the ways in which acts and their contents connect up with each other and
with objects in the world in real structures of various sorts. This second theory, in
contrast, at least as it is presented by Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre, is a semantic

#We here ignore the complications of Husserl’s distinctions between, e.g., noematic Sinn and
noematic nucleus, which do not affect our argument.



theory (which does not mean, however, that it is without an ontological price). It puts
forward a picture of acts, meanings and objects as belonging to three heterogeneous
realms, in such away that connections between the first and third realms are effected
‘semantically’, via the intermediary abstracta in the second, which are supposed to
prescribe which object (if any) an act is directed towards. And Husserl’s reason for
coming to embrace such atheory? For Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre thisturns on the
fact that, if wewereto deny the position that meaning is determined always by abstract
noemata and is never contaminated by externa realia, then:

Intentionality would no longer be, as Husserl held, a purely phenomenological
property of consciousness, and it would no longer be something we can study by
purely phenomenol ogical means, by bracketing questionsof theexterna world. (Op.
cit., p. 217)

The second theory therefore, at least in the form in which it is presented by
Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre, amounts to atype of Cartesianism. The twain of acts
and transcendent objects are never allowed to meet. Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre
Indeed attempt to impose avariant (‘ adverbial’) form of Cartesianism onthe LU itself:

Husserl’ s theory of intentionality in the Investigations, so far asit goes, isthe sort
of theory that would today be called an ‘adverbia’ theory: to see this black crow
Isto intend * (seeing this black crow)-ly’, and so to have an experience of acertain
type, a‘seeing-this-black-crow’ -type of experience. (Op. cit., p. 142)

(The authors seem not to have realised that in using the word ‘this' here they have
aready gone beyond the bounds of any coherent adverbial theory.??)

That the second theory has a high ontological price follows from the fact that
Husserl here continues to embrace (1) acts and their real contents and (2) the species
thereof, alongside (3) the newly-introduced abstract ‘ noemata’, giving no account of
the relation which these new entities would bear to those already accepted. And nor,
if we are right, can such an account be given, since it would involve once more the
joining together of real and abstract entities within a single functiona unity. As we
suggested aready in our discussion of Ktinne's reading of the Fregean theory above,

*Thereare, certainly, Cartesian elementsin the Logical Investigations: Husserl was still at that time
under the influence of Brentano. But Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre do not strive to underpin their
Cartesian reading of the LU by appeals to this source; rather they read back into Husserl’s early
theory elements taken over, lock, stock and transcendentally constituted barrel, from their version
of hislater phenomenology.



thereisno way in which abelief in wholes of this sort can be made coherent: treating
noemata and concrete events as parts of asingle unit isto run together entities on the
level of meaning with what exists in material reality, a confusion of which Husserl’s
Aristotelian theory is never guilty.

How, now, do thetwo respectivetheoriesof meaning deal with the problematic case
of the indexical act? On the LU theory the object of such an act determines or
completesthe meaning, providesits‘lowest difference’, in theway we have described.
Obj ectsdetermine (partsof) the relevant meanings. Onthe noematheory, however, this
order isreversed: the act itself — viaits noema — prescribes the object. (* Prescription’
thereby gradually melts away into ‘ constitution’ : the object itself, the object in reality,
ceases to play any serious role within the theory.) Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre
recognisethat thisisan unsatisfactory view of therelation between anindexical act and
itsobject. They seethat whenindexical actsoccur it isnecessary that something on the
side of the object should play arole in determining the meaning of the act. But they
recognise also that, to abandon the view that the noema‘ prescribes the object’, would
be to admit into the theory a dimension which could no longer be ‘studied by purely
phenomenological means' . They seek to break out of thisdilemmaby allowing not the
object but rather the context of the indexical act to function in determining the noema
of the act. That is, they develop a conception of the meaning of such an act as an
embodied or contextualised noema. It isnot the abstract noematic content initself that
‘prescribes the object’, in indexical cases, but rather

the content only insofar as it is embodied in that particular perceptual experience
on that occasion — if you will, the demonstrative content-in-the-perception
prescribes, or is satisfied by, the object of the perception, the object contextually
before the perceiver. (Op. cit., p. 225, our emphasis)

The relation between a perceptua experience and its object would in such
circumstances ‘ be determined by the “ external” context of the experience, rather than,
as Husserl’'s basic theory of intentionality requires, by the “internal” content of the
experience.” (Op. cit., p. 217) But once aposition such asthisis accepted for indexical
acts, itisdifficult to see why the theory of noemataasabstract entitiesisneeded at all.
For eveninthe case of non-indexical actsareal, embodied noemacan alwaysbefound.
And there is no reason why this latter should not be seen as doing the work which
Woodruff Smith and Mclntyre conceive to be performed by abstract noemata in the
general case. But such embodied noemata are now virtually indistinguishable from the
meaning contentsof the Logical Investigations; they arein every casestraightforwardly
real and individual moments of the acts with which they are associated — a conception



of noemata which Husserl himself came gradually to find attractive.”®> One difference
remains: the meanings of the LU are noetic, they are species of acts. Noemata, on the
other hand, whether abstract or embodied, are supposed to belong somehow to the
object correlate of the act. It is significant, however, that this difference can be
specified only by appeal to the terminology of thelater theory: the opposition of noesis
and noemais ssimply not at home in the framework of the earlier work.

We conclude, therefore, that there is nothing which the noema theory can explain
what the earlier theory cannot also explain — but with much less ontological ado.

8§ 10. The Pervasiveness of Indexicality

The occasional meanings Husserl initially discussesin the Investigations are meanings
attaching to the relatively restricted class of uses of expressionslike‘l’ and *here’ and
‘now’, and as aready suggested Husserl does not in thiswork connect up his account
of such expressions with his account of perceptual judgments.

By 1908, however, he had come to the conclusion that the entire class of sentences
concerned with matters of fact were essentially indexical.® In the already mentioned
1913 Foreword to the “Prolegomena’ this change of mind is apparent in Husserl’s
reference to ‘occasional meanings, to which, in strictness, all empirical predications
belong’ (p. 48). The recognition of the pervasiveness of occasionality isimportant not
least because everything Husserl has to say about the relation between meaning acts
and perceptual acts can now be seen asillustrating a much more general theory of the
relation between relatively empty and relatively filled components of acts of all
varieties.

But what did Husserl have in mind in affirming that all empirical predications are
occasional? To answer this question we shall need some new terminology. Let us cal
those meaning actsthat are not fully determined acts with an empty slot. A meaning act
with an empty slot cannot, as a matter of necessity, occur unless there occurs an act
whichfillsthedot (LU VI §5, p. 683). Some other meaning act may occur in its place
—where’ perceptionsvanish atogether’ the* expression may continueto be meaningful,
it need not lose all its meaning’ %’ — but the meaning will then not be the meaning of an
act whose lowest difference stands in need of determination by some other act.

We have been concerned so far with those meaning acts with an empty slot whose

%Cf, Kiing 1976, Hoche 1982.

%Cf. Bernet 1979, p. 51, Philipse 1982, p. 176; Husserl’s thinking at this stage is in many respects
smilar to that of the Munich phenomenol ogist Johannes Daubert: see Schuhmann and Smith 1985.

2'Cf. the passage from LU VI § 4, quoted above.



occurrence necessarily involves the occurrence of some act of perception. We have
seen that no perceptual act, and in particular no perceptual act which serves as
fundament for an act with an empty dot, is such that its content instantiates any of the
species which are characteristic for meaning acts. It would be wrong, however, to
conclude that the contents of perceptual acts cannot be described. As already noted,
aperceptual act, for Husserl, is not something that is smply inarticulate. The contents
of perceptual actsadmit of very detailed specifications, but these are of adifferent type
from the specificationsof the contents of meaning acts: they include specifications such
as up-down, right-left, here-there, figure-ground, etc., specifications which involve a
referenceto the structures of visual, tactile or olfactory fields (dealt with by Husserl in
the lectures on Ding und Raum). Thus both the meaning act with an empty sot and its
perceptual filling can be specified, independently of one ancther.

8 11. Generalisations of the Theory: I. Slots and Fillers

There are, however, examples of acts with an empty slot where the filler act is not
straightforwardly perceptual: the combination of a meaning act with an empty slot, on
the one hand, and a perceptual filling act, on the other, is one specia case of a more
general phenomenon of ‘illustration’. Thus a meaning act with an empty slot can be
filled aso — this much should be obvious — by acts of imagination, memory,
expectation, etc. Thisisindeed recognised by Husserl himself (LU VI 8§ 8 4f., p. 686).
But thereis nothing to stop us here from going even further. We may include meaning
acts themselves among those acts that may serve asfiller actsfor meaning actswith an
empty slot. Husserl takesthis step in the 3rd chapter of the 6th Investigation, where he
describes relations of partial fulfilment between meaning acts.

Thisextrastep providesuswith afirst relatively uncontoversial generalisation of the
cases considered by Husserl. Consider, say, aBoston sinologist who spendsthe greater
part of his life wading through the Chinese press. Let us suppose that, after perusing
some particular bundle of newspapers, he sits down to write amemorandum. Part | of
the memorandum simply retails—with liberal quotations—the contents of the different
items he has read. Part Il then develops these contents, putting forward more general
reflections on, say, the current state of Chinese naval policy. As in the simple
perceptual case, so here, the founded acts of judgment which make up Part Il express
what is given in thefiller actsin Part |; these acts of judgment might have been quite
different, might have unfolded quite different aspects of the items presented, but they
would nevertheless remain directed to the content of these items — and hence,
mediately, to China herself.

Consider, now, the case of someone who reads only the second part of the
memorandum, someone for whom the filler acts ‘vanish atogether’. Such a reader
would certainly grasp meaningful claims, but thejudgments hewould takeinwould not



be determinate, as would those of a reader who had absorbed Part | (or, a fortiori, of
areader who had his own direct relationa contact with the Chinese Navy).

A further step we want to take in order to display the full potential generality of a
Husserlian account of indexicality involves denying that indexicality isafeaturewhich
Is to be found only in acts enjoying a certain sort of articulate complexity. Husserl’s
perceptual judgments, like other, more complicated cases, are characterised by the
presence of at least two distinct acts that combine in a law-governed way to form a
single complex act. The majority of our cognitive acts, however, do not exhibit this
clear separation of distinct components; rather, to use Husserl’ sterm, thefilled and the
filling features are most commonly fused together. Nevertheless, as Husserl saw, it is
in principle possibleto analyse out what isfused together in an act (just asit ispossible
to determine which primary colours have been blended together to form a given
mixture). Given any assertion, for example, it isenough to ask what its precise meaning
is and what evidence the speaker has for making it. The attention of the speaker will
thereby, at least in normal circumstances, be directed along channelswhich will enable
a separation of the appropriate sort to be effected. In asking such questions we are
typically rewarded by further assertions, having features qualitatively identical with
features of the original assertion. The one sequence of assertions enablesusto separate
out the meaning of the origina act, the other enables usto separate out, inter alia, any
indexical component it may involve. Of course, only some of the evidence thereby
separated out will smultaneously have an individuating function for correlated
meanings. But wherever this is the case, the act thereby specified will have been, at
least in this one respect, indexical.

Such sequences of assertions, culled from speakers in the way described, form
temporally extended wholes which are structured by relations of dependence. Every
specification either of the evidence or of the meaning content of amental act isnot only
temporally posterior to this act, it is also dependent upon it.

But now our expanded Husserlian account of indexicality is able to cope with a
range of casesinwhich complicated practices contribute explicitly and implicitly tothe
sense of what we say. For it is not merely isolated meaning components and isolated
indexical components which can become fused together in the way indicated: all
complex processes of training and every sort of working one’ sway into adiscipline or
subject-matter will involve the fusion of complex manifolds of such components, not
at random but in determinate orders. And then just as the specification of the meaning
of certain very smpleindexical actsis provided by aspecification of atype of filler act
in terms of the principles of individuation for visual, tactile, etc., objects, so too the
specification of the meanings of higher order indexical acts — belonging to a certain
theoretical discipline or to a complicated practice of some other sort —is provided by
specifying atype of filler act in terms of the principles of individuation relevant to the



theoretical domain or practicein question. And hereit isimportant to note that we have
not assumed, in our general description of the fusion of meaning and evidence in
cognitive acts, that the specifications by means of which the meaning is separated out
can be produced only by the owner of the given mental content. We leave open the
possibility that others—e.g. teachers, and authoritiesin general — can produce superior
specifications of what an individual really meant. Indeed the very ability to discern the
difference between the contribution made by evidenceto an assertion, on the one hand,
and its meaning on the other hand, is something that has to be learnt.

We can summarise the results of our discussions so far as follows: where relevant
filler acts—in some cases awhole determinately ordered network of relevant filler acts
— are not present, or do not serve, mediately, as foundation, then what we say is not
determinate and must fail, at least in part, to link up with objectsin the world. We can
now, however, go one step further. The relation between meaningful assertion and
perception is acomplex of positing acts: both assertion and perception involve belief.
The same is true of assertions and filler-assertions of the sort considered above: al
involve or presuppose the attempt to establish alinkageto reality of the given sort. By
dropping thisrestriction, however, and by including within the theory al so non-positing
acts, it becomes possible to do justice to parallel phenomena involving filler acts, for
examplein our reading of fiction, and thus to provide an account of what Buhler calls
Deixis am Phantasma. (1934, § 8)

8 12. Generalisations of the Theory: Il. The Meanings of Proper Names

We should like to claim that our generalisation of the Husserlian theory of indexical
meaning beyond the ssimple perceptual case is faithful to the spirit of Husserl’s early
philosophy. This claim receives some independent support from Husserl’ s account of
simple and complex meanings set out in 8§ 3 of the second edition of the 4th
Investigation. We have aready seen that Husserl treated the meanings of indexical
expressions as importantly similar to the meanings of proper names. Here he sketches
atheory of the meanings of proper names which does justice to the variety of waysin
which uses of proper names secure reference to objectsin the world.

Husserl rgjects two familiar accounts of proper names. He rejects first of all the
view that proper namess mply have no meanings. Thuswhenever we* meaningfully use
aproper name', hewrites, this useinstanti ates ameaning species. Each use of the same
proper name ‘ means the same thing and in the very same sense’ (LU 1V 8§ 3, p. 496f.)
And he rgjects also, as we have already seen, the idea that the meanings of proper
names are attributive in the sense that is required by the view of proper names as



disguised descriptions.?® Proper names and definite descriptions are distinct varieties
of linguistic phenomenon and athinking through or use of the oneis not the same asa
thinking through or use of the other. As Geach puts the matter, the theory that proper
names are disguised definite descriptions is, from a psychological point of view,
‘palpably false; when | refer to a person by a proper name, | need not either think of
him explicitly in aform expressible by a definite description, or even be prepared to
supply such adescription.’ (1957, pp. 66f.)*

Proper names, for Husserl, have smple meanings. But Husserl also clams that
simplicity of meaning does not exclude a certain sort of complexity of content. There
are, hewritesinthe 1st edition of the Investigations, ‘ meaningsthat bear in themselves
certain distinguishable moments, but not in the form of articulated particular meanings;
they are not complexes of meanings but they are still complexes of contents.” (LU 1V
84, 1sted.,, A 292)

Husserl now goes on to affirm that the ssimplicity of the meanings associated with
usesof proper names precisely requires such complexity of content: ‘ the consciousness
of meaning which attaches to proper names’, he writes,

has a certain double-sidedness:. there are two directionsin which one can here talk
of complexity or simplicity. One side fixes the smplicity or complexity of the
meaning itself, and here we have the pure essence of the meaning as such; to it
alone belongsthe intentional essence of our concretely full meani ng-consciousness
which, regarded in specie, is the meaning.

In the case of the meanings of proper names this meaning is simple,

but it necessarily presupposes a wider intentional background of content, for the
very reason that the same thing, referred to in the same sense (or univocally named
by the same proper name) can be very differently presented, with a variable set of
determining marks, and that it must be presented with some such set — but the
variation and complexity of this set do not touch the meaning itself. (LU IV § 3, p.
497; our emphasis)

Aswe saw aready above, not al contents exemplify specieswhich are meanings. We
shall refer to those contents which do not exemplify such species as presentational

%See the quotation from LU VI § 5in § 4 above.

#|ike Husserl, Geach argues that proper names have a partial meaning. On this view see Kripke
1980, p. 115, n.58.



contents [Vorstellungsinhalte], noting that, as is suggested by our discussions in the
previous section, not all presentational contents need be intuitive (i.e. contents of the
sort wefind in perceptual acts): when we speak of presentational contentswe mean not
only images, but whatever comes into the mind of the speaker when he refers to or
thinks about or isin some way directed towards a given object, whether concrete or
abstract.

We can now formulate what Husser| is saying here asfollows: every use of aproper
name which involves a meaning act also involves, as a matter of necessity, some
presentational content, which may be either intuitive or non-intuitive.*® Such
presentational contents are characterised by the feature of variability, in the sense that
on different occasons of use of the same proper name qualitatively different
presentational contents may be involved: ‘the presentational content with which
Schultze is presented when we name him can change in many ways whilst his proper
name goes on performing in one and the same identical way, always naming the same
Schultze “directly”.” (LU IV § 3, p. 496)

Presentational contentsvary in away which depends both on the context of agiven
act and also on an individual’s history. Just as, in the case of perceptual statements,
acts of perception provide the meanings of expressionsattached to themwith their fina
determination, so the complexes of presentational contents associated with uses of
proper names provide the necessary final determination of the proper name meanings
from caseto case. It isin virtue of the latter that objects are given as ‘ determinate and
typically determinable — whether as a physical thing, an animal, a human being, etc.’
(LU IV 8§ 3, p. 497). Without them *an actual meaning could not point to the object it
means, and so not really be ameaning at all.” (LU IV 8§ 3, p. 496)

Proper names are of course normally used not alone, but in sentences of varying
degrees of complexity. The meaning contents bound up with proper names therefore
normally stand in lateral relations of syntactic and semantic dependence with the
meaning contents associated with uses of expressions from other semantic categories.
Now, however, we can see that such meaning contents are in addition one-sidedly
dependent on complexes of presentational contents of various sorts. Here too,
therefore, the dependence relation that is at the basis of categorial grammar is seen to
be at work also in connecting up our acts of meaning with the wider context of a
surrounding reality.

Kevin Mulligan (Graz/K onstanz)

%A nton Marty, another pupil of Brentano, also held atheory of proper names very much along these
lines. see Gabriel 1987.



Barry Smith (Manchester)
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