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Let us frankly concede that
Gegenstandstheorie itself is dead, buried, and
not going to be resurrected. Nobody is going
to argue again that, for example, “there are
objects concerning which it is the case that
there are no such objects.”

— Gilbert Ryle, “Intentionality and the
Nature of Thinking,” Revue Internationale de
Philosophie, 27, 1973, 255
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Preface

The very name of Alexius Meinong used to be anathema in analytic philosophy
circles. Gilbert Ryle testifies to this attitude in the quotation cited on the book’s
opening leaf as its ironically intended motto. These are famous last words and a
caution against predictions about where philosophy will take its future course.
Today, 40 years later, there is, contrary to Ryle’s postmortem, a flowering of
rigorously developed formal symbolic Meinongian logics and active discussion of
his work. Meinongian logicians and philosophers, like the best exemplars of logical
analysis among antipodal referential extensionalists, pursue a family of different
strategies in analyzing the meaning, formal expressive and inferential structure, of
thought and discourse. Meinongians, unlike extensionalists, cultivate their analytic
aspirations by positing a Meinongian referential semantic domain of both existent
and nonexistent objects. All intended objects alike are admitted, regardless of their
ontic status, provided that they satisfy intensional property-based Leibnizian iden-
tity conditions. As such, both existent and nonexistent objects can be referred to by
names understood as abbreviating true descriptive predications of their constitutive
properties, counted and quantified over, independently of whether or not they
happen to exist.

Meinong’s thought, because of its connections to phenomenology and intention-
ality theory, continues to be of interest to so-called analytic and so-called conti-
nental thinkers. It builds upon and complements a powerful philosophy of mind in
all its outlets of symbolic and artistic expression. As a student of Franz Brentano,
like Edmund Husserl, Meinong in some ways is a dialectical opponent in logic,
semantics, and philosophical psychology, to mainstream analytic philosophy cen-
tered in the writings, among others, of Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russell, Ludwig
Wittgenstein, and W.V.O. Quine. Meinong has often stood as the absurd first lame
half of a dilemma, which, once mentioned, typically with ridicule, is quickly
disposed of, leaving the analytic movement free to develop its radically contrary
pure semantic extensionalism. Anything else was propagandized as visiting logic
with a philosophically objectionable psychologism, to which the great founders of
modern symbolic logic had agreed never to subscribe.
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From the beginning, this was a mistaken and in many ways unfair impression. It
was fostered especially by Russell’s off-target criticisms of many of Meinong’s
most central and important ideas in his influential Mind reviews of three of
Meinong’s books, monographs and edited work, eventually more formidably, in
Russell’s On Denoting (1905a). Virtually anyone training in analytic philosophy in
this era studied On Denoting, but not many looked behind Russell’s criticisms and
polemical calls for a sense of Meinong-opposing robust reality to Meinong’s
writings themselves. It is easier to take Russell’s objections as gospel than to
learn the hard way exactly what Meinong’s ideas were, whether Russell’s objec-
tions were well-aimed, and whether philosophical logic and semantics should take
the extensionalist or intensionalist route. The historically unsupported prejudice
against Meinong, who was never a formal mathematical logician in the contempo-
rary sense, as an incompetent semantic theorist and ontically inflationary metaphy-
sician, has been repeatedly and so thoroughly exploded in the literature, that one
thinks of deprecating attitudes toward Meinong of this nature today as quaintly
uninformed.

Now, as part of that same turn of fate unforeseen by Ryle’s hubris, Meinong is
glacially gaining prestige as an important thinker in his own right and a bridge
figure between analytic and continental thought. On the analytic side, this is largely
thanks to the more urgently perceived need for an adequate intensionalist semantics
of meaning to partner with an intentionalist philosophy of language and philosophy
of mind. It is owing to the failure of mainstream extensionalist analytic efforts that
Meinong’s more expansive treatment of meaning in the relation between intending
thought and its expression and direction toward intended object, independently of
the object’s ontic status, has begun to recover its birthright philosophical respect-
ability. Meinongians need not disregard or feel compelled to refute or replace the
early pioneering days of logic and semantics among other main branches of analytic
philosophy, in the referential domain extensionalisms of Frege, Russell, Quine, and
the early Wittgenstein. All of these findings of these giants in the philosophy of
mathematics and language that survive criticism on their own terms can be incor-
porated in the extensionalist subsystem of a more complete and comprehensive
intensionalist Meinongian logic and semantics.

Whether an open-minded reader leans instinctively toward Frege or Meinong,
it cannot fail in either case to be a useful, philosophically instructive exercise to see
how a sympathetic development of Meinong’s object theory stacks up against what
sociologically has been more mainstream logical-semantic referential extensionalism,
as it has evolved especially from the time of Frege. That is one of the main purposes
of the book, which I hope succeeds at that level even for those who at the end are
more convinced than ever that Meinong was on the wrong track. There are
surprising parallelisms and interesting departures, limits, and distinctions observed
and transgressed in the ongoing dialogue in philosophical logic and semantics
between extensionalism and intensionalism, and there is much to be learned from
the dynamic of theoretical advantages and disadvantages on both sides of this major
conceptual watershed in the theory of meaning and interpretation of logical sym-
bolisms. There is no basis for comparison and informed judgment, unless a solid
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intensionalist alternative to Frege-Russell-Quine referential extensionalism like
Meinong’s is given more of a fair hearing than it has usually enjoyed in the past.

The present book brings together a collection of my mostly previously published
essays that have appeared since the release of my Meinongian Logic: The Semantics
of Existence and Nonexistence (1996a). These chapters explore related background
aspects of Meinong’s thought, beginning with his early categorization of assump-
tions as a fourth kind of mental state, supplementing Brentano’s three-part division
of thoughts into presentations, feelings, and judgments, to details of Meinongian
semantics for metaphysics and intentionalist philosophy of mind, including phe-
nomenology and the concept of aesthetic value, the meaning of fiction, and ontic
commitments of false scientific theories and historical narratives. The title of the
present volume, Alexius Meinong: The Shepherd of Non-Being, makes playful
reference to Martin Heidegger’s catchphrase, in his 1947 Letter on Humanism
(2008, 234; 245), pronouncing in sermonette fashion on the human responsibility,
not to be an overlord, but rather a steward or caretaking shepherd of being. Surely
non-being, pastoral flocks of nonexistent intended objects, otherwise unorganized,
need equally to be herded and tended in their fields, as Meinong appoints himself to
do. This book explains part of Meinong’s philosophical motivation as directed
toward the rigorous systematization of all the different kinds of intended objects
by which alone their intending thoughts can be distinguished by satisfying inten-
sional property-based Leibnizian identity conditions.

The continuity of themes in this sequence of chapter essays reflects an effort at
systematic development of my thinking over several decades on many aspects of
referring to and truly predicating constitutive properties of beingless objects that are
neither dynamic nor abstract. Intended objects include not only spatiotemporally
existent entities, like Julius Caesar and the Taj Mahal, but those mentioned in works
of fiction, such as Sherlock Holmes, and the notorious combinatorially property-
constructible golden mountain and round square. They number also among the
objects of thought ideal theoretical objects like the ideal pendulum and frictionless
surface that do not actually exist, but are indispensable for many kinds of scientific
explanation. We can think about them and truly or falsely predicate properties of
these nonexistent intended objects, just as we can of existent physical entities. My
original motivation for developing a Meinongian logic was not to explain the
meaning of fiction, but to understand the semantic status of ostensible reference
to such putative objects as the ideal gas, perfect sphere, average homeowner,
projectiles unimpeded by impressed forces, and the like. Similarly, Meinongian
referential semantic domains must contain objects ostensibly referred to in false
science and false history, such as phlogiston, vortices, the planet Vulcan, and many
other irrealia. Here hypotheses may have once appeared justified but have since
come through the progress of science to be regarded as false and even insupport-
able. Mathematical objects might also be categorized as Meinongian, allowing true
predication of constitutive properties to abstracta without supposing that they must
therefore exist. The Meinongian domain also presumably includes such intended
objects as future states of affairs, toward which our actions might be directed, but
that, as the purpose or aim of actions, without reference to which our actions cannot
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be adequately explained, do not exist unless or until the intended action is under-
taken and succeeds in achieving its end.

The book as such is not merely a compilation of past reflections on Meinong, but
knits together my persistent preoccupations with specific themes and key aspects of
the Meinongian proposition that every thought intends an intensionally identifiable
individuated object, independently of the object’s ontic status. A unified portrait is
encouraged of Meinongian logic and semantics, along with its supporting empirical
intentionalist phenomenology, as the essays proceed from first to last, and essential
ideas are extended and refined. The essays in content, as they have been integrated,
are meant to tell a single albeit incomplete story about a currently momentum-
gaining philosophical movement based on a very different set of assumptions than
mainstream analytic philosophy has historically acknowledged. The assumptions
are uniquely the original property of a cluster of several dozen important European
philosophers at the turn of the previous century centering around the early
intentionalist phenomenology of Brentano and Meinong. Here these concepts are
critically investigated by the same practiced tools of logical analysis in the clarifi-
cation of ideas and pursuit of truth forthcoming as conclusions of the most intuitive
and objection-resistant arguments. The hope is that this selection of interconnected
essays offers a tableau vivant of a promising but still controversial and only partly
exploited way to think about logic, meaning, existence, and nonexistence that is
more responsive to the generality and nuances of thought and language beyond
reference and true predication of properties to existent objects. The challenge and
promise is to recommend a preferable alternative to some of the strategies that have
predominated historically despite their limitations in every branch of contemporary
analytic philosophy.

Bern, Switzerland Dale Jacquette
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Introduction: Meinong and Philosophical
Analysis

The theoretical appeal and explanatory advantages of Meinongian object theory can
be understood constructively as the culmination of a series of intuitive steps, one
leading to the other with a kind of satisfying inevitability. All thought intends an
object, but not all intended objects exist. Beingless intended objects are distin-
guished as they are defined intensionally in relation to their characteristic constitu-
tive properties. The other, upward, path to Meinong and Meinongianism, strewn
with roots and loose stones, is by thinking through all the problems encountered by
the alternatives to a Meinongian logic and semantics that do not acknowledge a
semantic referential domain of both existent and nonexistent intended objects.

Alexius Meinong at the turn of the twentieth century takes his philosophical
starting place for all his work in philosophy and theoretical and experimental psy-
chology as the intentionality of thought. Meinong’s charismatic teacher Franz
Brentano in his influential 1874 (and later editions in 1911 and 1924) work,
Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt, and the impact of Brentano’s sense of
conviction about the intentionality of thought in their philosophical interaction as
mentor and student had established the proposition to Meinong’s independent satis-
faction. Meinong begins from the critically examined assumption that thought, unlike
the purely physical world, is essentially intentional. Thought is always about some-
thing, directed upon an intended object. Brentano distinguishes between psycholog-
ical and purely physical nonpsychological phenomena on the basis of the insight that
psychological phenomena are always about or directed upon an intended object,
whereas nonpsychological purely physical phenomena are not. To believe is to believe
(that) something, some proposition (is true), to love is to love something, for there to be
an existent or nonexistent intended object of the feeling of love, to or upon which the
emotion of love is directed, however this complex mental state and bodily condition is
finally to be understood. Similarly for other mental states, whether their intended
objects are things in the ordinary sense, physical or abstract, or states of affairs, such as
the intended outcome of a contemplated action or decision to act, an as-yet nonexistent
state which an action aims to realize.

XXi
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Meinong accepts Brentano’s classic three-part phenomenological analysis of
mental states as consisting of a mental act, the content of the act, and the act’s
intended object. The act intends the object transparently through the thought’s
content, and the exact role of the contents of thought in establishing or fixing an
intention for cognitive processes is subject to debate. It is not quite so simple,
although it is sometimes the case that the content of a mental act determines the
mental act’s intended object. This happens in such instances as when you try to
visualize afterward whether you locked your office door. Sometimes there is a
reassuring memory, clicking into place in its details as you try to relive your
movements, that you did turn the key, perhaps because of something else you
remember in that moment that could only be recalled from an experience occurring
earlier today.

Unfortunately for such oversimplifications, there is no logical reason to expect
that the content of thought is always a mental picture of an intended object. There
need be no more associational relation than simultaneity linking content and object
when an object is intended. The content of passing moments of consciousness
presumably plays a variety of cognitive roles related to thinking about an intended
object. Any association can hold between any thought content and any intended
object in the moment that a mental act intends an intended object and experiences a
simultaneous lived-through thought content, quale or noema. Introspectively, it is
easily discovered that the content of a mental act sometimes bears no direct relation
between a mental act’s content and its intended object. We can intend the Eiffel
Tower while entertaining as mental content an accompanying mental image or
equivalent description of the Taj Mahal. Twin Earth thought experiment scenarios,
popularized by Hilary Putnam’s 1975 essay, “The Meaning of ‘Meaning,””
expanding on Putnam’s 1973 essay, “Meaning and Reference,” further reinforce
the logical independence of thought content and intended object.

Add then, to Brentano’s generalized intentionality thesis that all thoughts are
about something, the phenomenological observation that many thoughts ostensibly
intend nonexistent objects, and at once a referential domain of objects of intentional
states is opened up for application in reference and predication of properties to
specific existent and nonexistent intended objects. We can then appeal to the
liberated referential semantic domain to address many otherwise intractable prob-
lems in logic and semantics, colloquially and symbolically. The preanalytical
evidence may be thought overwhelmingly to support the Meinongian alternative,
and the technical literature is replete with hackneyed examples that remain thorns in
the flesh of reductive extensionalisms. Extensional semantics and ontologies that
limit their referential semantic domains exclusively to existent, especially physical
spatiotemporal or abstract entities, are unable to explain the meanings of proposi-
tions in which subjects intend nonexistent objects.

How shall these delicate matters be approached? Ontic commitment to the
existence of abstract intended objects is made when objects considered as
putative entities turn out to be absolutely indispensable for the conduct of science.
Abstract intended objects enter the extensional existence-presuppositional referen-
tial semantic domain, especially as intended objects of thoughts in applied
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mathematical physics, numbers, sets, classes, propositions, properties, or whatever
is thought to be essential for the ontology of mathematical entities, in precisely the
same way and with precisely the same type of justification or rationale. They enter
also in the form of the many ideal theoretical objects of applied mathematics, in the
natural laws of physics and mathematical genetics and population models, includ-
ing the ideal gas and perfect fulcrum, projectile unimpeded by impressed forces, or
the average Swiss Alphornblaser, that are useful for explanations of physical
phenomena, but have no place in the world of physical phenomena themselves.

With appropriate adjustments for apparent counterexamples, involving such
sensations as the experience of pain or pleasure, which does not always seem to
be about anything, Meinong follows Brentano in regarding all thought as inten-
tional. It follows that when thoughts intend beingless objects that are neither actual
nor abstract, then there must be a reference domain of distinct nonexistent intended
objects in order to distinguish my thinking about Sherlock Holmes from my
thinking about Professor Moriarty or Anna Karenina. Thoughts about the Taj
Mahal are thoughts about the Taj Mahal. Thoughts about Sherlock Holmes are
thoughts about Sherlock Holmes, and not just about Sherlock Holmes’s character,
the character of Sherlock Holmes. For Holmes’s character in this sense can only be
intended by other thoughts more specifically directed upon distinct intended non-
existent fictional objects, in order to be able to distinguish the character of Holmes
from that of Karenina. Granted that they are different sets of properties, which are
which, which are Holmes’s properties, and which are Karenina’s, if they are not the
properties of distinct intended objects? We already know that the property clusters
themselves are different.

The extensionalist tradition in the logic and semantics of scientific expression is
a grand but uneasy synthesis of Plato and Aristotle at the origins of Western
philosophy. Aristotle provides the metaphysics of physical spatiotemporal entities
as real things, as fundamental reality itself, whether identified collectively as all the
existent primary substances or furniture of the universe. Plato, reluctantly among
many contemporary analytic thinkers and irrespective of the philosophical chro-
nology, supplements Aristotle’s commonsense picture of a world of physical things
accessible to the empirical senses by positing a realm of existent (in some termi-
nologies subsistent) abstract entities. Abstract intended objects, in turn, since they
do not present themselves in the usual way to be named, counted, truly described,
and quantified over, theorists think themselves free to maintain are reducible to
numbers, sets or classes, propositions or properties, or logically possible worlds.
These reductive strategies have an intrinsic cognitive interest, although the present
point is only how uncomfortably the contemporary synthesis of Aristotelian and
Platonic ontologies travel together. Platonic and Aristotelian metaphysics are set
down side by side in the contemporary analytic synthesis, contrary to their deepest
philosophical incompatibilities. It is the contradiction with its dynamic inner
tension that seems historically to hold the beating metaphysical heart of mainstream
Western analytic philosophy.
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Plato and Aristotle themselves would have encountered no such theoretical
schizophrenia. Plato did not regard Aristotle’s primary substances as real things
in the first place, but only appearances imperfectly imitating or participating in
their corresponding abstract ideal Forms. Aristotle in turn considered his teacher’s
Platonic Ideas as misunderstood secondary substances, forms with a small “f,”
inhering in real physical spatiotemporal primary substances in his more compre-
hensive ousiology. Modern philosophy has it differently, loves its empirical sci-
ence, and believes that anything needful for science must somehow exist.
Contemporary scientific philosophy scorns Aristotelian inherence and grudgingly
makes room at the table for Plato’s abstracta only because mathematics cannot
easily make do without them. Metaphysics in the scientific grain simply juxtaposes
the physical or spatiotemporal dynamic with the transcendent abstract as two
mutually exclusionary ontic realms. A single adequate philosophical rationale for
this unaccountable attempt at synthesis, although and probably because its lack
does not seem to be much lamented or even noticed, has yet to be discovered. As
witness to the difficulty, one cites Paul Benacerraf’s dilemma of explaining the
meaning of and truth conditions for mathematical theorems on a par with those of
true propositions in the physical sciences, in his frequently discussed 1973 essay,
“Mathematical Truth.” An adequate epistemology seems inherently wanting for
determining the truth or falsity of mathematical propositions. The problem, still
awaiting resolution, of providing both an adequate general semantics and episte-
mology for mathematical as for nonmathematical propositions.

If all thoughts are about something, if all psychological occurrences intend an
object, and if some thoughts appear to intend nonexistent objects, as when we
produce or entertain a work of fiction or false scientific or historical explanation, or
decide and plan to bring about an as-yet nonexistent state of affairs by undertaking a
certain physical action, then there are thoughts and the expressions of thoughts
that intend nonexistent objects. We can try to reduce the apparent intending of
nonexistent objects to existent objects only, but these efforts cannot explain
thoughts about things that do not exist by mapping them onto existent things, as
though we were to try explaining Shakespeare’s fictional character Hamlet by
“reducing” references to that nonexistent entity to Shakespeare or to an actor
playing the part of Hamlet. A semantic referential domain of nonexistent objects
for some predications in a logic is accurately considered Meinongian. Meinongian
objects, more properly speaking, are any intended objects, irrespective of their ontic
status, existent or nonexistent. Where a distinction between spatiotemporal physical
existence [Existenz] and what is usually translated as abstract subsistence [Bestand]
is observed, as in some of Meinong’s writings, we say more generally, when
extreme perspicuity is required, beingless (and beinglessness) to cover both non-
existent and nonsubsistent intended objects.

The golden mountain and round square are intended objects because we can
think about them, as we can about any nominalized combination of constitutive
identity-determining properties. We can put them freely together in a truth-
functionally complex combination, just as we do in inventing a character for a
fantasy of fiction. We rely on the same associated properties by which all objects
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are identified as particulars and distinguished from all other objects under inten-
sional property-based Leibnizian identity conditions, regardless of their ontic
status. The fact that in the case of nonexistent objects we have only incomplete
collections of properties available is really no different than when we intend
existent objects. We never have full command of all the constitutive properties of
an existent object like the Taj Mahal, to which we can nevertheless refer and to
which we can truly predicate properties. It is the same with respect to nonexistent
intended objects, as when we think about Sherlock Holmes. We can only partially
and even then with only partial comprehension grasp his storied properties in exact
detail, despite errors of memory and judgment, after we have read one of Arthur
Conan Doyle’s gripping detective adventures. We may lose track of certain details
or invent our own filler or background, even with the book still in our hands, just as
can happen when we are self-consciously in the presence of an existent object of
reference and true predication such as the Taj Mahal.

A purely extensionalist semantics cannot adequately account for the meaning of
fiction and false science and history, everyday falsehoods, and intendings to bring
about states of affairs that as yet do not and may never finally exist. Extensionalism
with its referential semantic domain limited exclusively to existent entities cannot
adequately, naturally, or plausibly account for the distinct intended objects of
imagination, including projections of as-yet nonexistent states of affairs in problem
solving, invention, and advance planning. These are not dispensable or postponable
semantic frills, but absolute essentials, if we are going to understand practical
reasoning in action theory and the role of reason in decision-making, among
numerous other semantic occurrences. We see the failure of a purely extensionalist
semantics, among other ways, in the fact that intuitively Sherlock Holmes is a
different intended fictional object than Anna Karenina, although the null exten-
sions, like those of any other ostensible nonexistent object, fictional, ideal or in
ostensibly mentioning nonexistent objects in other literally false thoughts and their
expressions, are always identical for the predicates, “being Sherlock Holmes” and
“being Anna Karenina.”

Meinong’s often quoted “Uber Gegenstandstheorie” object theory banner that
“There are objects of which it is true to say that there are no such objects” stands in
stark contrast with conventional classical logic and extensionalist existence-
presuppositional semantics. Rather than a shocking explicit self-contradiction, the
statement highlights two different meanings of the colloquial phrase “there are.”
Meinong maintains that semantic reference to an intended object is independent of
the objects’ ontic status and that Sosein, so-being or identifying and distinguishing
character, is logically independent of Sein, existence or being. There are objects, in
the sense of intended objects, to which we can refer and truly predicate properties.
They are objects of thought, belonging to a referential semantic domain of all
intendable objects, only some of which exist, and hence of which it is true to say in
an ontically loaded rather than merely referential semantic sense that there are
actually and abstractly no such (existent) objects. To say that there are nonexistent
objects is to say something more significant, which is the point of Meinong’s
playful formulation.
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This is the crux of what a Meinongian object theory offers the semantics of
fiction and of meaningful sentences in false science and false history. It serves
colloquial description in many informal practical contexts, in acts of imagination
and goal formation and pursuit. Nonexistent objects are merely intended. Since they
do not exist, responding to Quine’s famous challenge, we shall not bump into any
predetermined finite number of them in the doorway—fat, bald, or otherwise. The
situation is no different with respect to not interacting causally with existent classes,
numbers or universals, or other abstracta, should our explanations together with our
semantics generally require us to say that these intended objects exist, in order to
explain the meaning of pure and the meaning and efficacy of applied mathematics.
Naturally, much more of our thought may intend objects that actually or abstractly
exist. We need only consider all the things there are to see in a busy office.
Meinongian object theory already covers true and false predications of properties
to existent objects. Plus it does something more. It extends the same semantic
principles from existent to nonexistent intended objects, in order to explain the
meaning and truth conditions of propositions that ostensibly intend nonexistent
objects. To assert reasonably enough that Sherlock Holmes is a detective is already
enough to raise the argument as to what exactly this pronouncement should be
understood to mean. It provokes the question whether Sherlock Holmes is a
fictional intended object capable of supporting the constitutive property of being
a detective, just like any existent detective. Insofar as they are detectives, Sherlock
Holmes and a real detective we may then suppose, among all their other differences,
share alike at least the constitutive property of being a detective. To speak of
detectives is to intend a semantic subdomain of existent and nonexistent intended
objects that have the property of being a detective, including real and fictional
detectives alike. Context and conversational implicature often restrict discourse to
existent detectives, in the example, or alternatively as a semantic courtesy to
nonexistent detectives.

Suppose I write a novel in which someone writes a novel in which Sherlock
Holmes at the last moment rescues Anna Karenina from the locomotive’s wheels.
The two fall madly in love and escape from Russia together to live in disguise on a
greenhouse parsley farm where they supplement their herb sales by translating
Russian comedies. They don’t just live happily ever after, but they face a series of
interesting difficulties, in addition to the fact that they are constantly being hunted
by Alexei Alexandrovich Karenina’s private agents, who eventually team up with
Holmes’s nemesis, Moriarty, who escaped death by means of a camouflaged helium
balloon at Reichenbach Falls. The love of Sherlock and Anna triumphs through
every emergency, and their relationship is tested and strengthened, taxed and
broken, and finally ambiguously repaired. If I have just described the plot outline
of a logically possible novel, then I am already intending Sherlock Holmes, Anna
Karenina, and a sequence of fictional events in which Holmes and Karenina do
things together that presumably were never envisioned by their respective authors.
If you understood what I was proposing to write about in the imaginary novel, then
you were also intending nonexistent fictional objects. We can agree that one
obligatory scene in the novel would have to be when Holmes no doubt ingeniously
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removes Karenina in the nick of time from the crushing wheels of the oncoming
train. That event, to my knowledge, has not yet been depicted in any extant work of
fiction, but to understand the illustration, even as a philosophical thought experi-
ment, is to understand something about how fiction comes to be composed. It is a
product of imagination intending nonexistent objects and nonexistent states of
affairs, projections of possible predications in which intended objects are imagined
to have at least some properties that no existent object fully instantiates in reality.

If we were to formalize Meinong’s insight, we might do so by introducing a
predicate for existence, E!, as several classical logicians for different purposes have
also proposed, and so write on behalf of Meinong’s mildly paradoxical statement
that there are objects of which it is true to say that there are no such objects, Ix—E!x.
Here the phrase “there are” is understood as an ontically neutral quantifier over the
intended objects in an object theory referential domain, versus attributions of
existence, actual or abstract, to an intended object. To deny the Meinongian insight,
the anti-Meinongian extensionalist in philosophical logic must accept the contrary
thesis that Vx3y[x =y]. Although in one way the formula is logically superfluous,
and functions only for emphasis, since conventionally in classical logic the quan-
tifiers are interpreted as ranging over a semantic referential domain exclusively of
existent entities, it nevertheless serves a polemical purpose. To further underscore
their differences, the classical anti-Meinongian extensionalist might also adopt the
E! predicate, in writing Vx[Jy[x=y] < E!x]. If the “existential quantifier” 3 is
understood as implying actual or abstract existence, then the Meinongian object
theory thesis is logically inconsistent, and it follows that —3dx—FE!x. This negative
existential, by trivial quantifier duality with negation, is logically equivalent to
asserting that VxElx. All objects in the logic’s extensionalist referential semantic
domain exist. All objects, speaking more generally with the Meinongian
intensionalist, on the contrary, do not actually exist, unless countless putative
intended objects of thought are not really objects. Their exclusion would further
imply that they could not be named, counted, quantified over, or the like, all of
which operations on the present assumptions can in fact manifestly be performed on
existent and nonexistent objects alike.

We can count the number of distinct characters in the canonical Sherlock
Holmes stories and say how many there are, even though they do not exist. We
can say how many nonexistent cases Holmes solves, and the like. We can speak of
all and some of his cases, all and some of his clients, villains he encounters, and so
on. If existence-presuppositional semantics in a conventional extensionalist logic is
correct, then nonexistent intended objects classically cannot be the predicational
subjects of true predications of constitutive properties. Contrary to intuitive
assumption and practical experience, if a referentially extensionalist logic and
semantics is assumed, then we cannot intend a golden mountain as being golden
and a mountain, a round square as being round and square, and Sherlock Holmes as
being a nineteenth-century private detective operating in London. That would mean
that we cannot think of these things as distinct objects, which we can obviously
manage. At the same time, ideal objects like the perfect pendulum, projectiles
moving in space unimpeded by impressed forces, and the like, are also excluded
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from meaningful true predications. We cannot in that case account semantically for
the difference in meaning between a false history about the 1849 California Gold
Rush and a false history about the events leading up to the 1455-1487 English War
of the Roses. We want to be able to say that they are false because they describe
different intended objects or states of affairs that happen not to exist. A semantic
referential domain of nonexistent objects is thereby integrated into the theory of
meaning and truth conditions for false histories, for whatever shortcoming it is that
makes them false. It is generally the nonexistence of exactly that object or event
described in the false history, exactly that nonexistent object or event that did not
actually occur as the history maintains.

An important question for contemporary logic and semantics is therefore, amid
the theoretical wreckage of extensionalism, where do we go from here? From
radical extensionalism there is only one alternative, which is an intensionalism
that subsumes radical extensionalism as a proper part. This is what a Meinongian
logic and semantics affords. The line of reasoning described above is exactly the
path by which several years ago I arrived at a philosophical and derivatively
historical interest in Meinong’s philosophy. There are parts of Meinong’s thought
that I have not yet probed, and there is always more to learn. My interests, as I hope
the reader is about to discover, are limited primarily to Meinong’s vintage
Gegenstandstheorie, and what I think can be done with it, to make it relevant to
contemporary universal semantics. I have come to regard nonexistent objects as
essential to understanding the meaning of any false thought, interpreted as being
false because the state of affairs it symbolically represents does not actually exist.

Anything else, as a platform of an evolving analytic philosophy, can be nothing
more substantial than Meinong-bashing ideological indoctrination. Philosophers
being more open-minded than one can often give them credit for might largely
prefer the neatness and familiarity over the coverage inadequacies of the
extensionalist experiment. These are represented by confident, if not exactly heroic
and venturesome, extensionalists and actualists, in a heritage line extending from
Frege through Russell, Tarski, Quine, Kripke, and much although not all of
contemporary analytic philosophy. Its history can be interpreted as progressing
toward a more unified and encompassing intensionalist alternative. These main-
stream thinkers cannot be credited with comparing their views against a challenging
option, on the other hand, if, in the course of their investigations, they have not
seriously considered intensionalist Meinongian alternatives to a presupposed rad-
ical extensionalism. If we can explain the meaning of true scientific assertions, the
anti-Meinongian prides, that is a good enough day’s work for semantics. Fiction
and entertainment thinking and expression are luxuries, unimportant in their logic
and predicational meaning when judged against the main interests of formal
structural and interpretive analysis. If we must go that way, kicking and screaming
from extensionalism toward the principles of an intensional logic, then we may still
prefer to join Richard Montague, a sane person, as exponent of an intensional
grammar, before we follow Meinong. Or we may choose to bury structural semantic
analysis away in the complexities of occurrent background circumstances that more
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finely determine the exact communication of speaker meaning to audience under-
standing in particular speech act exchanges. We thread the needle of sensitive
grammatical distinctions that are brought out only by argument, analogy, and
comparison, from a selection of actual usages of the words and sentences whose
meanings we propose to explain. Here the established route starts like a trailhead
with the later Wittgenstein and extends primarily through Austin and ordinary
language philosophy and its splinterings among later pragmatists in philosophy of
language and philosophy of mind.

Still, we do not find Meinong along any of these trodden avenues. Meinong is
remarkable precisely because he is so philosophically independent and unprece-
dented. This is in turn partly because his work at least until recently has been
dismissed on undeserved and directly unexamined reputation. His ideas, for a
variety of reasons, have not been fed into the analytic blender along with those of
Frege, Russell, Tarski, Quine, and Kripke. Some thinkers today are interested in
Meinong primarily for historical reasons, if they are interested in the Brentano
School typified in any of its branches. Or they have sparked an interest as historians
of experimental psychology in Europe, Meinong having instituted the first labora-
tory for the scientific study of psychological phenomena in Graz, Austria. Others
are fascinated with Meinong’s contributions to phenomenology and descriptive
psychology, inspired by Brentano’s empiricism in the study of mind. Meinong’s
theory of perception is especially noteworthy in this regard, but also his more
abstract and somewhat hazardous later theory of modalities and probability, as a
chapter in the general history of modal and inductive reasoning.

My interests in Meinong have remained specialized, although, I would urge,
central to Meinong’s philosophy. These are Meinong’s Gegenstandstheorie and the
intentionality thesis that supports its domain comprehension principle of all existent
and nonexistent objects. I accept a version of Brentano’s intentionality thesis,
although, like Meinong, Twarodowski, and others of Brentano’s students and
followers, I reject and significantly qualify Brentano’s original Humean skeptically
distancing immanence or in-existence doctrine of intentionality. I consider the
intended objects of perception as standing outside the thoughts by which they are
intended. I have now had some years and a variety of opportunities to reflect on
Meinong’s object theory and its applications, its implications for metaphysics, and
a variety of related topics that are featured in the discussion of these essays. Along
the way, despite my narrow concentration on developing a revisionary Meinongian
logic and semantics, I have gained some knowledge of aspects of Meinong’s
thought that are indirectly related to my immediate areas of analysis. Where these
can be connected, at least tangentially to Meinong’s object theory, as in the case of
Meinong’s analysis of the concept of aesthetic value, I have shadowed Meinong’s
intrinsically interesting arguments concerning the ontology of aesthetic values as
intended objects of aesthetic judgment.

The project of this book, in which the reader is invited now to share, is to explore
the prospects for a Meinongian approach to philosophical logic and semantics that
is different from the descent of torch-bearing Fregean referential extensionalism
in contemporary analytic philosophy. Partly I am interested in seeing how
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extensionalism fares in comparison with Meinongian intensionalism. There is
something valuable to be learned in the comparison, juxtaposition, and ideological
conflict of these two opposed approaches to understanding reference and predica-
tion, much as there is in all philosophical oppositions, when multiple sides of the
issue are given fair hearing. Beyond idle philosophical curiosity, I have the sense
additionally and more significantly that Meinong offers the most intuitive com-
monsensical semantic solution to explaining the meaning of large parts of discourse
for which a purely extensionalist semantics is woefully inadequate. Meinong
succeeds in this semantic endeavor entirely by opening the referential domain to
nonexistent as well as existent objects, provided they all meet intensional Leibniz-
ian self-identity criteria. I think that Meinongian logic and semantics based on
Meinong’s mature Gegenstandstheorie offers a simpler and more unified semantics
for discourse generally than the extensional existence-presuppositional model.
More urgently, Meinongian logic and semantics alone offers the ontic neutrality
or agnosticism demanded of pure logic, and even a pure first-order predicate-
quantificational logic, which in itself knows nothing of what happens to exist and
what happens not to exist. It provides a more flexible and ontically neutral semantic
foundation for analyzing the meaning of sentences and arguments, both for and
against the existence of any ontically controversial intended object.

The theoretical advantage of Meinongianism that inspires efforts at constructing
a neo-Meinongian logic and semantics is that it so easily and intuitively facilitates
distinguishing truths about intended objects more sensitively and with finer grain
than in any conventional classical purely extensionalist formal symbolic logic
partnered with any existence-presuppositional referential semantic domain. The
existence constraint in classical Fregean logic and semantics extends from limits on
what can be referred to in the referential domain as arguments to Fregean unsatu-
rated functions or concepts, where it constrains the meaningful true or false
predications that a logic can recognize. It clamps down too hard on the truth values
of what we need and want to be able to say in many fields of discourse and the
logical inferences that we need and want to be able to make in order to advance
explanations in those same fields, ostensibly about nonexistent objects. Whether
ideal scientific, fantasy daydreaming, or fiction, projections of nonexistent future
events considered to result from contemplated actions, abstract objects if we prefer
not to offer them existence status, and many other intendings, are about distinct
intended objects with distinguishing properties that we know do not exist.
Meinongians do not ask to have nonexistent intended objects admitted to a math-
ematical or philosophical theory’s ontology. What sense would that make?
Meinongians merely recognize that a complete ontically neutral logic must be
interpreted by means of a referential semantic domain for any and all objects
meeting intensional identity conditions. The totalities of every intended object’s
Sosein of constitutive properties in turn provide the supervenience or ontic depen-
dence base for the intended object’s extraconstitutive ontic properties of existing or
not existing, being possible or impossible, relevantly predicationally complete or
incomplete, and the like. If we have access to the total Sosein of an object, we can in
principle know from it whether or not the object exists, and if it does not exist, we
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can know why, on the basis of its intensional Leibnizian identity-serving defining
complement of constitutive properties. It will always be because the intended
object’s total Sosein is relevantly predicationally inconsistent or incomplete
or both.

As to the awkward fusion of Platonism with Aristotelianism in contemporary
analytic philosophy, of empirical objects and an extra-spatiotemporal realm of
abstracta, Meinongian logic and semantics offers the possibility of treating any
objects of reference in an ontically neutral way, of speaking of whatever exists or
does not exist in the same semantic framework for designation by naming and
description by predication, counting, quantifying over, and the like, irregardless of
ontic status. There is no need from a Meinongian standpoint for ontic commitment
to the existence of physical or abstract intended objects, in order for its theory of
referential meaning, naming, counting, truly predicating properties, and hence truly
describing, existent and nonexistent intended objects alike, to be fully intelligible
and interpretable within an expressively adequate formal symbolic logic. All we
need for reference, and with reference the possibility, even the inevitability, of truly
predicating constitutive properties of any intended object to which thought and
language can refer, are intensional property-related Leibnizian identity conditions
that apply to any intended object independently of its ontic status and hence for
identifying and distinguishing from one another nonexistent as well as existent
intended objects. We must mean what we say in either case, in order for what we
mean at last to turn out to be true rather than false or the reverse, which reminds us
that we cannot get very far in our philosophical understanding of the subject
without recognizing the extent to which logic is the underlying expressive and
inferential structure of intentional thought and discourse. For the same reason, we
cannot get very far in logic and semantic philosophy trying to prioritize truth over
meaning rather than meaning over truth.

If anyone is tempted to reply that the formal structures of a symbolic logic would
still exist, even if they were not instantiated by any intending thinker, it may well be
true. However, for any sign combination, concrete or ideal, to symbolize any
predication of property to an intended object, equivalently, any proposition,
depends on the signs being intended to express a particular meaning. The residual
formal relations would then exist even if there were no thinkers, assuming some sort
of realism in the ontology of relations, but they would not constitute a logic, and
they would not be specifically formal logical relations, if the formalisms did not
interrelate some of the properties of propositions. An abstract set of formal relations
is not a logic unless it is expressive of propositions in inference structures, in the
sense of having as its model the predications of properties to objects, as we find in
the most elementary case of supposing that intended object a has constitutive
property F.

The same is true in whatever has been considered a logic, whether in term or
algebraic formulations, not to overdramatize, from Aristotle through Frege and
beyond. A logic in the correct sense of the word needs propositions, where
propositions are not just abstract sign combinations but abstract sign combinations
expressing nothing else and nothing other than potentially intended meanings.
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A proposition proposes that a uniquely corresponding truth-making state of affairs
exists and is true or false depending on whether or not the proposed state of affairs
exists. Proposing that something is true or that something exists is nevertheless not
a force of nature in the sense of gravity or electromagnetism. Proposing is some-
thing that only thinkers do, in the simplest ideal semantic scenarios, when they
intend that a certain sign combination expresses something they want to propose is
true, that a certain state of affairs exists. If the thinkers are ideal, rather than actual,
then their proposings, the propositions they propose as true or as truths, will also
only be ideal. Semantics can and finally needs to work with actual and ideal
propositions, but that a sign combination expresses a proposition in particular
from a Meinongian perspective is due to an actual or ideal conceptually irreducible
intentionality.

It is essentially this Brentanian-Meinongian intentionalist outlook on the back-
ground and workings of symbolic logic and its minimally sufficient formal seman-
tics that informs the contemporary investigation of Meinong’s object theory in
these chapters. There are also other less constructive pathways to Meinong,
Meinongianism, and neo-Meinongianism, including applying pressure to purely
extensionalist accounts of fiction, false science and history, fantasy, invention,
projection of as-yet nonexistent states of affairs as the outcome of contemplated
actions, and many other ostensibly intentional phenomenologically accessible
psychological occurrences. The present book tries to offer some of both approaches,
advancing a Meinongian logic and semantics from a starting point sympathetic to
Meinong’s intentionalism and carving a corridor back to Meinong through a
number of what deserve to be prominently widely shared dissatisfactions with
purely extensionalist alternatives. We meet somewhere in the middle of these two
directions in object theory studies and intensionalist-extensionalist polemics, hope-
fully with a better understanding and appreciation of the prospects of a
neo-Meinongian logic and semantics as an accepted counterweight to the predom-
inant ontically loaded presuppositions of post-Fregean analytic philosophy.



Chapter 1
Meinong’s Life and Philosophy

1.1 The Brentano School

In the constellation of Brentano’s students who became renowned scholars and
philosophers, Alexius Meinong shines as one of the brightest stars. The founder of
Gegenstandstheorie, the theory of intended objects, Meinong understood his con-
tributions to metaphysics, philosophical psychology, logic, semantics, epistemol-
ogy, and value theory, as a systematic continuation of Brentano’s Aristotelian
empiricism and intentionalist philosophy of mind.

Meinong’s philosophy, beginning with a modified version of Brentano’s thesis of
the intentionality of thought, followed a direction quite different than Brentano’s;
different, indeed, than that of many others who drew inspiration from Brentano’s
lectures and writings on philosophical psychology. To situate Meinong’s thought in
the context of Brentano’s school, it is necessary first to sketch his biography, and
then to see how he came to philosophy from a nonphilosophical background under
Brentano’s influence, and quickly emerged as an independent thinker. Despite their
later differences, Meinong in his own way elaborated a revisionary Brentanian
conception of mind, world, knowledge, and value, together, more importantly,
perhaps, with a sense of how philosophical inquiry should be undertaken, which
he acquired during his several years of study with Brentano, and which remained
throughout his career at the center of his philosophy.

1.2 Biographical Sketch

Meinong was born on 17 July 1853, in Lemberg (Lvov), Poland. His ancestors were
German, but his grandfather had immigrated to Austria. At the time of his birth,
Meinong’s father was serving the Austrian emperor Franz Josef as a senior military
officer stationed at the Lemberg garrison. Meinong was related to the royal House
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of Handschuchsheim, and legally held title as Ritter von (Knight of)
Handschuchsheim. In keeping with his republican convictions, Meinong never
used this aristocratic form of address.'

In 1862, Meinong began his formal education with 6 years of private tutoring in
Vienna, followed by another 2 years at the Vienna Academic Gymnasium.
Recalling his early schooling, Meinong pays special tribute to his German professor
Karl Greistorfer, and his philosophy professor Leopold Konvalina, whom he credits
with guiding him toward historical and philosophical pursuits, and away simulta-
neously from his family’s plan that he become a lawyer and his own desire to study
music. In 1870, Meinong enrolled in the University of Vienna, where his first major
subjects were German philology and history. Later, he concentrated exclusively on
history, completing his dissertation in 1874 on Arnold von Brescia, the medieval
religious and social reformer. Meinong reports that during this time his interest in
philosophy was overshadowed by historical studies. His philosophical appetite was
whetted and reawakened only when, in preparation for the philosophical component
of a mandatory examination on topics related to his dissertation research (the
Nebenrigorosum), he undertook a self-directed study of Kant’s 1965 [1781/1787]
Kritik der reinen Vernunft (Critique of Pure Reason), and 1997 [1788] Kritik der
praktischen Vernunft (Critique of Practical Reason).

To broaden his historical background, and possibly to appease his parents,
Meinong entered the University of Vienna law school in the autumn of 1874.
There he devoted his time to Carl Menger’s lectures on economics, which
influenced his later work on value theory. It was just before the 1874—75 winter
term that Meinong decided to turn his attention to philosophy. Brentano had
recently joined the philosophical faculty of the University of Vienna, and he and
Meinong had met in connection with Meinong’s Nebenrigorosum. Significantly,
Meinong denies that Brentano directly influenced his decision to study philosophy,
but acknowledges that as a result of their encounter he was persuaded that his
progress in philosophy would improve under Brentano’s direction.

Brentano recommended that Meinong undertake his first systematic investiga-
tions in philosophy on Hume’s empiricist metaphysics. Meinong completed his
Habilitationsschrift on Hume’s nominalism in 1877. This was Meinong’s first
philosophical publication, appearing as Hume-Studien I in 1878, in the Sitzungs-
berichte der Wiener Akademie der Wissenschaften. It was followed by a sequel on
Hume’s theory of relations, the Hume-Studien II, 4 years later, in 1882. During this
4-year interval, while studying with Brentano and working out his interpretation of
Hume, Meinong held the position of Privatdozent in philosophy at the University of
Vienna. In this capacity, he tutored some of Brentano’s most talented students,
including Christian von Ehrenfels, founder of Gestalt theory, A. Oelzelt-Newin,
and Alois Hofler, with whom Meinong collaborated thereafter in his first explora-
tions of the logical and conceptual foundations of an ontically neutral object theory
in their 1890 book, Logik.

! The principal source of information on Meinong’s life is his Selbstdarstellung 1921.
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In 1882, Meinong was appointed Professor Extraordinarius at the University of
Graz, receiving promotion to Ordinarius in 1889, where he remained until his death.
At Graz, Meinong established the first laboratory for experimental psychology in
Austria, which flourished under his directorship until 1914, when, for reasons of
failing eyesight, he turned it over to his protégé Stephan Witasek. Witasek, in turn,
because of failing health, was succeeded almost immediately by Vittorio Benussi.
Throughout his long tenure at Graz, Meinong was engaged in difficult philosophical
problems, and simultaneously occupied with experimental cognitive and phenom-
enological investigations, especially those Brentano designated as belonging to
descriptive psychology. Here, for the philosophically most active 43 years of his
life, Meinong wrote his major philosophical treatises and edited collections of
essays on object theory, philosophical psychology, metaphysics, semantics and
philosophy of language, theory of evidence, possibility and probability, value
theory, and the analysis of emotion, imagination, and abstraction.

By 1904, Meinong, like his teacher Brentano before him, was almost totally
blind. The affliction did not strike suddenly, but was preceded by degenerating
vision that began to plague Meinong from about the age of 30, when he could no
longer read well enough to lecture from written text. The hostilities of World War I
brought the wounding of his son Ernst, who lost an eye in combat. This tragedy, and
the breakdown of human decency in international relations that affected so many
persons of good will at the time, left Meinong deeply dispirited. He died on
27 November 1920, survived by his wife Doris and son.

The Graz school of phenomenological psychology and philosophical semantics
centering around Meinong and his students made important advances in all major
areas of philosophy and scientific psychology. Meinong’s most notable students,
who entered the field self-consciously also as Brentano’s Enkelschiiler, prominently
include Ernst Mally, Rudolf Ameseder, Witasek, Karl Zindler, Ernst Schwarz,
France Veber, Johann Clemens Kreibig, Wilhelm Frankl, Hans Pichler, Eduard
Martinak, Hans Benndorf, Fritz Heider, and Benussi.”

1.3 Meinong’s Apprenticeship to Brentano

When Meinong applied to Brentano for advice about his first systematic philosoph-
ical studies, Brentano, as we have seen, recommended that Meinong examine
Hume’s nominalism. The suggestion was significant for several reasons, from
Brentano’s as well as Meinong’s perspective.

Brentano in 1874 had just begun his appointment at the University of Vienna,
and was already enjoying the prestige of his famous lectures and the appearance of
his Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt. His proposal that Meinong begin his
formal philosophical studies with an analysis of Hume reflects the wisdom of

2 Meinong offers a partial list of distinguished students in 1921, 11. See also Smith 1991.
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Brentano’s well-meaning counsel. Meinong’s background in historical scholarship
made the choice of an historical topic in philosophy naturally suited to his demon-
strated abilities, and one that by virtue of its subject matter would eventually serve
as a bridge to more demanding original philosophical inquiry.

The empiricism in Hume’s attempt to apply the ‘experimental method of rea-
soning’ to philosophical problems is particularly relevant to Brentano’s own inter-
ests and inclinations in developing an empirical psychology. It is the ideological
and methodological orientation of Brentano’s conflicted epistemic and ontic loyal-
ties, that is often in a tug-of-war between an Aristotelian naive empiricism of
primary substances, and the phenomenalism implied by Enlightenment era British
empiricism. For Meinong, as for Brentano, ‘empirical’ means external sensory and
internal ‘inner’ perception, innere Wahrnehmung. The two sources of experiential
data, inner sense and, to oversimplify, the five external senses collecting ambient
perceptual information, are considered jointly indispensible to an adequate empir-
icism. The combination fuses two subcategories of inner and outer experience
under the single more general category of empirical data. Nor can a committed
empiricist easily overlook or ignore such conspicuous sources of experiential
information, what today are more often distinguished as scientific cognitive psy-
chology and phenomenology.

Brentano and Meinong might have preferred the description of an empirical
psychology as scientific with rather than minus phenomenology. Scientific psy-
chology without phenomenology is scientific psychology relying only on the five
external senses and not on the inner sense by which the other senses are surveyed.
What could justify ignoring such evidence, when all so-called external objects are
experienced as the contents of moments of consciousness? Brentano is convinced
by the second of his published studies of Aristotle’s philosophy, his 1867
Habilitationsschrift, Die Psychologie des Aristoteles, insbesondere seine Lehre
vom nolis poietikos, overlooks what Brentano and Meinong would have called the
intentionality and content, what today is called qualia, and what Husserlians call
noemata, but not what Frege calls Sinn. Brentano accepts Aristotle’s argument
that we can only understand the mind’s ability to discriminate and compare the
input of two different external senses, yellow color and sour taste simultaneously
experienced, by virtue of another sense that cannot be any of the five external
senses, and is therefore an inner sense. It is an assumption of this early rootstock
of phenomenology that inner sense can be developed and refined as an inner
perceptual tool for investigating the structures and contents of the inner empirical
world accessible to a scientific descriptive psychology.

If there is such a thing as inner perception, then we can study mental phenomena
under its educated scrutiny, so that a scientific study of mind can be founded to
investigate consciousness. Its structural features discernible to inner perception, its
streaming content, the meaning of our actions, including speech acts and more
fundamentally existent or nonexistent object-intending mental acts, can be empir-
ically studied. The relevant factor, in Brentano’s scientific philosophy of psychol-
ogy, turns out to be their intrinsic and expressive intentionality. What logical
positivism undermines later in that century, also springing from a Vienna
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intellectual hotbed, is Brentano’s program for empirical psychology based on inner
perception. Scientific psychology outside the Brentano school emphasized publicly
observable, testable, verifiable phenomena, and shunned the subjective, individual
and unrepeatable as unscientific. The science of mind would make its advances
without Brentano’s appeal to the inner sense that Aristotle argues on phenomeno-
logical grounds must exist as legitimately empirical. However unscientific positiv-
istic psychology regards Brentano’s phenomenology and reliance on inner
perception, as an empirical approach to psychology, and as a scientific study of
psychological phenomena, the positivist turn in scientific psychology can only be
considered by the Brentano school as too impoverished a science of mind to be able
to ask the right questions or seek the right answers about the nature of thought.
Brentano’s stand against idealism in the academic mainstream of
neo-Kantianism, dominated by the followers primarily of Johann Gottlieb Fichte
and G.W_.F. Hegel, has been frequently remarked.” Brentano’s sympathetic com-
mentary on Aristotle’s metaphysics and psychology, in his Dissertation and
Habilitationsschrift, his efforts to visit John Stuart Mill at Avignon in 1873,
prevented only by the latter’s unexpected death, all testify to Brentano’s preoccu-
pation with empiricism and his efforts to give impetus to a resurgence of scientific
philosophy that would take its bearings from the impressive progress of the natural
sciences already in Brentano’s time. The subject matter of Brentano’s Wiirzburg
and Vienna lectures, and the elaboration of his own empiricist philosophy of
psychology, attest to his affinity with the British empiricist phenomenalist philos-
ophers, and with the traditions of realism and empiricism, as opposed to those of
Platonism and German idealism (Kraus 1976, 6).* The proposal that Meinong
devote his first professional philosophical efforts to Hume’s nominalism and theory
of relations again reflects Brentano’s intellectual affinity with British empiricism.
In his Selbstdarstellung, Meinong indicates sincere gratitude to Brentano for his
early guidance: ‘Brentano, by fulfilling my request, gave lavishly from his riches; as
an example, as a conscientious teacher and kind adviser, for what may stand the
proof of my own academic career’ (Meinong 1921, 5; trans. in Grossmann (1974a),
Appendix I, 231). Writing after Brentano’s death in 1917, in the last few months of
his own life in 1920, Meinong’s memory of his apprenticeship and later relationship
with Brentano is tinged with the bittersweet acknowledgement of an unresolved

3 Husserl 1976, 50: ‘[Brentano] had little regard for thinkers such as Kant and the post-Kantian
German Idealists, who place a far higher value on original intuition and premonition as to the
future than they do on logical method and scientific theory...He, who was so devoted to the
austere ideal of rigorous philosophical science (which was exemplified in his mind by the exact
natural sciences), could only see in the systems of German Idealism a kind of degeneration.’

* Stumpf 1976, 20: ‘I do not know what induced Brentano to give an additional public lecture on
Comte and positivism in the spring of 1869. Perhaps English empiricism (his metaphysics lectures
showed that he had studied Mill’s Logic thoroughly) and Mill’s piece on Comte are what spurred
him on. This could be seen as an initial step in his interest in foreign endeavours which soon was to
assume even greater dimensions.’
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estrangement. Immediately following the sentence above, Meinong offers this
poignant portrait:

If I, nevertheless, at no time had so close a relationship with Brentano as, according to
[Carl] Stumpf’s respectful memorial notes, others were fortunate to have, the still living
younger man must undoubtedly shoulder the blame for this, although his own memory does
not help him here. I have often experienced in the meantime how students, who have just
become independent of their teacher, jealously guard their independence, especially from
their teacher, even though it was this very independence which he had unceasingly tried to
instill. Such worries may have been caused with special ease by a forceful personality like
Brentano; and they may then have become the origin of misunderstandings whose conse-
quences have been with me deep into my later work. But what in life could not be laid to
rest, in death has been reconciled; and before the inner eye of memory, there stands, once
again, as a treasure I shall never lose, my admired teacher, a figure of spiritual beauty,
bathed in the golden sunshine of the summer of his own and my youth. (Meinong 1921, 5—
6; Grossman (1974a), Appendix II, 231)

Brentano generously shared his philosophical knowledge. He also encouraged
his students’ independence of thought, seeking no disciples.” However, Brentano
could not conceal his disappointment when certain of his students developed his
ideas in a direction of which he did not approve.

The exact nature of the breakdown in relations between the two thinkers may
never be known. Meinong claims that he did not understand how the loss of
empathy and communication with his teacher came about, but apologizes for it
after the fact, and consoles himself with an idealized reminiscence of a time when
they enjoyed friendlier relations. He has no clear memory of having committed a
specific faux pas. He admits that in his youthful desire for independence, he may
have been too eager to surpass and carry forward Brentano’s philosophy in a way
that may have implied insufficient recognition or disapproval of his mentor’s
achievements. That would have probably done it, yes.

To speak of Brentano’s sense of betrayal in these circumstances is an exagger-
ation that nevertheless conveys a grain of truth. What Brentano regarded as a former
student’s drastic doctrinal and methodological shifts away from the positions he had
labored so hard and in the face of such opposition to carve out was something he
could not help receiving as an affront. The pride and punishing aloofness of the man
are evident in his later correspondence, in his favoritism toward the more loyal (and
less heretically imaginative) followers Stumpf, Anton Marty, and Oskar Kraus, and
more especially in his deafening silence toward Edmund Husserl, Kazimierz
Twardowski, Hofler, and Meinong.

Nor is Meinong alone in perceiving Brentano’s coldness. Stumpf, in discussing
‘Brentano’s Relations Toward his Students’ in Franz Brentano, zur Kenntnis seines
Lebens und seiner Lehre, speaks of: ...a certain touchiness on Brentano’s part

3 Stumpf 1976, 44: ‘[Brentano] was, on principle and with every right, against the development of
a ‘school’ that swears by his every word; he had in mind here the sort of thing that so many
philosophers perceive as the main goal of their ambition and their major claim to fame. He once
told me that when he was in Vienna that people there had already begun to talk about ‘Brentanians’
and that this was most disagreeable to him.’
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toward dissension that he thought to be unfounded. . .And yet, if he encountered
basic intuitions in his students’ publications which were considerably different
from his own, and which were not thoroughly justified and defended on the spot,
he was inclined to consider them at first as unmotivated, arbitrary
statements. . .Occasional ill-feelings were unavoidable in the face of this...
(Stumpf 1976, 44). Husserl, too, in his memoir, notes that Brentano never acknowl-
edged receipt of his first 1970 [1891] book, Philosophie der Arithmetik, and did not
discover until 14 years later that the book was dedicated to him. ‘Of course I had too
high a regard for him,” Husserl diplomatically recalls, ‘and I understood him too
well to be really hurt by this.” Then he adds: ‘I knew, however, how much it agitated
[Brentano] when people went their own way, even if they used his ideas as a starting
point. He could often be unjust in such situations; this is what happened to me, and
it was painful’ (Husserl 1976, 53).

The point is not to portray Brentano as a sour pedagogical despot. The personal
distance Brentano kept from Meinong is interesting as a symptom of their ideolog-
ical separation. It is in this sense and in this historical context that we must try to
understand Meinong’s philosophy in its relation to Brentano’s. Meinong was
inspired by Brentano’s teachings and by his personality and philosophical presence.
He came away from his 4-year apprenticeship under Brentano at the University of
Vienna with something of enormous philosophical value, and, like Husserl and
others who drank deeply from Brentano’s Ursprung, proceeded to follow out the
implications of certain of Brentano’s ideas in ways Brentano himself found
unacceptable.

To appreciate Meinong’s thought as a branch of Brentano’s school, we must
therefore identify the starting-place Brentano provided, the special meaning it had
for Meinong, and finally the heterodox conclusions he reached from some of
Brentano’s assumptions in articulating his own philosophy. What did Meinong
learn from Brentano, and how did he transform and apply what he learned?

1.4 Intentionality Thesis in Descriptive Philosophical
Psychology

In the most famous passage of his 1874 Psychologie, Brentano maintains that every
mental phenomenon exhibits what he alternatively designates as a thought’s refer-
ence to an internal thought content, its direction upon an object that is not an
external thing, and the object’s intentional in-existence or immanent objectivity.
Brentano’s position is not merely that every thought is about or directed toward an
object, but that the objects of psychological states are immanent, literally contained
within the mental acts by which they are intended. Brentano writes:

Every psychic phenomenon is characterized by what the Scholastics of the Middle Ages
called intentional (also indeed mental) in-existence of an object, and which we, although
not with an entirely unambiguous expression, will call the relation to a content, the
direction toward an object (by which here a reality is not understood), or an immanent
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objectivity. Every [psychic phenomenon] contains something as an object within itself,
though not every one in the same way. /n presentation something is presented, in judgment
something acknowledged or rejected, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire desired, and so
on Brentano (1924 [1874]), 115 (my translation; emphases added).

The immanent intentionality thesis in Brentano’s early psychology rightly or
wrongly prompted accusations of psychologism. Brentano afterwards rejected the
immanence thesis, and vehemently denied commitment to psychologism in any
philosophically objectionable sense. He reformulated the intentionality of mental
phenomena in ontically neutral terminology, and offered a reductive reist meta-
physics that countenanced only existent particulars. The shift from the immanent
intentionality thesis to reism in Brentano’s thought exactly reflects his journey from
Enlightenment British empiricism back to an Aristotelian empiricism of existent
individuals that are none other than Aristotle’s primary substances (Kraus 1924, I,
liv-lv, Ixit; 11, 179-82. See Aquila 1977, 1-25).

The consequences of Brentano’s early immanent intentionality thesis were
far-reaching. They were felt and responded to in different ways by virtually all of
his students. For Meinong, the influence of Brentano’s concept of immanent
intentionality was three-fold. In the first place, Meinong acquired from Brentano
a respect for empiricism as the only sound basis for a scientific philosophy.
Brentano’s account of the intentionality of thought assumes that phenomenological
investigation of psychological content by the inner sense is as legitimate an
empirical source of data for scientific theoretization as external sense perception.
Meinong’s writings bear the unmistakable stamp of this systematic scientific
approach to philosophical inquiry. Secondly, Meinong accepted that part of
Brentano’s intentionality thesis by which intentionality is regarded as the charac-
teristic property of the mental, distinguishing psychological from purely physical
states by the intentionality or object-directedness exclusively of the psychological.
Thirdly, Meinong inherited from Brentano the rough outline of a research program,
which Meinong subsequently extended and embellished, establishing the intention-
ality of thought as the basis for a unified scientific descriptive and normative
philosophy. The project as Meinong conceived it was first to elaborate a general
ontically neutral theory of intended objects, in terms of which it would then be
possible to investigate and map out, like other empirical explorers, a detailed
intentionalist taxonomy of particular types of mental states, including sensations,
perceptions, emotions, belief, memories, and other intentional or propositional
attitudes, love, hate, fear, and so on, as a framework for the philosophical analysis
of mind, world, knowledge, and value.

Where Meinong in company with others departed from Brentano’s teachings
was in rejecting the notion of the immanence of intended objects prescribed by the
early in-existence intentionality thesis. Brentano’s revival of the medieval Aristo-
telian doctrine of the intentionality of thought was a brilliant rediscovery. Meinong
agreed that thought is intentional, and that psychological states cannot adequately
be explained except in terms of their intended objects. That thoughts as mental
occurrences should always have as their intended objects something immanently
contained within themselves smacked of the same sort of self-enclosed idealism



1.5 Logic and Phenomenology 9

implied by Berkeley’s empiricist phenomenalism that most scientific philosophers
rejected, unwilling to purchase the world’s objectivity with belief in God’s arche-
typal perception of all sensible things as a basis for scientific and philosophical
explanation. To his chagrin, immanent intentionality leads to an introspective
idealism similar to that which Brentano struggles against in the German academy,
in developing an Aristotelian empirical scientific alternative.

Meinong sought to rechannel Brentano’s ideas. He would preserve the three
elements previously described, accepting an empiricist (including inner
perceptionist) methodology for scientific philosophy, the intentionality thesis
shorn of its immanence doctrine, and the program to develop an intentionalist
philosophy of fact and value. Intended objects, if they are not necessarily imma-
nently contained within the thoughts directed toward them, must then be something
else, and must in particular belong to some domain outside the mind. Among
intended objects, taken at face value in everyday thought and discourse, some
ostensibly intended objects exist, others do not, whereas others cannot exist. To
what kinds of things could nonexistent objects belong, if they are not mental or
conceptual? What would a theory of thought-transcendent intended objects be like?

To answer these questions, Meinong expounds the principles of
Gegenstandstheorie, object theory. In retrospect, it may have been to Meinong’s
advantage that he came to philosophy relatively late in his course of studies. As a
result, he did not have the prejudices and impediments that often attend a more
doctrinaire grounding in a discipline. Rather, the momentum Meinong received
from his 4-year apprenticeship with Brentano gave him the sense of a space to be
filled in the larger project of building up a new kind of intentionalist philosophy and
scientific experimental psychology that would complement Brentano’s phenome-
nology. Meinong had to fashion his tools and shape his raw materials almost
entirely on his own, in a new frontier where there were few guideposts to show
the way. This is partly why Meinong’s first writings have the energy and enthusiasm
of a pioneer in uncharted territory, a spirit with which Meinong is sometimes said to
have infused his students. It was the kind of undertaking that by its very nature
required a disciplined systematic investigation of naively conceived hypotheses.

1.5 Logic and Phenomenology: Hofler, Meinong,
and Twardowski on the Act-Content-Object Structure
of Thought

There is an irony in the way history of philosophy retells the development of
Gegenstandstheorie in the work of Graz school thinkers on the one hand, and
transcendental phenomenology as it was to unfold in the thought of Husserl and
his followers (for example, Grossmann 1974a, 48-56).

The usual account is that Twardowski, Meinong, and the Graz school adhered
more closely to Brentano’s conception of intentionality, while Husserl, in what has



10 1 Meinong’s Life and Philosophy

come to be known as his transcendental phase after 1913, marked by the publication
of Ideen I and the second edition of volume I of the Logische Untersuchungen,
strayed farthest from the Brentanian party line. The incongruity is that in fact it was
Husserl in his 1891 Philosophie der Arithmetik who assimilated Brentano’s imma-
nent intentionality thesis almost uncritically, and used it as a philosophical spring-
board for explaining the conceptual grounds of knowledge of arithmetic in terms of
the intentional in-existence of elementary mathematical objects (Husserl 1970. See
Harney 1984, 24-5, 122-5. Smith and MclIntyre 1982, 171-4). It was not until
Frege’s 1894 criticism of Husserl’s Arithmetik, in which some of the limitations of
the immanence thesis were highlighted, that Husserl began publicly to distrust the
psychologism latent in Brentano’s theory. This marked the first step in Husserl’s
dramatic turn from Brentano’s Aristotelian realism toward a Kantian transcenden-
talism (Frege 1894). Or so the story goes.

Hofler in the meantime in collaboration with Meinong published in 1890 his
Logik. Here Brentano’s immanent intentionality thesis is superseded by a concep-
tion of intentionality in which the transcendent (not to say Kantian transcendental)
intended object (Gegenstand) at which thought aims or toward which it is inten-
tionally directed is distinguished from the immanent component of
thought regarded only with respect to its content (/nhalt) (Hofler (with Meinong)
1890, 6-7). Twardowski, in his 1894 Zur Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der
Vorstellungen, credits Hofler and Meinong as having first distinguished psycholog-
ical content and intended object (Twardowski 1894, 4. See Findlay 1995 [1963],
7-8).

In a characteristic paragraph from which Twardowski quotes with approval,
Hofler maintains:

(1) What we above called the ‘content of the presentation and of the judgment’ lies entirely
within the subject, like the presenting- and the judging-act itself. (2) The word(s) ‘object’
[‘Gegenstand’] (and ‘object’ [‘Objekt’]) is used in two senses: on the one hand it is used for
the thing existing in itself [an sich Bestehende], the thing-in-itself, the actual, the real. . .to
which our presentation or judgment so to speak is directed, and on the other hand it is used
for that which exists ‘in’ us psychically [fiir das ‘in’ uns bestehende psychische], the more
or less accurate ‘image’ [‘Bild’] of this reality, which quasi-image (more correctly: sign), is
identical with the ‘content’ mentioned under 1. In order to distinguish it from the object
taken to be independent of thinking one also calls the content of a presentation and
judgment (the same for feeling and will) the ‘immanent or intentional object’ |‘immanente
oder intentionale Objekt’] of these psychical phenomena. .. (Hofler (with Meinong) 1890,
7 (my translation). See Twardowski 1894, 4)

There is already in Hofler and Meinong’s treatment a significant abandonment of
Brentano’s immanence or intentional in-existence thesis. The content of the pre-
sentation, like the intentional act, is distinguished from the object. However, only
the content is said to be immanent, as something belonging to and literally
contained within the presentation as a ‘quasi-image’ of the object. The object itself,
toward which the thought is intentionally directed, is expressly described as mind-
independent.

Hofler, Meinong, and Twardowski, less than 20 years after the publication of
Brentano’s Psychologie, by these principles, laid the groundwork for Meinong’s
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later refinements of non-Brentanian object theory. The amendment was to discern
in every psychological state an act-content-object structure. Mental acts intend or
are directed toward intended objects, mediated by means of their lived-through
experiential contents. Much of the terminology of the renegade theory had its roots
in Brentano’s early immanent intentionality thesis, adapted for different use. Where
Brentano had spoken of the content of thought as its object, Meinong and company
referred to content as the immanent component of descriptive psychology, but
refused to identify it with the thought’s intended object. Their desire to distance
themselves from the immanence thesis is so pronounced that in their expositions of
the theory they separate act, content, and object into mutually exclusive categories,
deliberately or by oversight forbidding thoughts from reflectively intending their
own contents as intended objects (see Jacquette (1987), esp. 194-95).

A semantic referential domain of transcendent intended objects is first suggested
by Hofler and Twardowski. A full-fledged theory of mind-independent existent and

nonexistent intended objects first appears in 1902 in Meinong’s Uber Annahmen,
and reverberates throughout his subsequent writings. It is useful to compare
Meinong’s terminology with Brentano’s and Twardowski’s, since Twardowski
sees part of the difficulty in Brentano’s immanence or intentional in-existence
thesis as stemming from the ambiguity noted by Hofler in such philosophically-
loaded expressions as ‘object’, ‘thing’, and ‘presentation’. Meinong in many
respects follows when he does not actually lead the way for Hofler and
Twardowski. Having broken with Brentano’s content-object confusion,
Twardowski discards the Scholastic term ‘immanence’ in characterizing intention-
ality, and never uses the word again after mentioning it on the first few pages of his
treatise to identify Brentano’s thesis as the one he proposes to replace. Meinong, by
contrast, nominally retains a version of the Brentanian distinction between imma-
nent and transcendent intended objects, although he gives these terms a decidedly
Twardowskian interpretation. Meinong’s efforts to clarify his exact use of these
expressions are sometimes difficult to follow, and his repeated attempts to achieve
precision sometimes further obscure things. By comparison, one cannot but admire
Twardowski’s decision to cut the Gordion knot by setting aside Brentano’s imma-
nent object terminology, and proceeding only with newly clarified terms for mind-
dependent ‘content’, and often mind-independent ‘object’.

Meinong nevertheless appears to mean by ‘immanent’ object roughly what
Twardowski refers to as a presentation’s content. It is that which is part of or
contained within the experience. By ‘transcendent’ object, Meinong intends the
mind-independent object which a thought is about, which it targets, or toward
which it is directed. In Uber Annahmen, Meinong maintains:

There exists no doubt at all as to what is meant by the contrast of ‘immanent’ and
‘transcendent’ object, and one is so accustomed to the use of the expressions, that one
does not as a rule have occasion to worry about the participial form of the word ‘transcen-
dent’. But once one does, it proves difficult enough to justify this form as long as one thinks
by ‘object’ only of what is apprehended or apprehensible by means of an affirmative
judgment. It is not the table or armchair that ‘transcends’, but rather the judgment, that
which in its way apprehends an actuality, in a certain manner reaching beyond itself and
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‘exceeding’ the limits of subjectivity. (Meinong, Uber Annahmen, 2nd ed. (1910); AMG
1968-78, IV, 229 (my translation); see also 237)6

The point is that although Meinong preserves vestiges of Brentano’s Scholastic
terms ‘immanence’ and ‘immanent object’, he so alters their meaning that in his
object theory they have no more import than Twardowski’s term ‘content’.
Meinong holds with Twardowski that there is an immanent object contained within
every psychological state, but that it is the content of the mental act, not generally
the intended object, toward which the intending state is directed. The transition to
Hofler’s and Twardowski’s way of thinking about immanent objects is so complete
in Meinong’s work by 1902 (perhaps even by 1890, depending on the unspecified
nature of his collaboration with Hofler), that Meinong complains in an aside that
Marty’s attacks against the concept of immanence in the latter’s Untersuchungen
zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie cannot apply
to him, but only to those who accept the traditional Scholastic immanence doctrine
(Meinong AMG, IV, 85-6, n. 3. See Marty 1908, 761).

1.6 Gegenstandstheorie: Existent and Nonexistent Objects

Object theory is the centerpiece of Meinong’s intentionalist philosophy. By
distinguishing the kinds of mind-independent intended objects available to thought,
Meinong provides a new subject matter for philosophical psychology, epistemol-
ogy, and value theory, in a combined ontology and extraontology consisting of
existent and nonexistent objects.

Meinong begins with the principle that thought is unlimited in its free assump-
tion of objects. This is Meinong’s thesis of the unrestricted freedom of assumption
or unbeschrankte Annahmefreiheit. The transcendent intentionality thesis comple-
ments the unrestricted freedom of assumption by implying that thoughts intend
whatever mind-independent objects they freely assume (Meinong 1904a, AMG 11,
483-5). The direction of thought upon freely assumed intended objects entails that
some thoughts intend contingently nonexistent and metaphysically impossible
objects like Berkeley’s golden mountain and the round square. If the domain of
intended objects includes whatever freely assumed objects thought ostensibly
intends, then, since thought is often ostensibly about objects that do not and cannot
exist, nonexistent as well as existent objects must be included for reference and
predication by any adequate intentionalist semantic comprehension principle. If
intended objects transcend rather than being immanently contained within the
thoughts by which they are intended, then existent and nonexistent objects cannot
owe their objecthood or membership in the domain of objects to the contingent
occurrence or nonoccurrence of thoughts by which they may but need not be

®See Meinong 1899, in AMG II, 382-3. Compare also the Sach-Index zur Logik und
Erkenntnistheorie, AMG VIII (Ergdanzungs Band), 61-3.
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actually intended. Nonexistent objects are neither spatiotemporal nor abstract, they
neither exist nor subsist, because they are incomplete or impossible, or both.

The domain of intended objects is accordingly said by Meinong to be beyond
being and nonbeing, jenseits von Sein und Nichtsein. Instead of an extensionalist
domain of actual existents or Platonic heaven of abstract entities, Meinong speaks
of the realm of Aufsersein as the domain of intended objects, and of the Auflersein of
the pure object or reiner Gegenstand. The pure object is any and every intended
object considered outside of being, independently of its ontic status. Thought is free
to intend existent spatiotemporal entities, subsistent abstract entities, and nonexis-
tent nonsubsistent incomplete and impossible objects. Intended objects, considered
only as such, cannot be restrictedly spatiotemporal, abstract, nor immanently
conceptual, but are described by Meinong as homeless (heimatlose), belonging to
no traditional ontic category (Meinong 1904a, AMG 11, 490-3. See Chisholm 1972.
Grossmann 1974b). Such objects are considered as particular structural combina-
tions of constitutive properties. The concept is intensional, which is to say property-
based. An intended object, existent or nonexistent, is identified and individuated
from among all other objects by virtue of having a particular set of distinguishing
constitutive properties. It is Leibnizian identity conditions applied indifferently to
any unique set of constitutive properties to enable intended objects regardless of
their ontic status to be named as abbreviations for convenient referential expression
and cognitive processing, described in true predications, counted, quantified over,
and in other ways treated in logic exactly as existent objects are in an exclusively
extensionalist referential semantics and matching ontology. Positing an intended
pure object as auferseinde in the object theory domain is comparable to Husserl’s
exercise of bracketing the ontic status of the noemata of thought in the phenome-
nological epoché, for those more familiar with his terminology, in attaining the first
stage of transcendental subjectivity (Husserl 1973, 20-6).

Meinong distinguishes between judgments of an intended object’s being or Sein,
and judgments of its so-being or Sosein, which is to say its nature, character, or set
of distinguishing constitutive properties. He maintains that an intended object’s
Sosein is independent of its Sein, or ontic status. Objects truly have whatever
constitutive properties they have, regardless of whether or not they exist, and
regardless of whether or not they are actually intended. This allows nonexistent
objects to be referred to or designated in thought and language, truly possessing the
constitutive properties stipulatively or otherwise truly predicated of them. From an
intensionalist perspective, it only makes sense to conclude that the round square
does not exist because the nonexistent intended object referred to in these and other
deliberations truly has the metaphysically incompatible properties of being simul-
taneously globally and uniformly round and square. When we accept the possibility
of intending distinct objects independently of their ontic status, we in effect admit
the possibility of individuating nonexistent and existent objects alike by their
distinctively characterizing constitutive properties.’

"The independence of Sosein from Sein thesis was formulated by Mally 1904, 127. See Findlay
1995 [1963], 44.
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Meinong’s object theory evolved over a period of years, and underwent various
additions and revisions. In vintage form, the theory includes the following
principles:

Meinongian Object Theory

1. Every assumption is directed toward an intended object. (Intentionality thesis)

2. Any thought or corresponding expression can be assumed. (Principle of
unrestricted freedom of assumption, or unbeschrankte Annahmefreiheit thesis)

3. Every intended object has a nature, character, Sosein, ‘how-it-is’, ‘so-being’, or
‘being thus-and-so’, regardless of its ontological status. (Independence of Sosein
from Sein thesis)

4. Being or non-being is not part of the Sosein of any intended object, nor of the
object considered in itself. (Indifference thesis or doctrine of the Auflersein of
the homeless pure object)

5. There are two modes of being or Sein for intended objects: spatiotemporal
existence and platonic abstract subsistence. (Existenz/Bestand thesis)

6. Some intended objects do not have being or Sein at all, but neither exist nor
subsist. (There are objects of which it is true to say that there are no such
objects—Es gibt Gegenstdnde, von denen gilt, dafs es dergleichen Gegenstdnde
nicht gibt)

Meinong proposes an ontically neutral science of intended objects. He thinks of
object theory as a wrongfully neglected branch of philosophy, and he seeks to
restore it to its proper place among other technical philosophical disciplines. Of
these, object theory must be the most fundamental, since it deals with the intended
objects of thought of all kinds and in the most general sense, including but not
limited to those of metaphysics, and mathematics and the natural sciences
(Meinong 1904a, AMG 11, 485-8).

If all thought in unrestricted freedom of assumption is directed toward existent
or nonexistent intended objects, then Meinong’s semantic domain of existent
dynamic and abstract entities, and beingless intended objects may offer the most
flexible, comprehensive, and ontically neutral semantic foundation for a satisfac-
tory philosophical explanation of the intentionality of thought and its symbolic
expression in language, art, and other artifacts. Meinong is impressed by the fact
that when we consider the objects of our mental states without inquiring into their
ontic status, it is plain to empirically naive introspection by inner perception that the
nature of thought is structurally the same whether we are thinking about the existent
Mount Everest or Berkeley’s nonexistent golden mountain. From within the con-
fines of what thought knows about its intended objects, there is no discernible
difference in the mind’s being directed toward existent or beingless objects. The
ontic status of intended objects is accidental to the mind’s intentionality, so that the
most general theory of mind and meaning must equally be indifferent to the being
or non-being of intended objects, and of their ontic status generally. To assume that
thought can only be about or truly predicate properties of existent objects is
epitomized by Meinong polemically as the ‘prejudice in favor of the actual’
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(Meinong 1904a, AMG 11, 485. Here Meinong speaks of ‘Das Vorurteil zugunsten
des Wirklichen’).

We have seen that for Meinong, even beingless objects, though nonexistent,
have Sosein. An object’s Sosein is the set of properties that constitute it intension-
ally as the unique particular intended object it is, under intensional property-based
Leibnizian identity principles, and by virtue of which, despite its beinglessness, it
can be thought about and referred to in language. These are the properties that
determine and individuate intended objects. The round square is the object that has
the constitutive properties of being simultaneously round and square. The golden
mountain is the intended object that has the constitutive properties of being golden
and a mountain. The round square is truly round and square, or has the constitutive
properties of being round and square in its Sosein, even though it does not, and,
indeed, cannot, exist. It is precisely because no existent or subsistent object can be
both round and square that the round square necessarily lacks being, a fact that is
otherwise awkward to explain.

Objects are categorized as complete or incomplete according to the complete-
ness or incompleteness and exact content of their Soseine. Complete objects have a
complete Sosein. They are such that for any property and property complement pair,
say, being red or non-red, the object has either the property or its complement in its
Sosein. Objects with being are not only complete, but consistent, in the sense that,
for any property, their Soseine do not contain both the property and its complement.
Incomplete objects are those whose Soseine are lacking at least both one relevant
constitutive property and its complement. This is seen in the instance of a fictional
or mythological object, in which certain properties are left open or undetermined. A
mythical flying horse is an incomplete object with respect to color (among other
properties), if in a story its coat is not stipulated as being either white or any other
specific color. Impossible objects are also typically incomplete, but have ontically
incompatible properties. If being square implies being non-round, then the round
square has in its Sosein both the property of being round and the complementary
property of being non-round. Despite its ontic or metaphysical impossibility, there
need be no logical inconsistency in the inventory of the round square’s incomplete
Sosein, provided that the complementary predication being non-round does not
imply the negation of the predication being round. The object theory tolerates
impossible objects, but it is not embroiled in the outright logical inconsistency
presented by an object which is such that it is both round and it is not the case that it
is round, or for which it is both true and false that it is round. Seiende objects are
those with being, including existent or spatiotemporal and subsistent or abstract
entities. They are definable, once down the road we have answered some reasonable
but indecisive potential counterexamples, as objects whose Soseine are both con-
sistent and complete. Existent objects, if we are observing the distinction, are
consistent and complete and exemplify at least some spatiotemporal properties.
Subsistent objects are Platonic entities that, although consistent and complete in
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their Soseine, do not exemplify any spatiotemporal properties (Meinong 1904a,
AMG 11, 488-90).°

Meinong further distinguishes between what he calls objects of lower and higher
order, inferiora and superiora. There are several different kinds of higher-order
objects, each based superveniently on objects of lower order. As an illustration of
Meinong’s distinction, consider its application to the category of relations. Rela-
tions are intended objects, in that thoughts can be directed toward them, as when we
think or speak about the relation between a circle and its radius. For Meinong,
relations are not ordinary objects, but rather comprise a special kind of intended
object, in that they would not obtain even as beingless intended objects, were it not
for the objects they relate. It is this connection to which Meinong calls attention by
means of his distinction between inferiora and superiora. The relation between a
circle and its radius is a superiorum or higher-order intended object, in that the
relation supervenes or depends logically on inferiora or lower order objects, here
the circle and its radius. If the circle and its radius were not available as lower order
intended objects, then, Meinong holds, there could be no higher order intended
object consisting of the relation between the circle and its radius. Among higher
order objects, Meinong identifies families of several kinds of relations, complexes,
and ideal objects (‘Uber Gegenstinde hoherer Ordnung und deren Verhiltnis zur
inneren Wahrnehmung’, AMG II).

Finally, Meinong distinguishes between objecta, or things in the ordinary sense,
like tables and chairs, golden mountains and round squares, with or without being,
and Objektive, or states of affairs, including propositions, which may be subsistent
or nonsubsistent. Objektive are further divided into Seinsobjektive, Nichtsein-
sobjektive, and Soseinsobjektive. As the labels indicate, these are states of affairs
involving an object’s being, non-being, and so-being. Meinong disambiguates
Soseinsobjektive into Wasseinsobjektive and Wieseinsobjektive, to distinguish the
states of affairs of what an object is from precisely how it is. In a third main
category, Meinong distinguishes between dignitatives and desideratives, as the
special normative objects of his value theory. The branching structure of so many
types of objects in Gegenstandstheorie signifies the range of conceptual labyrinths
Meinong found it necessary to explore in pursuing a nonimmanent mind-
independent adaptation of Brentano’s insight that every thought intends an object
(Meinong 1904a, AMG 11, 489-91).°

8 An excellent exposition of object theory principles is found in Lambert 1983.
° See Findlay 1995, 42-101.
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1.7 Ontic Neutrality in Logic and Semantics: Problems
for Meinong’s Object Theory

Criticisms of several kinds have been raised against Meinong’s object theory. These
are taken up in the context of developing a revisionary Meinongian logic and
semantics in the following chapters. It may nevertheless be worthwhile, without
anticipating later solutions, to mention a few notable objections, which have led
critics after Russell to conclude that Meinong’s project to develop an object theory
is hopelessly confused.

The most frequent objection to Meinong’s object theory is also the easiest to
answer. Meinong is often said to have planted an ‘ontic jungle’ of possible and
impossible nonexistent entities. This is supposed to have inflated ontology to
unacceptable proportions, particularly for those with desert landscape aesthetic
preferences in semantics and metaphysics. The reply to this unwarranted charge
is that Meinong could not possibly have inflated ontology with nonexistent objects,
since ontology is the domain exclusively of existent entities. Meinong’s semantics
permits reference and true predication of properties to existent and nonexistent
objects alike, regardless of their ontic status. It does not imply that nonexistent
objects in any sense exist. Sometimes one reads, without citation of text, that
Meinong thinks that the golden mountain exists or has being in some ‘secondary’
or ‘shadowy’ sense. Meinong’s ontology, despite all, is roughly the same as Frege’s,
Russell’s or Quine’s. Meinong’s intensionalism surpasses extensionalism by
swallowing it whole, and adding to the ontology an extraontology of nonexistent
objects that satisfy Leibnizian self-identity criteria, and as such can be thought
about, referred to, named, described in true predications, counted, quantified over,
and the like, regardless of their ontic status, as the intended objects of actual, ideal,
and imaginary thoughts. Meinong takes at face value the introspective data that we
can think and talk about the round square, even though it does not exist, and
respects the judgment that the round square cannot exist precisely because it truly
is both round and square. Meinong’s object theory does not postulate a superabun-
dance of entities. In some applications, on the contrary, it permits a reduction in the
ontology especially of abstract subsistent objects to which a theory is otherwise
committed. Object theory does not overpopulate ontology, but in the realm of
Auflersein offers an extraontological ontically neutral semantic domain of all
mind-independent intendable objects of thought and language, existent, dynamic
or abstract, and beingless (Routley 1979).

Russell extends a more provocative challenge when he observes that if for
Meinong thought is free to assume any object, including incomplete and impossible
nonexistent objects, and if intended incomplete and impossible nonexistent objects
truly have the properties attributed to them in thought, then it should be possible to
intend as an object of thought the existent round square, just as it is possible to
intend the (plain, unadorned) round square. If the round square is truly round and
square, then the existent round square presumably is existent, round, and square.
However, the round square as an impossible object cannot possibly exist, as
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Meinong rightly insists, because its Sosein contains the metaphysically incompat-
ible combination of properties of being simultaneously overall round and square. It
seems to follow that Meinong’s object theory, with its inflated domain of existent,
subsistent, and beingless intended objects, and its liberal interpretation of true
predication for the properties even of nonexistent impossible intended objects, is
caught in an inescapable contradiction (Russell 1905a, 484-5, b, 533).
Unfortunately, Meinong’s response to Russell’s objection introduces a confusing
distinction. He maintains that the existent round square is existent, even though it
does not exist. Russell claims he was unable to make sense of this reply, and as a
result lost interest in Meinong’s theory.'® Russell’s theory of definite descriptions,
published in the same year 1905 as his objection about the existent round square,
disallows reference and true predication of properties to nonexistent objects. The
position marks Russell’s commitment to a radically extensionalist ontology. Rus-
sell treats names as incomplete symbols to be replaced by definite descriptions, and
analyzes definite descriptions in terms of a triad of conditions, including existence,
uniqueness, and predication. Nonexistent objects in Russell’s austere ontic
extensionalism cannot even intelligibly be denoted by names or descriptions,
since they fail to satisfy the existence condition (Russell 1905a). Meinong’s official
solution to Russell’s problem of the existent round square involves yet another
complicated distinction between properties that have and those that lack the ‘modal
moment’. The modal moment is supposed to lend an object real being or full-
strength as opposed to watered-down (depotenzierte) factuality. When Meinong
claims that the existent round square is existent, he means that the existent round
square has a watered-down version of the property of being existent in its Sosein.
This individuates the existent round square from the intended object of thoughts
about the (plain, unadorned) round square. Meinong also insists that the existent
round square lacks the modal moment that would entail its actual existence, and so
does not exist (Uber die Stellung der Gegenstandstheorie im System der
Wissenschaften, AMG V, 16-7. Uber Moglichkeit und Wahrscheinlichkeit:
Beitrage zur Gegenstandstheorie und Erkenntnistheorie, AMG VI, 272-82).
Meinong’s defenders have since lamented the fact that he did not answer
Russell’s objection by appealing to a much simpler and more fundamental distinc-
tion already available in the theory. This is the distinction, derived by Meinong
from a suggestion of Mally’s, between nuclear or constitutive (konstitutorische)
and extranuclear or nonconstitutive properties (auferkonstitutorische
Bestimmungen).'' We shall speak alternatively and synonymously of nuclear or
constitutive and extranuclear or non- or extra-constitutive properties. The
constitutive-nonconstitutive terminology for this Meinongian distinction among
properties is more descriptive and faithful to the original categories in Mally

10See Griffin 1986. Smith 1985.

""AMG V1, 176-77. Meinong credits Mally with the distinction. See Findlay 1995, 176. The
standard English translation of Mally’s and Meinong’s terminology as ‘nuclear’ and ‘extranuclear’
is owing to Findlay. Parsons 1978, 1980, 23—4.
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adopted by Meinong. Despite literal redundancys, it is sometimes worthwhile to be
reminded that nuclear properties are constitutive of intended objects, in the sense of
belonging to their distinguishing intensional identity conditions.

The nuclear-extranuclear characterization of the same constitutive-
extraconstitutive property distinction nevertheless has widespread currency in the
secondary philosophical literature about Meinong’s object theory since Findlay’s
proposed translation, and is unavoidable in quoting and discussing the two divisions
of properties appearing in such sources. Nuclear properties are ordinary garden
variety properties, like being red or round. Extranuclear properties are properties
that determine an object as belonging specifically to one or another particular ontic
category, such as the properties of being existent, nonexistent, possible, impossible,
complete, incomplete. The distinction is entailed by the indifference thesis in object
theory, restricting nuclear properties only to membership in an object’s Sosein. If an
object’s Sosein provides the identity conditions by which an object is determined as
a particular existent or nonexistent object, and if an object’s Sosein can contain the
(non-watered-down modal-momentous) property of existence, completeness, or
any other extranuclear property, then the object’s so-being is clearly not indifferent
to its being or non-being, as the indifference principle requires.

A judicious application of Meinong’s nuclear-extranuclear property distinction
via the indifference principle enables object theory to avoid Russell’s problem of
the existent round square. If nuclear constitutive properties alone belong to an
object’s Sosein, to the absolute exclusion of extranuclear properties, then, since to
exist is an extranuclear rather than nuclear property, Meinong can simply reject out
of hand Russell’s counterexample as violating the nuclear-extranuclear property
distinction. The existent round square in that case is not existent, even in the
watered-down sense of a property lacking the modal moment, because the distinc-
tion implies that the only properties truly predicable of an object are the nuclear
properties in or compatible with those explicitly belonging to its Sosein.

Largely as a result of Russell’s influential criticisms, Meinong’s object theory
fell into disregard in much of twentieth century analytic philosophy. It is not
difficult to find discussions, often by writers who have not troubled to read
Meinong, rejecting a logical, semantic, or metaphysical theory merely on the
grounds that it condones or requires nonexistent objects. These criticisms, it is
both amusing and disheartening to see, typically dismiss a philosophical position
with a wave of the hand, and the disdainful pejorative that the theory is
‘Meinongian’.'> Ryle, though familiar with Meinong’s texts, and in some ways
sympathetic to Meinong’s ideas, must have believed he was sounding Meinong’s
final epitaph, when, in the quotation chosen to front this book, he contributes to the
parody of Meinong as a metaphysician gone mad, or anyway destined for perpetual
misunderstanding and unpopularity (Ryle 1973, 104).

12 For example, see Hacker 1987 rev. [1972], 8: “The Theory of Descriptions. . .enabled Russell to
thin out the luxuriant Meinongian jungle of entities (such as the round square) which, it had
appeared, must in some sense subsist in order to be talked about. ..’
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Despite its detractors, a resurrection of Meinongian object theory is underway.
Following Meinong’s death, and Mally’s some 25 years later, the interesting work
done by object theory philosophers in logic, metaphysics, scientific psychology,
philosophy of mind, philosophical semantics, and value theory, were sunk with one
stone by Russell’s supposedly ‘devastating’ refutations. As such, they were thought
to be not worth serious consideration. There were nevertheless a few philosophers
who defied analytic fashion and pursued what they found valuable in Meinong’s
thought, keeping the Graz school wing of Brentano’s intentionalist tradition in
empirical psychology alive. Meinong’s object theory, and to a lesser extent his
value theory, is now enjoying an unprecedented renaissance of interest and activity,
and there is a vital continuation and development of the research program in logic
and philosophy of language that Meinong and his followers initiated more than a
century ago.

1.8 Werttheorie: Values in Emotional Presentation

Object theory also provides the basis for an intentionalist theory of value. Value for
Meinong is explained from the dual standpoint of the subject who confers value on
intended objects by psychological attitude and in moments of emotional response,
and of the objects that are valued. To regard something as valuable is to intend it in
a special way. What is valued is always an object or an ‘objective’ (Objektiv) or
state of affairs, including the higher-order subsistence or nonsubsistence of a lower-
order objective or state of affairs.

Meinong’s theory can accordingly be divided into two parts: (a) analysis of the
psychological aspects of valuation and the mind’s conferring of values on objects,
and (b) treatment of the distinguished valuational objectives he calls dignitatives
and desideratives. Meinong’s value theory investigations, like his work in philo-
sophical psychology, metaphysics, and semantics, are continuations in new direc-
tions of areas of inquiry that had preoccupied Brentano. Meinong’s theory of
emotional presentation, presupposed by his later value theory, takes up themes
that can be traced to Brentano’s analysis of value in terms of correct and incorrect
emotion (see essays on Brentano’s value theory in Chisholm 1982a, b, c, 1986).

Like Brentano, Meinong is empiricist not only in his philosophical methodology
as it pertains to the development of logic, metaphysics, and psychology, but also by
extension to the consideration of moral and aesthetic value. Brentano’s recommen-
dation that Meinong study Hume’s empiricist theory of universals and particulars
laid the groundwork not only for Meinong’s object theory, but also for his later
treatment of valuation. Meinong’s value theory follows Hume and Francis
Hutcheson in its reliance on emotion and the passions in providing a psychological
account of value attributions. Unlike Hutcheson’s account, however, Meinong’s
theory does not postulate a special moral or aesthetic sixth sense. Nor, like Hume’s
and Hutcheson’s discussions, does Meinong’s analysis depend on a narrowly
construed associationist psychology. Meinong interprets value as arising from the
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emotional presentations subjects experience, and the emotional attitudes they
assume toward intended objects, including intended states of affairs. He agrees
with his empiricist predecessors that value, though in some sense impersonal and
amenable to scientific explanation, has no higher or absolute objective source.

The fundamental concept in Meinong’s value theory is that of ‘value-feelings’.
These occur in several types and degrees, and, like feelings generally in Meinong’s
intentionalist psychology, they are about or directed upon intended objects. The
objectives toward which emotions are aimed in valuation include four types of
dignitatives, which Meinong distinguishes as the Pleasant, the Beautiful, the True,
and the Good. The capital letters by which Meinong’s terms for the dignitatives are
naturally translated indicate that these objectives are not merely the properties of
objects, but are also objects in their own right, about which psychological subjects
can experience feelings and emotional attitudes, and with which they can engage in
cognitive states. At the same time, dignitatives are also valuational feelings and
values conferred on objects and objectives. The dignitatives can be used to describe
the subject’s experience as well as the intended object of the experience. This
application of technical terminology in Meinong’s theory accords in part with
ordinary usage, in which it is common to speak of a good or pleasant or beautiful
feeling, and of that toward which the feeling is directed as good or pleasant or
beautiful. The remaining dignitative, the True, may belong to a somewhat different
subcategory. It may be stretching things, but it is not unheard of for subjects to
speak even of feelings as true in the sense of corresponding to facts or as authentic
emotional responses. Meinong’s selection of these four dignitatives indicates the
generality to which his value theory aspires, encompassing sensory, aesthetic,
semantic, and moral values (AMG 1I1; see Findlay 1995, 303-21).

As a platform for ethical philosophy, Meinong’s analysis supports a subdivision
of emotional presentations into such categories as the meritorious, correct, allow-
able, and censurable. Actions in Meinong’s system are the primary vehicles of
moral value, and these in turn are motivated by desire. Desire is a distinctively
intentional concept, since desire is always desire for something or to do something,
and is therefore directed toward an intended object or state of affairs. Meinong
distinguishes between self- and other-regarding, or egoistic and altruistic, voluntary
actions, and applies the four categories of emotional presentations to each.
Meinong’s value classification scheme, parallel in many ways, but also comple-
mentary to, his taxonomy of intended objects, provides a place for value judgments
in every major category of ethical judgment. The basic concepts of value in the
theory make it possible for Meinong to define such higher-level moral notions as
justice and injustice, virtue and vice.

Desires for Meinong are intentional attitudes accompanied by emotional pre-
sentations directed toward desideratives. Desideratives, like dignitatives, in the
previously explained sense, are objects of higher order. As such, desideratives are
not fully reducible to ordinary objects and objectives, but constitute an additional
subdivision supplemental to the extraontological semantic domain of object and
value theory. By contrast with dignitatives, Meinong maintains that desideratives
are not merely the result of emotional attitudes, but are in some sense ‘objective’
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subsistent abstract entities, and that desideratives presuppose dignitatives in some-
what the way that objectives presuppose objects. A nonsubjective desiderative or
objective of desire might be to maximize happiness, or to treat all persons with
respect. In this way, the category of desideratives fulfills the function otherwise
served by abstract goals and principles in traditional normative theories. These,
despite being proper objectives of desire, as subsistent entities, are more impersonal
and absolute, and hence more removed from the vagaries of emotional presentation
and psychological inclination, than dignitatives.

As in the development of object theory, there is a complex history of theoretical
elaboration and refinement in Meinong’s reflections on problems of value. These
begin with the early Psychologisch-ethische Untersuchungen zur Werttheorie
(1904), extending to the mature work, Uber emotionale Prisentation (1916), the
posthumous Zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen Werttheorie (1923), and
unpublished Ethische Bausteine. Meinong’s later object and value theories together
constitute an integrated if unfinished intentionalist system of descriptive and nor-
mative philosophy (see also Findlay 1995, 264-302).

1.9 Meinong’s Philosophy in the Brentanian Legacy

In or around 1905, Brentano experienced what historians sometimes refer to as his
Immanenzkrise, a crisis of lost confidence in the immanent intentionality or inten-
tional in-existence thesis of 1874. In the 1911 edition of Psychologie, titled Von der
Klassifikation der psychischen Phdnomene, Brentano rejects immanent objects, and
announces his commitment to reism, an ontology restricted to ‘individuals’ or
actual particular existents. Brentano writes in the Foreword to his new treatise:
‘One of the most important innovations is that I am no longer of the opinion that
mental relation can have something other than a real thing [Reales] as its object’
(Brentano 1911a, ‘Vorwort’; reprinted, Brentano 1924, 2nd ed., II, 2
(my translation)).

There follows from the first appearance of the Psychologie a wave of explana-
tions and polemical replies meant to turn aside objections about the psychologism
apparently implied by the immanence thesis as misunderstandings of the original
doctrine."? By the time Brentano publicly repudiated the immanent intentionality

13 Brentano 1924 [1874], 2nd ed., II, 179-82, 2757 (‘Vom ens rationis. Diktat vom 6. Januar
1917°). See Mayer-Hillebrand, ‘Einleitung der Herausgeberin’, in Brentano 1966a, Letter from
Brentano to Anton Marty, 20. April 1910, 225-8. Gilson 1976, 63: ‘Some of [Brentano’s] disciples
strongly resent the accusation of psychologism which is often directed against his philosophical
attitude. In what measure they are justified in their protest is a difficult problem, whose solution
would require a discussion of Brentano’s doctrine as a whole. The truth about it seems at least to
be, that Brentano often resorted to psychological and more or less empirical explanations, without
ever losing the right feeling that, in philosophical problems, psychological necessities are of a
more than empirical nature.’
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thesis it was too late. The 1874 immanence thesis had already exerted both a
positive and negative impact on the circle of thinkers that surrounded Brentano.
The philosophers he had imbued with his vision of an intentionalist philosophy
reacted in a variety of ways to the claim that thought is immanently intentional, for
the most part accepting the intentionality of thought while rejecting its immanent
intentionality. The perceived need to develop a nonimmanent intentionalism gave
rise to object theory in the philosophy of Meinong and the Graz school, and
eventually to transcendental phenomenology in Husserl. The thinkers who were
to advance new approaches to the problems of philosophical psychology, episte-
mology, metaphysics, and value theory, adapting Brentano’s empirical methods in
psychology, had, before his rejection of immanent objectivity, launched out in
several directions. All recognized that intentionality was somehow the key to the
mind and the expression of thought in language and art, and in action more
generally, but all shared a sense of discomfort in a theory that seemed to seal off
the mind from the world by making the intended objects of thought the mind’s
immanent residents.

Meinong’s view of intentionality found expression in the domain of existent and
nonexistent intended objects, and the Aufsersein of the pure object. Without some
version of Brentano’s intentionality thesis, Meinong’s object theory could never
have taken flight. In comprehending its semantic domain, Gegenstandstheorie
depends essentially on the concept of ostensibly intended existent and nonexistent
objects of thought. Without rejecting Brentano’s early immanence or intentional
in-existence thesis, on the other hand, Meinong’s theory of existent and nonexistent
mind-independent objects equally could never have gone beyond the self-contained
internal contents of thoughts. The origins of Meinong’s object and value theory lie
in his modification of Brentano’s early intentionality thesis, accepting thought as
essentially intentional, but denying that thought is essentially immanently
intentional.



Chapter 2

Origins of Gegenstandstheorie: Immanent
and Transcendent Intended Objects

in Brentano, Twardowski, and Meinong

2.1 Immanent Objectivity

The theory of objects, phenomenology, and intentional philosophy and psychology,
are products of Brentano’s 1874 revival of the medieval Aristotelian doctrine of
intentional in-existence or intentionality thesis. In what is probably the most famous
previously quoted passage of Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt, Brentano
maintains that every mental phenomenon exhibits in Scholastic terms the inten-
tional in-existence of an object, reference to a content, direction upon an object that
is not an external thing, or immanent objectivity (Brentano 1874, 115).

Brentano’s conclusion is to be read with special emphasis, not merely as saying
that every psychological act is directed toward an object, but that the objects of
psychological states are literally contained immanently within the mental acts
directed intentionally toward or upon them. The meaning of ‘in-existence’ is not
that of nonexistence, in the way that inability is the contrary of ability. Rather, ‘in-
existence’ is locative. It refers to the place where intended objects are supposed to
be found, within the mental acts by which they are intended. The ‘in’ in ‘in-
existence’ is supposed to refer to the location of an intended object within the
thought that intends it, rather than, as is sometimes incorrectly assumed, as a
negation or complementation designating intended objects, where to be inexistent
means to be nonexistent.

The immanent intentionality thesis in Brentano’s early philosophical psychology
is undoubtedly responsible for the later charges of psychologism raised against him
from several quarters. Brentano afterwards rejected the immanence thesis,
maintaining the intentionality of mental phenomena in more neutral terminology
(Kraus 1924, 1, liv-lv, Ixii; 1I, 179-82).
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2.2 Immanence in a Closed Circle of Ideas

The difficulty with Brentano’s early immanent objectivity thesis, as with the
idealism implicit in eighteenth century British empiricism, is that it seems to
place the real world beyond the reach of thought. Objects of thought, which with
certain qualifications Brentano also characterizes as thought contents, belong to the
mental act itself, and as such are contained within it. To take just one of Brentano’s
examples, in desire something is desired. Thus, desire has an intended object. The
metaphysical categories to which the desired object belongs, and in particular an
answer to the question where it is located, are not explicitly posed.

Brentano’s official answer is that the desired object is contained in the psycho-
logical experience of desire. Suppose one desires a glass of wine. The glass is
poured and standing on the table. According to Brentano’s immanent objectivity
thesis, the desired wine is immanent within the desire for it. Such a conception is
empiricist in the classical British Enlightenment sense supporting some version of
phenomenalism, where the sensible ideas of the wine glass before me alone are
immediately perceived, and exist only within a mind. The dilemma is that there
either is or is not a bridge from thought to the transcendent objects of intentional
attitudes outside of thought. If there is no bridge, then experience is necessarily cut
off from the world as in the most radical idealism, and implies the counterintuitive
consequences that the objects of distinct intentional states are themselves distinct,
and never shared by the intentions of different thinking subjects. If there is a bridge,
then the link to external reality is more economically made directly from thought to
potentially shareable transcendent objects, without positing any immanent inten-
tional objects as intermediaries.

It might be said from an idealist perspective that the glass of wine on the table is
equally an immanent object. Just as the desired wine is included in the desire for it,
so the wine glass on the table is contained in the perception of it. The perception of
the wine for the idealist is after all nothing other than an intentional psychological
state, whose objects have no existence independent of their presentation. The
idealist assumption is not sufficient for the immanent perceived glass of wine to
be identical to the immanent desired glass of wine. The perception and desire are
distinct psychological episodes, that need not occur at the same time, and can even
occur one without the other, as when one desires an unseen or nonexistent glass of
wine. This implies that the immanent objects of these different mental states have
different constitutive properties, so that, by Leibnizian indiscernibility of identicals,
the immanent objects of the perception of and desire for a glass of wine are strictly
nonidentical. The conclusion is that one cannot desire the very same numerically
identical glass of wine which one perceives, remembers, despises, relishes, or
eagerly anticipates, since as distinct psychological states, each of these presenta-
tions has strictly nonidentical immanent intentional objects. Nor can you desire the
same glass of wine that another person desires.

This is sufficiently paradoxical to raise doubts about the theory’s plausibility. It
has the counterintuitive consequence that one can only desire something contained
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within the act of desiring, see, fear, or love only the immanently intentional object
belonging to the respective acts of seeing, fearing or loving. The implications are
untenable for five reasons: (1) The theory multiplies intentional objects beyond
necessity, positing as many different immanent intended objects as distinct psy-
chological states. (2) There is no suggested explanation of the relation if any
between these intended objects, say, between the glass of wine I see and the glass
of wine I desire or fear, though, even if distinct, these objects must presumably have
some intimate connection. (3) Idealism in and of itself embodies an intuitively
objectionable segregation of thought and external reality. (4) This version of
immanently objective idealism in particular has the further paradoxical result that
the intended objects of distinct psychological states are themselves distinct,
contradicting intuitive data about the convergence on or directedness of at least
some different psychological states toward identical intended objects. (5) The
immanent intentionality thesis in the idealist framework has the undesirable con-
sequence that different subjects can never stand in intentional attitudes toward
identical objects, no two persons can desire or despise the very same glass of
wine, for each will desire or despise the distinct intentional objects immanently
contained within their distinct psychological states and the mental acts by which a
glass of wine is intended.

It is interesting in this first horn of the dilemma to discover that the theory, like
classical British phenomenalism, is driven toward a radical idealism, intuitively
problematic in and of itself, and moreover inadequate to account for even the most
fundamental presumed facts about the intentionality of thought. The account cuts
off experience from contact with the external world, and precludes the direction of
thought upon identical intended objects by distinct psychological states of the same
or different subjects, while at the same time claiming to be observing a type of
empiricism. The difficulty is not entirely the fault of idealism per se, though the
idealist ontology already lifts a barrier between thought and reality, but specifically
of idealism coupled with Brentano’s immanent objectivity thesis.

The alternative is to deny idealism, positing instead a kind of duality of objects.
The modified realist proposal posits external mind-independent objects, and imma-
nent intentional objects contained within psychological states, by virtue of which
mental phenomena can still be distinguished from nonmental phenomena through
the immanent objectivity of the mental. The dual categories of objects can be
related in such a way, that, when one desires a glass of wine, there is an immanently
desired glass of wine which refers to or stands in some other relation to the glass of
wine on the table in the external world, by virtue of which the subject can also
intelligibly be said to desire not just the wine contained within the moment of
desire, but the glass of wine on the table in the extra-mental world.

This otherwise more satisfactory compromise is beset by difficulties that also
make it ultimately unacceptable. Like the idealist approach, the modified realist
proposal still multiplies intended objects beyond explanatory necessity, positing
immanent and external or transcendent objects at least whenever thought is in some
sense about existent or subsistent objects. The relation between the two categories
of objects is equally mysterious in this moderate explanation as under the idealist
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assumption. The connection linking immanent and transcendent or external objects
moreover cannot simply be referential as indicated, since reference is itself an
intentional feature of a psychological state, and so presumably partakes of an
immanent objectivity. To paraphrase Brentano, in referring, something is
referred to.

This approach provides no outlet from the closed circle of ideas to the external
world. It remains necessary to forge the link between an immanent object of desire,
perception, or reference, and the transcendent object that in some as yet unspecified
sense corresponds to the thought’s content. Suppose that the elusive relation could
be identified, directly tying immanent to external objects, so that it becomes
intelligible to say that an immanent intentionality directed toward the object the
thought contains can also bear the same appropriate intentional attitude toward the
corresponding external thought-transcending object. If this can be done, then at
once there is no further motivation for assuming that there are immanently intended
objects in the first place. It must then suffice to characterize psychological states as
bearing the unknown relation directly to thought-transcending intended objects of
thought, without postulating thought-immanent objects as intermediaries.

In desiring the glass of wine, instead of assuming that there are two objects,
immanent and transcendent, strangely related to each other so that both are desired
in one occurrence of thought, the desire for the transcendent wine somehow
dependent on the desire for the immanent wine, it would evidently be simpler and
more economical to maintain that the transcendent wine is directly desired, and that
there simply is no immanent wine qua intended object of desire. The elimination of
immanently intended objects has the further advantage of avoiding the need to
explain the inscrutable relation between immanent and transcendent objects, and of
explaining away counterintuitive consequences like the implication that every
intentional state must contain within itself its own immanently intended objects
that are never shared by distinct psychological states.

The objection need not be decisive in overturning Brentano’s early immanence
or intentional in-existence doctrine. Considerations of this sort nevertheless indi-
cate that the theory can only be salvaged by heroic and intuitively unsupported
additional distinctions and assumptions. The theory must stray from ordinary ways
of thinking about intentional connections between ideas and their objects, if imma-
nent intentionality is to remain the criterion of psychological phenomena. Whether
these exact problems eventually caused Brentano to abandon the immanent inten-
tionality thesis is not now and may never definitely be known. The subsequent
development of intentionality theory by Brentano’s students and others influenced
by his early work, the reactions against the immanence or intentional in-existence
thesis, and the solutions their writings contain, taking what they want from the
intentionality thesis and leaving behind what they do not want, testify unmistakably
to these difficulties in particular as the source of new directions in intentionalist
philosophy.

The rise of transcendental phenomenology in Husserl’s thought is well
documented, and needs for its completion only the acknowledgement that its
occasion was most probably provided by the failure of Husserl’s own early attempt
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to explain the philosophical foundations of arithmetic with Brentano’s immanent
intentionality thesis as a cornerstone.' The unwritten chapters in the history of
object theory as it emerged in Austria at the turn of the century in the philosophy of
Meinong, Twardowski, Mally, Ameseder, and others, reveal an important, and,
because they follow a contrary path, equally if not more insightful assessment, of
the important truths in Brentano’s intentionality thesis, and limitations and explan-
atory inconveniences of the immanent intentionality thesis.

2.3 Twardowski’s Content-Object Distinction

Twardowski’s 1894 Zur Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstellungen is
often described as a milestone in object theory psychology and philosophical
semantics. Twardowski distinguishes the mental act, content, and object of every
presentation, in somewhat the way that Brentano had previously distinguished
between act and immanent object. Brentano had incidentally described the imma-
nently intended object contained in each psychological phenomenon as itself a
content, and intentionality as a relation between a mental act and its content.
Twardowski does not so much introduce a new set of philosophical concepts as
restructure the terminology he inherits from Brentano.

The concept of a psychological act in which a presentation appears is essentially
unchanged from Brentano’s discussion of characteristic mental acts. Brentano’s
original doctrine of the immanent object of an intentional attitude is revised by
Twardowski and reinterpreted as the content (/nhalt) of the presentation. Brentano
had already suggested that objects contained within the psychological states
directed toward them were in some sense also the contents of the experience.
Twardowski goes beyond this by relegating the immanent component of psycho-
logical presentation to the status of content as distinct from intended object,
offering four different arguments to prove that the content of a presentation cannot
be identical to its object.” The concept of the content of a presentation is already
available to Brentano’s immanence thesis, but from the standpoint of Twardowski’s
categories, Brentano confuses the content of a presentation with its object. The
content only, and not the object of the presentation, is immanent, lived-through and

! Brentano 1924, II, 179-82, 275-7 (‘Vom ens rationis. Diktat vom 6. Januar 1917°). Letter from
Brentano to Anton Marty, 20. April 1910, in Mayer-Hillebrand 1966, 225-8. For a rather different
picture of the later relations between Brentano and Husserl, see Spiegelberg 1977. Morrison 1970.
Philipse 1986-1987.

2 Twardowski 1894, §6, ‘Die Verschiedenheit von Vorstellungsinhalt und -Gegenstand’, 29-34.
Meinong, as might be expected from his collaboration with Hofler and the influence of their Logik
on Twardowski’s categories, accepts Twardowski’s content-object distinction, but rejects his third
and fourth arguments. Meinong 1899. See also Husserl 1979. I criticize Twardowski’s arguments
as establishing only a nonexclusive rather than exclusive distinction between content and object in
Jacquette 1987.
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contained within the psychological state to which the content belongs. The object of
a presentation in contrast is transcendent, not in the Kantian sense of an unknowable
noumenal thing-in-itself, but in the general sense of being mind-independent, with
an extra-psychological semantic status, whether existent or nonexistent
(Twardowski 1894, 24-25, 27, 36).

This is importantly different from the modified realism described in the second
horn of the dilemma for immanence theories. Twardowski argues against the
possibility that contents could ever be objects, and therefore denies that there
could be both immanent and transcendent intended objects. That is part of his
reason for distinguishing content from object. Although content is immanent,
content is in no sense the intended object of a presentation, which on intuitive
grounds remains transcendent. Nor is Twardowski’s distinction faced with the
problem of explaining the mysterious relation between immanent and transcendent
objects, since on his account immanent content in some sense mentally represents a
corresponding thought-transcending intended object of thought.

Twardowski never openly accuses Brentano of confusing thought content with
intended object, but on the contrary credits him with the important rediscovery of
the intentionality of thought. He then proceeds immediately to reconstrue
Brentano’s original categories for his own purposes, turning Brentano’s immanent
object into mere content, and positing distinctively nonimmanent mind-
transcendent objects as the only legitimate intended objects of presentations.
Twardowski begins with an homage to Brentano’s immanence theory, linking the
doctrine explicitly to its author in the footnote:

It is one of the best known propositions of psychology, disputed by almost no one, that
every psychical phenomenon is related [beziehe] to an immanent object. The existence of
such a relation is a characteristic feature of the psychical phenomena which by means of it
are distinguished from the physical phenomena. ..One is accustomed on the basis of this
relation to an ‘immanent object’, which is peculiar to psychical phenomena, to distinguish
between the act and content of every psychical phenomenon, and so each of them is
represented under a double viewpoint.®

Twardowski argues that the distinction between act and content or immanent
object is not enough. It is also necessary, he claims, to distinguish immanent content

* Twardowski 1894, 3 (my translation). Grossmann gives a somewhat different translation of
Twardowski’s term ‘beziehe’ as ‘intends’. See Twardowski 1977, in Grossmann’s trans., 1: ‘It is
one of the best known positions of psychology, hardly contested by anyone, that every mental
phenomenon intends an immanent object’ (emphasis added). This gives a misleading impression
of Twardowski’s careful attempt to say only that an immanent component of every presentation is
in more neutral terminology ‘related’ (as his further references to the ‘Beziehung’ also make
evident) to a psychological phenomenon. Grossmann’s choice of ‘intends’ here suggests on the
contrary that the immanent component of thought is the one everyone agrees is intended or toward
which the thought is directed. But this would contradict most of Twardowski’s subsequent
discussion, since it makes the immanent component of thought the intentional object rather than
merely the content. Twardowski says only that there is general agreement about every psycho-
logical phenomenon being related to an immanent object, which permits him to lean heavily on
Brentano’s intentionality thesis without commitment to immanent objectivity.
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from transcendent object. He appeals to the authority of Hofler and Meinong’s
Logik, although the distinction occurs in a series of bold pronouncements supported
only by an intuitive yearning for objectivity in psychology and semantics, and an
unexamined denunciation of the idealist alternative.

The conclusion Twardowski reaches, beginning with Brentano’s early imma-
nence thesis, in which the objects of thought are contained in the psychological acts
that apprehend them, implies an outright contradiction of immanent intentionality.
The contradiction is disguised only by the fact that Twardowski relocates the
immanence of the objects of thought by consigning them to the category of
contents, and then distinguishing on the grounds of a perceived ambiguity or
confusion between immanent content and transcendent intended object, denying
that the intended objects of presentations in the proper sense are immanent, while
insisting for the sake of clarity or disambiguity that they be regarded as
nonimmanent, mind-independent:

Accordingly, one has to distinguish the object at which our idea ‘aims, as it were,” and the
immanent object or the content of the presentation. . .It will also turn out that the expression
‘the presented’ is in a similar way ambiguous as is the expression ‘presentation’. The latter
serves just as much to designate the act and the content, as the former serves as a
designation of the content, of the immanent object, and as a designation of the
non-immanent object, the object of the presentation (Twardowski 1894, 4 (my translation)).

At this stage, Twardowski has renounced if not effectively refuted Brentano’s
immanent intentionality thesis. What is now ‘the object of the presentation’ in the
correct disambiguated sense of the word, is independent of thought, and only the
content is immanent and literally contained within a thinking subject’s thoughts.
Twardowski further motivates the ambiguity by an apt analogy with equivocations
surrounding the phrase ‘painted landscape’, on the basis of a distinction between
determining and modifying properties. A ‘painted landscape’ can mean either the
canvas or the terrain that has been painted, in much the same way that ‘object of
thought’ can mean either the representational thought content, or the intended
object of which the content is an image. Twardowski’s official terminology for
disambiguating these aspects of presentations is to speak of objects as presented in
(contents) or through (intended objects, properly so-called) presentations
(Twardowski 1894, §4, ‘Das “Vorgestellte”, 12-20).

The argument acknowledges Brentano’s contribution to philosophical psychol-
ogy, and perhaps unintentionally also permits Brentano leave from an untenable
position by extending the ambiguity of immanent contents and transcendent objects
to Brentano’s own statements about the immanence of intended objects. If, by the
immanence of intentional objects, Brentano had meant just what Twardowski
describes as the immanence of content, then the threat of idealism would be
removed. This is plainly not what Brentano believes, and Brentano of all thinkers
could hardly be expected to choose this way out. Twardowski’s failure more
directly to criticize Brentano is curious, given that his reinforced distinction
between content and object flatly contradicts the immanent intentionality thesis.
Perhaps it is a matter of pupil-teacher gentility or temerity on Twardowski’s part,
for he shows no hesitation in attacking lesser lights including Christoph Sigwart,
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Moritz W. Drobisch, Benno Kerry, and Marty, even though none of these offend
any worse against the content-object distinction than Brentano, and even though
their content-object confusions can be traced directly to Brentano’s 1874
Psychologie (Twardowski 1894, esp. 55-102).

The requirement that intended objects transcend the psychological states that
apprehend them, the hint of an ontic domain of transcendent objects, some of which
exist in space and time, while others of which are abstract or even nonexistent, is an
almost inevitable counterreaction to the complications entailed by Brentano’s early
immanent intentionality thesis. The origins of Gegenstandstheorie are to be found
in Twardowski’s Hofler-Meinong initiative to free intended objects from the closed
circle of ideas implied by Brentano’s early immanence or in-existence of intention-
ality thesis. By indicating a domain of existent and nonexistent thought-
transcending intended objects, Twardowski sets the stage for later more extensive
semantic-psychological investigations of Meinong and the Graz school.

2.4 Mind-Independence Beyond Being and Non-Being

Meinong always insisted that the objects of the object theory domain were mind-
independent, thereby avoiding association with idealism, subjectivism, or psychol-
ogism.* However, he never tried to prove by argument or evidence that intended
objects were extramental or could obtain independently of thought or thinking. That
task was left for his closest student and longtime collaborator Ernst Mally, who in
his 1914 essay ‘Uber die Unabhiingigkeit der Gegenstiinde vom Denken’, offers an
informal diagonalization against the possibility of self-referential thought in order
to prove that at least some objects in the object theory referential semantic domain
are unapprehendable, and therefore entirely independent of thought.

Mally in Section 5 of the essay begins with the question, “Ist jeder Gegenstand
erfassbar?” (‘Is every object apprehendable?’). Mally observes that an argument
from experience or inductive proof would not settle the matter, since even if every
thought that occurs in experience has an object, it does not follow that there are no
remaining unapprehendable objects. He concludes that the question must be
answered a priori, and examines but finally rejects an argument from the generality
of reference in quantified sentences of the form ‘All objects...” and ‘Every
object. . .”.

One can perhaps say: Whether every object is apprehendable is a question which can
dispose of itself; for in the question itself every object will be treated, which would make no
sense unless the questioning had already apprehended every object... (Mally 1914,
47 (my translation). See Jacquette, trans. 1989d).

The idea is that in asking whether every object is apprehendable, each and every
object is already apprehended and therefore intended by the question itself, in

#Meinong 1910, 271-3, 1921. Smith 1982, 205-9.
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accord with an implicit semantic principle governing the interpretation of univer-
sally quantified expressions. Mally rejects this solution because of a paradox about
the impossibility of self-referential thought (See Jacquette 1982, 1989b).

1. Thought D’ intends only thought D.
2. D is any thought that does not intend itself.

3. D’ intends itself if and only if D’ does not intend itself.

Mally understands the paradox to imply that the concept of a thought which
refers to itself and the concept of a thought which does not refer to itself are alike
meaningless. This enables him to challenge what he somewhat misleadingly
describes as the epistemological or critical idealist in object theory, claiming that
if thoughts that ostensibly make general reference to ‘all objects’ or ‘every object’
actually entail the apprehension of all objects, then the thoughts or presentations
containing these generalizations would have to apprehend themselves, since they
are also objects (Meinong 1899, 189-90). This is just what Mally’s paradox about
self-referential thought is supposed to prove impossible. Mally claims that a general
science of objects can therefore be obtained only if the objects are stratified into an
ascending hierarchy of ordered types, on the model of Russell’s type theory.’

In section 6, Mally proposes to answer the idealist question, ‘Ist Sein identisch
mit Erfasstsein?’ (‘Is being identical with being apprehended?’). Here it may suffice
to suggest the way in which a vicious infinite regress is supposed to obtain if being
is identified with apprehendability. Mally argues that if the identification is made,
then ‘A exists’ means ‘A is apprehended’. On the critical or epistemological idealist
thesis, this is equivalent to ‘It is known that A exists’, which in turn means ‘It is
known that it is known that A exists’, and so on ad infinitum. Mally writes: ‘In order
to apprehend the sense of our thesis, one must go back again and again from one
assertion of knowledge to another, i.e. one never comes to a sense of the assertion at
all’ (Mally 1914, 51 (my translation)).

Mally’s arguments appear to refute the proposition that all objects are
apprehendable, or that there are no unapprehendable Meinongian objects. In fact,
they are inconclusive, and do not even purport to establish the more important
positive proposition that there definitely are unapprehendable Meinongian objects
in the object theory referential semantic domain. It is possible to circumvent
Mally’s paradox as Mally himself suggests by a Russellian hierarchy of ordered
objects. This means that the paradox cannot be relied on to confirm the meaning-
lessness of general reference to and apprehension of every object in universal
quantifications over objects. The infinite regress objection to the radical idealist

5 Mally 1914, 49: ‘At least this much is established with all clarity. . . The question whether every
object is apprehendable is too general, i.e. put in too undetermined a way to have a legitimate
sense. One can only sensibly ask whether the objects of such and such kind (which represent a
totality) are apprehendable by means of thoughts of such and such kind’ (my translation). The
position is reinforced by Twardowski’s view about the inability of a plurality of objects to fall
under a general concept or presentation. See Twardowski 1894, 34.
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or conceptualist is also inconclusive. At most Mally’s regress shows that there may
be existent unapprehendable objects. The difficult problem for object theory has to
do with the unapprehendability of nonexistent objects like the golden mountain and
round square. What object theory status does an incomplete or impossible object
have, if it is not even potentially apprehendable as the target of an actual or possible
thought?

It can only be concluded that nowhere in Meinong’s object theory or the
immediate satellite theories that developed around its core is there a satisfactory
refutation of Brentano’s original immanence or intentional in-existence thesis.
There is at most an intuitive rejection or repudiation of the theory, based on a
repugnance for its idealist consequences. It is in vain to look in any of the
masterworks of the object theory philosophers for a sound argument against
immanent intentionality, since to disprove the immanence thesis would in effect
be to disprove idealism itself. Like most grandscale metaphysical ideologies,
idealism is sufficiently complex and conceptually rich to contain the resources to
withstand direct attack for any proponents willing to live with even its most
counterintuitive implications.

The most powerful inducement to accept the transcendence version of the
independence thesis in Meinongian object theory is that by positing a semantic
domain of mind-independent objects beyond being and non-being, it is possible to
explain facts about the intentionality of thought and language, the nature of ontic
commitment, and ordinary ways of speaking about existent and nonexistent objects
and their properties, which otherwise at best can only be implausibly explained or
explained away. The justification for an object theory of mind-independent tran-
scendent intentional objects is the scientific one that Brentano and Meinong would
have agreed on in principle, despite all other disagreements of substance, of
satisfactorily and economically accounting for all relevant pre-theoretical data. In
this way, the scientific approach to philosophical psychology that Brentano empha-
sizes from the outset is not lost sight of in Meinong’s object theory.

2.5 Brentano’s Later Reism

It may be wondered how Brentano got himself into the predicament of maintaining
the immanent intentionality or intentional in-existence thesis in the first place.
There are several possible explanations, but the complete story may never be told.°

Brentano’s philosophical training inclined him to an appreciation of Aristotle
and the Scholastics to an extent that, outside of specialized scholars of these figures,
such as his own teacher Friedrich Adolf Trendelenburg, was almost unprecedented
among professional philosophers of his time. The dominant trend against which

The best accounts are found in Chisholm 1967. See also Hedwig 1978, 1979. Marras 1976.
Spiegelberg 1936, 1978a, b, Volume I, 27-50. Howart 1980. See also Rancurello 1968.
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Brentano struggled was woven out of several strands of post-Kantian idealism and
Hegelianism (See Chisholm 1960, ‘Editor’s Introduction’, 4—6; Srzednicki 1965,
10-11, 114). This may explain Brentano’s affirmation of an immanence theory of
intentionality, and his reluctance to embrace the contrary transcendentalist termi-
nology, with its whispers of Kant’s thing-in-itself. It cannot be overemphasized that
Brentano sought to develop the philosophy of mind on empirical grounds, adapting
scientific methods to his subject. From a strictly empirical point of view, it may
appear unnecessary and perhaps even unintelligible to ask whether intended objects
transcend or actually exist beyond or outside of experience. Brentano’s main
purpose in resurrecting the Scholastic immanence or intentional in-existence thesis
is to pin down his subject matter in Aristotelian fashion, articulating a criterion to
distinguish the mental or psychological from the nonmental and nonpsychological.
With this limited end in view, Brentano may have judged it unnecessary, if not
unscientific, to trespass into speculative metaphysics from the confines of empirical
knowledge.

Radical empiricism leads to phenomenalism and idealism in Brentano’s early
thought, just as surely as in Berkeley’s philosophy. The dilemma of respecting both
empiricist methodology and commonsense pretheoretical beliefs about the mind-
independence of objects of experience is dramatically, dialectically played out in
the transition from Brentano’s acceptance to his rejection of the immanent inten-
tionality thesis. Guided by the desire to set psychology on a firm scientific meth-
odology, Brentano begins first with an empiricist criterion for distinguishing mental
from physical phenomena, perhaps in the conviction that a sound method could not
yield incorrect results. As indeed it could not. Only later, when the theory has
achieved sufficient definition, does the nature of the idealistic consequences inher-
ent in its radical empiricism become evident. The choice, at least to those of anti-
idealist temperament, was obvious, historically, and meant the abandonment of
Brentano’s immanence or intentional in-existence criterion of the psychological.
Husserl blazed a trail in one direction, leading toward a phenomenology of subjec-
tive quasi-abstract thought content noemata and corresponding transcendental
objects. The founders of object theory developed another related but different
direction leading to immanent contents and existent or nonexistent mind-
independent intended objects beyond being and non-being.

Brentano also finally rejected the immanent intentionality thesis. He did so in his
own way, however, not following either of the splinter groups among his students
whose point of departure was the immanence criterion. Instead, Brentano traveled
in the furthest, most opposite extreme, adopting for his later Aristotelian reist
ontology the proposition that only concrete physical objects can legitimately be
intended in thought or language, and purging his technical philosophical vocabu-
lary entirely of references to immanence and immanent objects. The progress of this
period of Brentano’s thought is represented by his correspondence with Kraus,
Marty, and Stumpf during 1902-1916, particularly in the collection of exchanges
edited as Die Abkehr vom Nichtrealen, and the early letters to Marty assembled in
Wahrheit und Evidenz. Reist objects are obviously transcendent, so that the
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immanence thesis gives place in the later Brentano as in Twardowski, Hofler, and
Meinong, to direct apprehension of objects as mind-independent intentionalities.’

In a letter to Marty dated March 17, 1905, Brentano writes in a passage worth
quoting at length:

As for what you say about Hofler’s remarks, the ‘content and immanent object’ of the
presentation was surprising to me...When I spoke of ‘immanent object’, I added the
expression ‘immanent’ in order to avoid misunderstandings, because many mean by
‘object’ that which is outside the mind. By contrast, I spoke of an object of the presentation,
which it likewise is about, when there is nothing outside the mind corresponding to it [wenn
ihr auflerhalb des Geistes nichts entspricht].

It has never been my opinion that the immanent object= ‘object of presentation’
(vorgestelltes Objekt). The presentation does not have ‘the presented thing’, but rather
‘the thing’, so, for example, the presentation of a horse [has] not ‘presented horse’, but
rather ‘horse’ as (immanent, that is, the only properly so-called) object (Brentano 1966a,
119-20 (my translation; author’s original emphases); compare the translation of this letter
in Brentano 1966b, 77).

These remarks require careful scrutiny if Brentano’s exact meaning is to be
understood. Brentano is not saying that he never accepted immanent objects as the
intended objects of thought, but only that he did not regard immanent objects as
conceived of as contents, or as immanent intended objects. Thus, in thinking about
a horse, the immanent object of the thought is a horse, not a thought-of- or presented
horse (Brentano 1966a, Letter to Oskar Kraus, 8. November 1914, 250-2;
‘Worterkldrungen’, 27. Januar 1917, ibid., 390-1).

Brentano’s conclusion seems to be that, phenomenologically speaking, when
thinking about a horse, one simply thinks about the horse, not about the horse as
thought of. The horse itself is intended, not the presented horse or horse as
presented. This part of Brentano’s clarification agrees fully with common sense,
but it does not help to explain how an intended flesh and blood horse can belong
immanently to a psychological state, to literally exist within it. Brentano’s letter to
Marty obscures rather than illuminates his position vis-a-vis the Hofler-Meinong-
Twardowski distinction between act, content, and object. Brentano denies that the
immanent object of the presentation of a horse is the horse-as-presented, but the
horse itself, except on the most extreme idealism, is not an appropriate candidate for
immanent objectivity. What makes more sense is to take the line of Hofler,
Meinong, and Twardowski, assuming that the immanently intentional component
of a psychological state is the content, the contemplated horse or horse-as-
presented, which Hofler describes as a quasi-image, and Twardowski likens to a
painting or representational artwork of an intended object.

The intended object of a thought as Brentano maintains is indeed standardly not
the thought-of-object. Those of his distant followers who rejected the immanence
thesis would warmly applaud Brentano’s claim that only the horse and not the
contemplated horse is correctly designated the intended object under the circum-
stances described. That is why the act-content-object distinction was advanced, so

7 Kotarbinski 1976. Korner 1977.
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that horses rather than presented horses could be regarded as the intended objects of
thought, and presented horses could be understood not as intended objects, but as
the contents of the relevant thoughts. What remains puzzling is not Brentano’s
claim that horses are the proper intended objects of thought, but that he should
continue to insist even in 1905 that they are the immanent objects of thought. The
only conclusion to draw is either that Brentano does not understand the content-
object distinction, or that he means something entirely different by his own use of
the term ‘immanentes Objekt’ than his students and contemporaries, and subsequent
traditions, have understood him to mean.

Many if not most of Brentano’s arguments for reism emerge only in scattered
remarks and correspondence from his later period, as piecemeal efforts to show that
this or that non-individual cannot be a genuine intentional object of thought. For
example, in the draft titled ‘Entwurf zur Klassifikation der psychischen
Phinomene’, dated March 1910, Brentano writes:

17. We have only things as objects, all fall under a higher concept.

The majority of things are also regarded as real. Look at the so-called objective
[Objektiv] (contents of judgments such as for example that all men are mortal).

18. Negatives are not objects. Past and future tenses are not objects. Possibilities are not
objects. Origin of the so-called concept of possibility. . .Psychic correlates such as that
which is acknowledged, that which is denied, the loved, the hated, the presented, are not
objects. Truth, error, good, bad, are not objects. That for which the abstract names are signs,
are not objects (Brentano 1910, 219-20 (my translation)).

By contrast, in a letter to Kraus on October 31, 1914, Brentano offers a more
general argument to establish the truth of reism:

.. .Ishall begin immediately today giving you in what I believe to be a simple and rigorous
manner a proof that nothing other than things can be objects of our presentations and
therefore of our thinking generally.

The proof is founded on the fact that the concept of presenting is a uniform
[einheitlicher] one, that the term is therefore univocal [univok], not equivocal
[aquivok]. It belongs again to this concept that every presentation presents something,
and if this ‘something’ were not itself univocal [eindeutig], then the term ‘presentation’
would also not be univocal. If this is certain, then it is impossible to understand as this
‘something’ at one time a real [Reales] (thing) [(Ding)], and at another time a non-thing
[Nichtreales]. There is no concept which could be common to things and non-things.

This proof in my opinion is absolutely decisive. One finds a very expedient manifold
verification, and more and more so, in the analysis of cases in which a non-thing appears to
be the object of a presentation (Brentano 1966a, Letter to Oskar Kraus, 31. October 1914,
249 (my translation)).8

Brentano’s proof, despite its bravado, is anything but decisive. It is unclear what
Brentano intends in the first place by analyzing situations in which a non-thing
appears to be an object of thought, in order to “verify’ the proof of which he speaks,
since Brentano does not explain in this short epistle to Kraus, nor elsewhere in his

8 Brentano 1982, 131: ‘Die Realititen, die in unsere ‘Wahrnehmung fallen, sind psychische, d.h. sie
zeigen eine intentionale Beziehung auf ein immanentes Objekt.’
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writings, what the analysis is supposed to consist in, what direction it should take,
and what conclusions it would support.

There is no alternative in evaluating Brentano’s ‘proof’, except critically to
examine the argument itself in detail. The demonstration has this form:

1. Thinking is thinking about something.
2. The concept of thinking is uniform [einheitlich], so that the term ‘presentation’ is
univocal, not equivocal.

3. If the term ‘something’ were equivocal, then the term ‘presentation’ would also

be equivocal. (D)
4. Therefore, the term ‘something’ is univocal. 2,3)
5. In particular, therefore, the term ‘something’ is not equivocal as between
designating alternatively either a thing or a non-thing. “)

The argument, unfortunately, is defective. As it stands, the conclusion no more
upholds reism than anti-reism, since the deduction shows only that ‘something’
cannot mean both sometimes a thing and sometimes a non-thing. This modest result
by itself does not prove that the something toward which a thought is directed is
always a thing rather than a non-thing.

Brentano can obtain his conclusion by bringing forward the suppressed assump-
tion that:

2a. Some presentations are about things.
From this and proposition (5) it then follows that:

6. Therefore, only things can be the objects of presentations, to the absolute
exclusion of non-things. (2a, 5)

Without reasoning in a circle against the idealist, Brentano has no solid founda-
tion for blocking the very opposite conclusion from the equally pre-analytically
intuitive assumption that:

2a’. Some presentations are about non-things.
Within his own argument structure, it could then validly be deduced that:

6'. Therefore, only non-things can be the objects of presentations, to the absolute
exclusion of things. (2a’,5)

Brentano cannot simply insist on (2a), and refuse to consider the intuitive merits
of (2a), unless or until he has satisfactorily established the reist conclusion in (6).
The reist conclusion in (6), in turn, cannot be reached within Brentano’s proof
structure unless or until (2a) is sustained and (2a’) justifiably withdrawn. Brentano
asserts that, ‘There is no concept which could be common to things and non-things’.
This pronouncement once again merely begs the question against the anti-reist, for
whom the very terms ‘something’ and ‘object of thought’ denote a concept they
believe to be common to things and non-things. The prospects for a noncircular
defense of Brentano’s argument for reism appear increasingly unlikely.
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The circularity objection presupposes the validity of Brentano’s basic argument
structure, but this too can be called into question. The premise in (1) is a modified
version of Brentano’s intentionality thesis, formulated in more neutral terminology
with respect to its original commitment to the immanence of intended objects.
There remains something suspect, almost sophistic, about the body of the deriva-
tion. The fact, if it is a fact, that the word ‘presentation’ is univocal, and that every
presentation is always about something, may be sufficient to uphold the conclusion
in (4) that the term ‘something’ is also univocal. The sense in which ‘something’ is
univocal does not imply the final conclusion in (5), that ‘something’ therefore
cannot be ambiguous as between designating alternatively either a thing or a
non-thing. To take an obvious counterexample, consider by immediate analogy
that if this mode of argument were logically valid, then it would be equally correct
to conclude from the claim that the term ‘human’ is univocal, having an unambig-
uous meaning, that therefore ‘human’ must also be unambiguous in the sense of not
designating alternatively men or women.

Brentano seems to confuse the univocity or unambiguity of a concept or term for
a concept with the rather different question of whether the objects falling under a
concept or denoted as a set by the term all belong to the same metaphysical
category. The term ‘something’, as Brentano uses it is consistent with its being
understood as a higher-order metaphysical category term, perhaps of the very
highest order, subsuming the lower-order metaphysical category terms ‘thing’ and
‘non-thing’. It may be true that if ‘presentation’ is univocal and every presentation
is about something, then ‘something’ is also univocal in the sense of having a single
unambiguous meaning. This implication, nevertheless, does not prevent ‘some-
thing” from subsuming ontically diverse lower-order metaphysical categories.
There is an equivocation in the meaning of the words “univocal’ and ‘not equivocal’
as they occur in conclusions (4) and (5) of this reconstruction of Brentano’s proof,
which renders the argument invalid.”

The difficulty with the austere reist ontology Brentano introduces in this later
phase is plausibly accounting for apparent reference to abstract and nonexistent
objects, problems for which Husserl’s phenomenology and Meinong’s object theory
are better adapted. Brentano’s reism appears in many ways intended to refute the
irrealia of object theory.'® Brentano goes to ingenious lengths to tailor intentional
objects in these categories to his minimalist reist framework, but from the volume
and difficulty of his attempts to reconcile reism with pre-analytic intuition, the high
costs of reism like the high costs of idealism quickly become apparent.

° For another assessment of the proof, see Terrell 1976.

19 Brentano 19664, Letter to Oskar Kraus, 14. September 1909, 201-2. Letter to Anton Marty, 20.
April 1910, ibid., 225-8. Letter to Marty, 28. Dezember 1913, ibid., 240—1. Letter to Kraus, 16.
November 1914, ibid., 255-9. Letter to Kraus, 10. Januar 1915, ibid., 274-5. Brentano 1930, 87-9.
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If, from an anti-idealist anti-reist perspective, Brentano’s immanence thesis and
later repudiation of abstract and nonexistent objects appear to be metaphysical
mistakes, they are undoubtedly among the most interesting, challenging, and
theoretically fertile mistakes ever made in the history of philosophy.''

"'T am grateful to Wilhelm Baumgartner for advice about useful sources in Brentano’s correspon-
dence and Nachlaf3.



Chapter 3
Meinong on the Phenomenology
of Assumption

3.1 On Intentionality

As a student of Brentano’s, Meinong pursued his teacher’s thesis of the intention-
ality of mind in his own distinctive way and in a direction that was not only unlike
but antithetical to Brentano’s. Where Marty in his philosophy of language adheres
closely to Brentano’s reductive reist conception of existent individuals and their
particular instantiated properties, and Husserl develops a version of descriptive
psychology that culminated in transcendental phenomenology, Meinong proposes
his Gegenstandstheorie as a supporting complement for Brentano’s commitment to
the division between physical and psychological phenomena, on the basis of the
intentionality of the psychological and nonintentionality of the physical. Meinong’s
effort in this regard is one that Brentano, in light of his Aristotelian ontology of
dynamic spatiotemporal particulars, emphatically rejects.

Meinong assimilates Brentano’s doctrine of the intentionality of thought, but,
like most of Brentano’s disciples, could not make friends with the original imma-
nence version of Brentano’s intentionality thesis. Brentano argues that intended
objects are the contents of thoughts immanently contained within the thoughts
themselves (Brentano 1924 [1874], 115). It is possible to interpret many of the
philosophical movements that radiated from Brentano’s early philosophy after 1874
with the publication of Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt as logical alter-
natives to Brentano’s immanent or in-existence intentionality thesis, as the previous
chapter also contends (see Chisholm 1967; Rancurello 1968; Howart 1980). None
of the circle of Brentano’s pupils found the idea of immanent intentionality
philosophically acceptable, even though they were convinced that every psycho-
logical state is intentional, directed toward or upon an intended object. If every
thought is about or mentally directed upon something which it intends as an object,
and if some thoughts are psychological episodes ostensibly about objects that do not
actually exist, as Brentano freely admits, then there is a metaphysical issue
concerning the exact ontic status of intended objects in such everyday conscious

© Springer International Publishing Switzerland 2015 41
D. Jacquette, Alexius Meinong, The Shepherd of Non-Being, Synthese Library 360,
DOI 10.1007/978-3-319-18075-5_3



42 3 Meinong on the Phenomenology of Assumption

occurrences that stems directly from Brentano’s intentionalist philosophical psy-
chology (see Chrudzimski 2001).

Brentano might be said to avoid the problem of the immanence or in-existence
intentionality thesis, by including every intended object in a manifestly existing or
ideal intending mental act. The price Brentano pays by upholding the implausible
counterintuitive immanent intentionality thesis in order to avoid anything like a
Meinongian object theory of nonexistent as well as existent intended objects can
only be explained as a deeply entrenched commitment to an ontology of individ-
uals, in the sense of Aristotelian primary substances. Nevertheless, Brentano could
maintain a naive realist Aristotelian ontology of existent individuals, and still allow
reference to and true and false predications of properties to nonexistent objects.

Assume with Brentano that only Aristotelian primary substances exist. How
does that settle the question as to the semantics and truth requirements for puta-
tively meaningful sentences ostensibly about nonexistent objects? To inch forward,
ask, Can we not meaningfully say that a nonexistent object does not exist? We hope
so, since otherwise fertium non datur it must appear that a nonexistent object exists.
Can we ascribe meaning to such an intuitively meaningful pronouncement, the
follow-up question now becomes pertinent, without distinguishing between exis-
tence as some kind of property of intended objects, and ontically neutral ‘existen-
tial” quantification, signifying only membership in a referential semantic domain of
existent and nonexistent intended objects alike? Ontically neutral ‘existential’
quantification is predicated entirely on the possibility of reference, of referential
semantic domain membership, which is predicated in turn on the satisfaction of
intensional property-related Leibnizian identity conditions. That a nonexistent
object does not exist should be a dumb tautology. The classical existence-
presuppositional Fregean functional calculus or predicate-quantificational logic of
universal quantifiers and negation disappointingly cannot intelligibly formalize this
informal truism, without introducing a predicate for existence alongside and in
addition to the classical existence-presuppositional existential quantifier. If not
already convinced, try in a standard first-order quantifier logic to express the
tautology that a nonexistent object does not exist. We might also ask how it is
supposed to be known that Aristotle would not have countenanced nonexistent
objects in a referential semantic domain that includes but extends beyond the
ontology of existent primary substances. Brentano cites no text for this interpreta-
tion, but seems to infer from Aristotle’s commitment to an ontology of exclusively
existent primary substances that Aristotle’s semantic referential domain would also
therefore need to coincide precisely with his ontology or ousiology. Brentano in this
regard, wanting for unexplained ideological reasons to insist on the ontology of
individuals as coincident also with the only semantic referential domain, eliminates
reference to nonexistent intended objects, even as nonexistent.

In Psychologie, Brentano seems to have assumed that a strict empiricism
requires neutrality about the ontic categories of intended objects. Just as Hume in
A Treatise of Human Nature argues that we cannot be justified in claiming to know
the reality of body or of things existing outside the mind, so Brentano seems to have
been content in formulating his early immanent or in-existence intentionality thesis
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to maintain that from an empirical standpoint intended objects need not be consid-
ered as existing anywhere beyond or outside the contents of mind, where they are
empirically discernible by inner perception.' Anything further that might be
claimed about the ontic status of intended objects of thought is a matter concerning
which experience taken only in and of itself is never in a sound position to judge.

Brentano changes his mind about several key distinctions in his theory during
the course of his philosophical career, but on certain matters he was consistent and
implacable. These notably include his resolute stand against theoretical acknowl-
edgment of abstract entities or nonexistent objects. The former position is unmis-
takably in keeping with Brentano’s general empiricist outlook in philosophy of
mind, epistemology and metaphysics. The latter opposition to nonexistent objects
seems to have been understood by Brentano also as dictated by the roughly
neo-Aristotelian kind of empiricism he had chosen to espouse, which we have
now seen reason to question.” There may be room for dispute with Brentano’s
interpretation of the scope and limits of empiricism as a proper philosophical
methodology. It should be possible in principle to be an empiricist of a somewhat
different sort than Brentano, while still falling within the general outlines of
Brentano’s reliance on experiential evidence as the deciding factor in philosophical
controversies. If intended objects are associated even if not identical with the
internal contents of phenomenologically experienced thoughts, then there need be
no obstacle to regarding a theory of objects that transcend thought contents as
properly empirical, in a sense kindred to if not entirely compatible with Brentano’s.
This is precisely the proposal Meinong develops, toward which his way of thinking
seems naturally to gravitate, as a way of honoring Brentano’s intentionality thesis in
its most general terms, while avoiding the ontic embarrassments of the early
immanence or intentional in-existence doctrine of intended objects. Brentano, as

' Hume 1978, 67. In Book I, Part II, Section VI, ‘Of the idea of existence, and of external
existence’, Hume argues that: ‘[N]o object can be presented resembling some object with respect
to its existence, and different from others in the same particular; since every object, that is
presented, must necessarily be existent. / A like reasoning will account for the idea of external
existence. We may observe, that’tis universally allow’d by philosophers, and is besides pretty
obvious of itself, that nothing is ever really present with the mind but its perceptions or impres-
sions and ideas, and that external objects become known to us only by those perceptions they
occasion.” Later, in Part IV, Section 11, ‘Of scepticism with regard to the senses’, Hume concludes
that philosophy cannot rigorously prove the existence of external reality, even if the passions and
in particular the imagination are psychologically compelled to accept the existence of a real world
beyond the contents of impressions and ideas. Hume adds, 187: “We may well ask What causes
induce us to believe in the existence of body? but’tis in vain to ask, Whether there be body or not?
That is a point, which we must take for granted in all our reasonings’.

2See Weiler 1986, especially 31-9. Smith 1994, 7-34. Jacquette 2001b, 2002b, Jacquette
et al. 2001. Husserl 1976, 50: ‘[Brentano] had little regard for thinkers such as Kant and the
post-Kantian German Idealists, who place a far higher value on original intuition and premonition
as to the future than they do on logical method and scientific theory. . .He, who was so devoted to
the austere ideal of rigorous philosophical science (which was exemplified in his mind by the exact
natural sciences), could only see in the systems of German Idealism a kind of degeneration’.
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a matter of historical record, was neither personally pleased nor philosophically
impressed by Meinong’s efforts.

3.2 Meinong’s Intentionalist Object Theory

Meinong’s object theory adapts Brentano’s intentionality thesis by collecting
intended objects in a variety of ontic categories. It is possible, according to
Meinong’s use of an established terminology, to intend existent spatiotemporal
objects, subsistent abstract or nonspatiotemporal objects, and beingless objects of
several kinds that are neither existent nor subsistent. For convenience, we have
generally collapsed existent and subsistent objects into the single category of
existent objects without qualification, in keeping with most contemporary usage,
which is then opposed in this technical sense to the single contrary category of
nonexistent objects. Within this general taxonomy, Meinong further considers
subcategories of intended objects, including objectives, or Objektive, which is to
say propositions or states of affairs. In company with predecessors especially in the
nineteenth century German tradition in logic, Meinong treats states of affairs and
propositions equivalently. Among the values of moral and aesthetic judgment,
Meinong includes such intended normative objects as previously mentioned
dignitatives and desideratives (see Jacquette 1996a, 7-11).

Like any logician, semanticist, or ontologist, Meinong needs a comprehension
principle to populate and delimit his domain of intended objects. Existent dynamic
and abstract objects are relatively easy to accommodate in Meinong’s object theory,
because these in a sense are already available objectively for thought to intend.
They are the common property of thought in physicalist and Platonic realist
ontologies of abstract entities, to begin only there. What Meinong notably adds to
these categories of intended objects is a subdomain of beingless objects. These are
intended objects that neither exist in space and time nor subsist in Platonic heaven
with the Forms or Ideas, mathematical entities, universals, if there are any, prop-
erties, relations, propositions, sets, and nonactual merely logically possible worlds.
Meinong’s unique contribution to philosophy is to have maintained that some
thoughts intend beingless objects that do not belong to an ontology at all, but to
what might be called an extraontology. Meinong speaks explicitly in this connec-
tion of beingless intended objects as having or belonging to Aufersein, literally
outside of all being, which in their pure form merely as intended objects Meinong
also describes revealingly as homeless objects beyond being and non-being (AMG
II, §4; IV, Chap. 7).

What constitutes an adequate comprehension principle for a Meinongian object
theory? Phenomenology is somehow related to the object theory’s domain, since
object theory is an outgrowth of Brentano’s intentionality thesis taken at face value
in its most general interpretation. The descriptive psychology of thoughts, inde-
pendently of the question of the immanence or transcendence of intended objects as
occurring within or outside of thought, cannot afford to overlook or downplay the
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fact that some thoughts, more than one might at first imagine, intend ostensibly
nonexistent objects. The novelty of Meinong’s object theory is that beingless
intended objects are said to be neither physical nor abstract existents. This classi-
fication is already an extraordinarily revolutionary position for Meinong to take, but
what makes his object theory even more radical is that beingless intended objects
are also not described as immanently contained within the thoughts that intend
them, as the in-existent objects or thought contents of Brentano’s early intention-
ality thesis. Meinong does not shrink from the consequences of beingless mind-
independent objects, but argues that only in this way can object theory aspire to be a
genuine science like metaphysics or mathematics. He maintains that beingless
intended objects do not belong to any of the categories or subcategories of things
to which all the things that can be thought about had previously been allocated in
2,000 years of traditional metaphysics. Object theory is meant to stand alongside
theories that are diametrically opposed to one another, notably Platonism and
Aristotelianism, that have otherwise been assumed to exhaust the possibilities for
an ontology or referential semantic domain. Meinong in contrast tells us something
new, something that does not fit into the expected patterns by which the objects of
the special sciences have usually been defined. The peculiarity of Meinong’s object
theory compared with conventional semantics and metaphysics has caused it to be
widely misunderstood, falsely criticized, and offhandedly dismissed as patent
nonsense.

This is probably not the place to try to set the record straight in every respect
about what Meinong says and how his object theory should be correctly understood.
Instead, it may be more worthwhile to consider some of the more interesting
difficulties that arise for Meinong’s intended objects, granting his right philosoph-
ically to advance an extraontology of homeless pure objects beyond being and
non-being, and of beingless intended objects that cannot be classified as belonging
to any of the standard kinds of logical, semantic and metaphysical domains. There
are difficulties enough for Meinong’s analysis of thought and meaning, even when
the theory is charitably interpreted. It is a challenge for Meinong to explain how it is
that all the intended objects belonging to object theory’s ontology and
extraontology are comprehended in its combined referential semantic domain of
existent and nonexistent objects. By what principle are Meinongian objects sup-
posed to be herded into the Meinongian corral? As we shall see, despite having its
roots in Brentano’s empiricist philosophy of mind and generalized intentionality
thesis, a phenomenological criterion of beingless intended objects will not ade-
quately serve the purposes of Meinong’s object theory. Meinong begins with
descriptive psychology and justifies the fundamental principle of his domain of
beingless objects phenomenologically, but ultimately finds it necessary to go
beyond phenomenology in order to establish the object theory’s extraontology.
We shall therefore need to inquire what alternative comprehension principle can
fulfill these theoretical requirements, and how Meinong’s domain of existent and
beingless intended objects is related to the phenomenology and empirical descrip-
tive philosophical psychology that underwrites the extraontic and referential and
predicational semantic novelties of Meinongian object theory.
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3.3 Phenomenology and the Meinongian Domain

Object theory requires a domain of existent and beingless intended objects.
Beingless Meinongian objects are suggested in exercising, but cannot be fully
comprehended by, phenomenology. Meinong’s debt to Brentano is profound, but
primarily as philosophical inspiration rather than as providing a complete adequate
methodology to be applied without modification in establishing the intended objects
of his own intentionalist philosophy.’

What is lacking in Brentano’s phenomenology in advancing a Meinongian
comprehension principle is that it does not include the kind of mind-independence
that Meinong demands of the object theory’s intended objects. The objects in a
Meinongian domain are not simply intended, since it is not even true from an
anthropological point of view that all existent or subsistent objects are actually
intended by the historically occurrent thoughts of actually existent thinkers. Rather,
Meinongian objects, whether existent, dynamic or abstract, or altogether beingless,
are at most ideally intendable or objectively available for intending instead of being
in every instance actually intended. As seen in Mally’s paradox, Meinong recog-
nizes that there may be a need to include as objects of reference unintendable
objects belonging indispensably to a complete object theory domain. If it is true that
there are such beingless objects in the most general sense of ‘object’ that Meinong’s
theory requires, then phenomenology in and of itself will obviously not be enough
to bring extraphenomenological actually un-thought-of objects into the Meinongian
domain.

Meinong’s object theory begins with phenomenology, which it eventually sur-
passes. Without phenomenology, lacking philosophical motivation, object theory
cannot get started. Meinong’s philosophy is thoroughly grounded in Brentano’s
intentionalist descriptive psychology, which it modifies by distinguishing a mental
act-content-intended-object structure underlying every psychological state. This
three-part distinction follows the same revisionary Brentanian theory of transcen-
dent rather than immanent or in-existent intentionality that Hofler and Meinong
presented in their 1890 Logik, and that Twardowski articulated, acknowledging
Hofler and Meinong as antecedents (Hofler and Meinong 1890, 6—7; Twardowski
1894, 4). Every psychological state has an intended object, Meinong wants to say
with Brentano, but not every beingless Meinongian object is intended. The rela-
tionship in Meinong’s object theory between phenomenology and the object theory
referential semantic domain is complex. Were it not for Brentano’s philosophical
psychology, Meinong, presumably, would never have been led to consider that
some mental acts intend beingless objects. This fact is enough to indicate the need
for a Meinongian domain of nonexistent objects, but it is not enough more posi-
tively to supply the beingless objects needed to populate the domain.

3Meinong explains his philosophical debt to Brentano’s intentionalist descriptive empirical
psychology in his 1921, 91-150; reprinted, AMG VII, 3-62.
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Meinong recognizes the requirements of a mind-independent object theory as
establishing the objectivity of its extraontology. It is only in this way that Meinong
believes object theory can take its rightful place alongside metaphysics and math-
ematics. These are also in Meinong’s view objective disciplines concerning a mind-
independent set of objects and relations as befits a proper scientific methodology
(AMG 11, 485-8). Meinong, in a different way, is in this important shared sense
every bit as empirical in his philosophical outlook as Brentano. In Meinong’s
hands, empiricism as a methodological orientation in philosophy is made a mode
of discovery that through phenomenology reveals the need for an object theory
domain of beingless objects, but that does not necessarily in itself constitute the
principle by which a complete object theory referential semantic domain is
comprehended with all existent and beingless objects.

The principle by which Meinong’s object theory referential semantic domain is
occupied is intensional. It concerns the properties by which objects are uniquely
identified and individuated one from another. Meinong speaks of an object’s Sosein
as the constitutive properties that identify the object as the particular object it
is. Properties and the combinations of properties that enter into the Soseine of
every object, including especially the beingless objects that are otherwise known
only phenomenologically, are independent of thought and hence of inner percep-
tion, descriptive psychology and phenomenology, just as they are independent of
their ontic status of being or Sein, and their opposites or property complements. The
Meinongian domain is suggested by but goes far beyond the limits of empirical
psychology and the contents and objects of thought presented especially in what
Meinong describes as all possible assumptions or Annahmen. We can accordingly
think of the complete Meinongian domain of all objects, including beingless objects
and even objects that can be described as falling beyond the limits of the thinkable
and as such inaccessible to phenomenology, as comprehended by all logically
possible combinations of all logically possible constitutive properties. Each com-
bination of constitutive properties characterizes a distinct Meinongian object, some
of which by definition can only exist, others subsist, and still others will be
altogether beingless. Among the beingless objects must be included even those
that by definition are unthinkable, that cannot be grasped in any occurrent psycho-
logical intending. Meinongian object theory domain can thus be considered mind-
independent, objective, and, in the appropriate sense, scientific, despite being in a
narrow sense extra-empirical.*

“The independence of Sosein from Sein thesis was formulated by Mally 1904, 127. See Findlay
1995, 44. Griffin 1979. Lambert 1982, 1983.
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3.4 Inner Perception and Unrestricted Freedom
of Assumption

Meinong characterizes assumptions as belonging to an ‘intermediate domain’
falling between presentations (Vorstellungen) and judgments (Urteile). The inter-
mediate domain of assumptions that Meinong describes consists of thoughts that are
more than mere presentations, but less than judgments. Thus, Meinong writes:

In what follows, the word ‘“assumption” will be used as a technical term for all those
experiences which, as I hope to show, belong to the previously mentioned intermediate
domain between [presentation] and judgment. As for defining the sense in which we are to
speak of assumptions here, it will be obvious to anyone who has given any serious attention
to this matter of definition that the foregoing is no more than provisionally adequate,
adequate for the purposes of preliminary guidance. [I]n the choice of the word “assump-
tion,” I myself have been anxious not to lose contact with linguistic usage. But my subject is
not primarily whatever it is that is called an “assumption,” to the extent that it is called that;
my subject is certain experiential facts. (Meinong 1983, 12)°

The point Meinong wants to emphasize is that, while he finds it important to
remain consistent with the way in which the word ‘assumption’ or ‘Annahme’ is
used in ordinary language, he does not regard linguistic convention as the final
arbiter of the concept’s meaning and philosophical significance. Rather, these
questions, he clearly signals in the final sentence above, are to be determined
phenomenologically, by inner perception or internal experience.

What reflection on the categories of experience reveals, Meinong maintains, is
that what are generally called assumptions belong to an intermediate domain
between the more widely discussed and in a way phenomenologically more
obvious or conspicuous categories of presentations and judgments. Brentano
distinguishes between three very broad categories of psychological phenomena,
including only presentations, judgments, and emotions (Brentano 1924, 112 and
passim). With these three types of thoughts available for his intentionalist philo-
sophical psychology, Brentano believes that he can account for most if not all the
contents of mind, and thereby provide a solid phenomenological, psychognosic or
descriptive psychological foundation for all of philosophy, including metaphys-
ics, epistemology, and value theory in ethics and aesthetics. Meinong, building on
Brentano’s groundwork distinctions, claims to have identified a fourth category of
thoughts, assumptions, that are essential to developing object theory as a natural
extension of Brentano’s phenomenology.

Assumptions, Meinong contends, are different from both presentations and
judgments. The reason is that, phenomenologically, they are experienced and

5 All quotations from the Heanue translation, unless otherwise indicated. Meinong’s original text is
Uber Annahmen, second edition 1910, AMG IV. I have replaced Heanue’s translation of
Meinong’s ‘Vorstellung’ as ‘representation’ with ‘[presentation]’ in square brackets throughout
to preserve consistency with standard English practice in commentary on the Brentano school’s
use of this term, and to avoid confusion with other quotations from discussions of Meinong’s work.
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evidently have characteristics that place them halfway between these two mainstays
of Brentano’s phenomenological categories. When we make an assumption, we are
not merely presented with something passively, as in perception or emotion.
Assumption is active. To assume is to do something, to entertain a thought and
consider it as a posit, so to speak, for the sake of argument, to see where it might
lead or what implications it might have. A mere presentation by contrast, as even
the name suggests in both English and German, is something that occurs to thought,
that literally presents itself or stands before the mind to be considered. It is not
something the mind calls forth to consider or does anything proactively in order to
produce in thought. Presentations as such are phenomenologically different than
assumptions, which have precisely this active quality as capable of being engen-
dered willfully by an act of deliberation.

If assumptions are more than presentations, they are also less than judgments. A
judgment, as reflection on inner perception phenomenologically reveals, involves a
commitment to the truth or other value of a proposition or object or state of affairs.
When I judge that 2 + 2 =4 or that it is true that 2 +2 =4, I am not merely passively
presented with a fact to contemplate, but I am again doing something characteristic
of that mode of thought, adopting an attitude toward its truth in thinking that
amounts to accepting it, making it a part of my beliefs, acknowledging its truth,
holding it as worthy of positive epistemic appraisal, or assigning it to a special
category of propositions or related belief states. Such mental activity evidently
makes judgment something more than, something over and above, presentations.
To judge is not merely to be presented with a fact or state of affairs, but, again, to do
something with the presentation, to intend a proposition as true, putting it into a
category of positive or negative semantic or epistemic value, as Meinong says, with
a certain greater or lesser degree of ‘conviction’. The same is true pari passu with
respect to judgments about other kinds of value, as when we judge that murder is
morally wrong or that a painting or sculpture is beautiful. The mind is merely
presented with a painting as an object of thought when standing before it and taking
in the colors, shapes and textures as what Hume would call impressions of sensa-
tion. When the mind admires a painting, or decides that it is beautiful or the
opposite, that it is pleasing, displeasing, balanced, sonorous, evocative of Greek
ideals, neoclassical, expressionistic, romantic, realistic, kitsch, or the like, then
something is added to the presentation that goes beyond its merely standing before
the mind. The mind in that case actively places the painting or certain of its
presented qualities into a particular value classification, into one box of desidera-
tives rather than another. We do not need to rely on abstract theory for such a
distinction, because we discern this additional feature of judgment
phenomenologically.

Assumptions are different again from judgments in an obvious, internally intro-
spective way. When we make an assumption, we are not merely passively
confronted with a presentation, but call forth an idea for consideration. In the
case of assumptions, we do not go as far in definitely assigning the idea to a
particular value subcategory as we do in judging that a proposition or other kind
of thing is true or false or has some other positive or negative moral or aesthetic or
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other type of value. Assumption can be thought of phenomenologically as a
preparation for certain kinds of judgments, often but by no means exclusively in
theoretical disciplines including mathematics and the natural sciences, where they
are often introduced explicitly as hypotheses. Assumptions are also frequently
invoked and used with less dramatic flair in everyday reasoning, in snap decisions
when we must size things up and choose what to do in practical situations, or in
evaluating a course of action under a variety of constraints, trying to determine
what would happen if we did this or if we did that. An assumption is something we
make in order to be able to reach a judgment, in a process of thought that
phenomenologically is not yet but may in some instances be on its way to becoming
a judgment.

It is because Meinong regards assumptions as falling halfway between pre-
sentations and judgments that he believes he has discovered a fourth kind of
consciousness or mode of thought beyond Brentano’s three categories of presenta-
tions, judgments, and emotions. In itself, Meinong’s identification of assumptions is
an important contribution to phenomenological psychology and intentionalist phi-
losophy of mind. It has enormous potential for explaining the kinds of thinking we
do in the sciences and in practical reasoning, one that promises to shed light on the
way we entertain hypotheses that is indispensable in many kinds of imaginative
intellectual activities, and arguably the key to understanding human creativity. It is
for precisely this reason also that Meinong recognizes the need to carve out an
intermediate domain between presentations and judgments into which assumptions
can be neatly fit, as stronger or more complicated or elaborate than presentations,
and weaker or less complicated or elaborate than judgments. The intermediate
domain to which assumptions properly belong in Meinong’s object theory is
inserted into the basic framework of Brentano’s scheme of thought categories.
They are established in the only empirically justified experiential way available
to descriptive psychology, by a self-conscious reflective phenomenology of
assumption-making as a characteristically intentional mental act. Meinong does
not so much discover assumptions in the way that a new previously unknown
species of beetle is discovered by a field entomologist. Rather, what Meinong
does is call attention to a previously under-emphasized category of thoughts that
Brentano’s newly emerging philosophical theory of phenomenology had not taken
sufficiently into account, and whose significance for the concept of mind other
writers had not yet adequately appreciated. Meinong explains:

There are...two things which, in my opinion, anyone will grant as being present in
judgdment, but lacking in representation. A person who judges believes something, or is
convinced of something; it is only by a quite obvious extension of verbal usage that we can
speak of judgments in which the subject leaves his conviction in suspenso. Furthermore,
every judgment, by its very nature, occupies a definite position within the antithesis of yes
and no, of affirmation and negation. If I have a definite view, a conviction, in regard to A or
in regard to its connection with B, then this must necessarily either be to the effect that A is
(or is B) or be to the effect that A is not (or is not B). And this holds true not only in the case
of judging with certainty, but likewise in the case of uncertain judgment: Even when I
merely surmise, the surmise ineluctably has an affirmative or negative character. (Meinong
1983, 10)
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It is precisely these two phenomenologically recognized and extracted factors,
the sense of conviction and the antithesis or opposition of yes and no, of affirmation
and negation, that Meinong regards as essential to judgment and altogether lacking
in the case of both presentations and assumptions. Meinong waxes autobiographical
briefly as he recounts his own earlier confusion of the categories of judgment and
assumption, which he believes he has now sorted out more clearly. He relates that
he has recently better understood the significance of the lack of conviction in the
affirmation or negation that accompanies those states of mind he now describes as
belonging to an intermediate domain between Brentano’s categories of presenta-
tions and judgments, and which he will soon identify more positively as assump-
tions. He adds, drawing explicitly again on the phenomenological evidence of inner
perception, in league with a particular method of philosophical reflection:

In everything that is entitled to be called a judgment, I find, therefore, without exception,
the two factors mentioned above, the element of conviction and the position within the
antithesis of yes and no; and I cannot help thinking that no theory a person has could ever
prevent him from likewise meeting with these factors. For a long time, though, I regarded
the two of them as being simply one; or at least, I regarded the second as a sort of
determination of the first — and this as one of those determinations that cannot be found
apart from what they determine. I would have always thought it obvious that any conviction
had to be affirmative or negative, but I would never have expected to find affirmation or
negation in any case where conviction was lacking. . .As soon as it can be agreed that not
only the element of conviction but also the opposition between affirmation and negation
creates a fact that is essentially different from [presentation], then our approach to
convictionless affirmation and negation will also lead us directly to the previously men-
tioned intermediate domain, the one between [presentation] and judgment. (Meinong 1983,
10-11)

In his final chapter ‘Results: Steps Toward a Psychology of Assumptions’,
Meinong maintains: ‘“Thus, one can say, “An assumption is a judgment without
belief”; and of course one can just as well say, “A judgment is an assumption with
the addition of belief,” or something similar’ (Meinong 1983, 242).

Having situated assumptions phenomenologically as intermediate between pre-
sentations and judgments, Meinong is in a position to explore this ‘new’ territory.
He more finely distinguishes kinds of assumptions, objects and objectives (Objekta,
Objektive), subsuming, equivalently, propositions or states of affairs, and among
the latter dignitatives and desideratives as normative objectives of value
assumptions. He distinguishes between Seinsobjektive, Nichtseinsobjektive, and
Soseinsobjektive, and within the later subcategory again between the further sub-
categories of Wasseinsobjektive and Wieseinsobjektive, articulating the difference
between what an object is and how it is. He analyzes the relations between
assumptions within these subdivisions and their phenomenological roles in the
descriptive psychology of a number of different kinds of thinking styles and
episodes (AMG 11, 489-91; see Findlay 1995, 42—-101).

As worthwhile and independently interesting as these further implications of
Meinong’s theory of assumptions are, for present purposes it is important to
highlight only two major uses Meinong makes of assumptions in his object theory.
These concern the relation of assumptions as fundamental to judgments, and the
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application of assumptions in the determination of an object theory domain of
beingless intended objects. Assumptions are the foundations of judgments in
Meinong’s characterization of assumptions as yes-or-no states of mind lacking
belief or conviction. The mind must already be in possession of an assumption
which becomes a judgment when the content of the assumption is believed. A
judgment, in other words, is a transformation of an assumption, a mental saying of
yes or saying no to a proposition or state of affairs, supplemented by a phenome-
nologically transparent psychological conviction of some degree that the assump-
tion is true, a yes-conviction, so to speak, or alternatively a psychological
conviction again of some degree or other that the assumption is false, reflected
psychologically and phenomenologically in a no-conviction. Value judgments that
are not obviously semantic or epistemic can be accommodated if necessary by a
straightforward extension of the theory whereby to judge that a painting is beautiful
is to judge that the Objektiv, proposition or state of affairs which is such that the
painting is beautiful, is true.

The hierarchy holding between assumptions and judgments further explains the
role of assumptions in comprehending the objects in a complete Meinongian object
theory domain. The only acceptable basis for Meinong’s doctrine must consist of
some version of Brentano’s concept of descriptive empirical psychology. An object
to be included in the object theory owes its origins to the internal experiential
phenomenology of inner perception. The connection between phenomenology and
a Meinongian object theory domain can be direct or derivative. If an object is to be
included in Meinong’s object theory as a result of its experience in or relation to
empirical psychology, as an idea, thought, or mental state, then it will obviously be
inadequate to limit the theory exclusively to presentations. Presentations as purely
passive psychological phenomena cannot be expected to incorporate all logically
possible objects of thought, since not all logically possible objects of thought will
necessarily happen to actually be presented to all historically existent thinking and
referring psychological subjects. Something more general is needed.

The same is true of whatever limited range of judgments are actually made in the
entire history and future of referential thinking. Meinong is interested in the larger
and more objective less psychologistic but still psychologically grounded domain
of objects, a domain consisting of all the logically possible objects of presentations
and judgments, including judgments that many such objects do not actually exist or
metaphysically cannot possibly exist. To speak in this sense of all logically possible
presentations and all logically possible judgments is in effect to refer at once to all
of the objects that might be assumed, without the actual passive occurrence to
thought of presentations, and without the accompanying feeling of conviction that
Meinong considers essential to judgments. This gives assumptions and the phe-
nomenology of assumptions an explanatory priority in the foundations of
Meinong’s object theory.
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3.5 From Intentionality to Intensionality, Phenomenology
to Object Theory

Phenomenology is the basis for Meinong’s object theory. Despite providing at most
an incomplete and inadequate comprehension principle for the theory’s semantic
domain, descriptive empirical psychology supports the idealization of objects on
which the object theory depends. There is a natural progression from presentations
to judgments in Brentano’s original division of conscious states to Meinong’s
intermediate category of assumptions.

All three varieties of thought are experientially encountered by inner perception.
In an obvious sense, judgments are more internally complicated than presentations,
because they involve the additional elements of conviction and affirmation or denial
of a proposition’s content. Assumptions, lacking the conviction of judgments, are
more sophisticated than both presentations and judgments, by virtue of requiring a
deliberate and self-conscious suspension of commitment. Whereas judgments are
made naively by every thinker, in deciding, for example, that it is raining when
presented with the sight of falling rain, assumptions presuppose special training.
We learn to make assumptions, to hypothesize. To suspend judgment, one must first
be capable of judging, whereas judging can and generally does take place without
the benefit of assumption.

Although assumptions according to Meinong occupy middle ground between
presentations and judgments in terms of their epistemic strength and complexity of
internal phenomenologically discernible structure, assumptions in another way are
more advanced kinds of thoughts that typify a higher level of thinking than either
presentations or judgments. Looking beyond some of the conflicting ways of
stratifying these three categories of psychological occurrences, in which assump-
tions are placed alternatively in different respects as wedged between or perched
atop presentations and judgments, assumptions are singled out methodologically by
Meinong as the phenomenological starting place in specifying the complete set of
objects belonging to an object theory referential semantic domain.

What furnishes the object theory with objects is what Meinong elsewhere refers
to as unrestricted freedom of assumption (unbeschrinkten Annahmefreiheit) (AMG
II, 483-5). Phenomenologically, in keeping with his commitment to a Brentanian
empirical psychology as the cornerstone of his philosophy, Meinong is encouraged
by the fact that thought is never inhibited in its ability to assume anything whatso-
ever, including the (manifestly false) assumption that nonexistent things exist.
Thought is free to entertain whatever assumptions it likes, with absolutely no
restrictions. The fact that there are no unicorns, flying horses, centaurs, mermaids,
or golden mountains, does not prevent thought from freely (falsely) assuming that
there are or that there might be. The fact that metaphysically there cannot possibly
exist round squares or circular triangles does not prevent thought from freely
(again, falsely) assuming that there are or could be such things in another imagin-
able world. Indeed, although Meinong does not especially emphasize the case, the
assumptions made in every mathematical demonstration by indirect proof and in
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many rational arguments reductio ad absurdum outside of mathematics, are logi-
cally impossible. The hypotheses of such proofs are nevertheless assumed,
entertained in thought, considered in the critical examination of their consequences,
where they are essential to such reasoning, and when they are seen to entail an
outright logical contradiction, reflect back on the falsehood of the assumptions,
whose negations are thereby proved.

Reflecting on thought processes when we engage in hypothetical reasoning
reveals that there are literally no barriers to making whatever assumptions we
like, no matter how false, fanciful, or even self-contradictory. More importantly,
free assumption is directly linked to many invaluable intellectual activities. When a
myth-maker considers the possibility that there could be a creature with the torso of
a man and the trunk and legs of a horse, or with the upper body of a woman and the
lower body of a fish, or a horse with wings, no obstacles are phenomenologically
experienced in even the most fanciful inventions of fiction. All imaginative litera-
ture owes its origins to the unrestricted freedom of assumption, in which imagina-
tion is given free play to describe characters and situations that do not actually exist,
but are assumed and presented for entertainment and instruction, or as an explora-
tion of the deeper dimensions of the human condition (Meinong 1983, 82-6). To
generalize even further, it is no exaggeration to say that all creativity begins with
free assumption, in putting together concepts and evaluating the possibilities of
things that do not actually exist, but that might potentially be useful, endearing,
frightening, or the like, if they were to occur. Assumption and imagination provide
the blueprint for new directions in every avenue of human endeavor, as we consider
assumptions about new machines and untried freely entertained ideas and ways of
doing things. If we think of action intentionally as always directed toward the
attainment of an objective that does not already exist while the decision making
process is still taking place, then all action, regardless of whether it is creative in the
ordinary sense or the most ordinary and commonplace, essentially involves free
assumption. All action in that case is predicated on a thought’s intending a state of
affairs that does not yet exist as the agent’s goal or purpose, which the agent
resolves and dedicates energies directed to try to bring about, and without reference
to which the action, even if it is not successful in attaining its end, cannot
adequately be explained (Meinong 1983, 85-7, 116-24).

The concept of boundlessly free assumption comprehends the range of objects of
all logically possible presentations and judgments. By this, Meinong cannot mean
merely the free assumptions that actual psychological subjects happen to make,
even if we include the entire history and future physical and psychological states of
all thinking beings. Logical possibilities for intended objects outstrip the objects
that are actually intended in real time by actually existent thinkers. Free assumption
nevertheless points the way toward a fully general comprehension principle for
mind-independent objects of the sort Meinong needs in his vision of an objective
scientific object theory. The transition required in order to achieve an object theory
of mind-independent objects originates with descriptive empirical psychology, and
hence with actually intended objects and the phenomenology of unrestricted free
assumption. In due course, as the theory is developed, the domain of all objects is
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eventually extended beyond the thoughts that psychological subjects actually
happen to entertain and the objects those historical thoughts happen actually to
intend. The phenomenology of free assumption in occurrent intending suggests a
more general principle incorporating all ideally or logically possible intended
objects, by which Meinong advances object theory from occurrent intentionality
to intensionality.’

Intensionalism is an approach to philosophical semantics based on the properties
of things and the combinations of properties that define and serve to uniquely
identify logically possible objects of thought and reference. The difference between
intensional and extensional theories of meaning is a matter of whether semantics
begins with objects in terms of which it defines properties as the values of
predicates, or begins with properties in terms of which it defines objects, as the
bearers of certain constitutive property combinations. An extensional semantic
theory interprets reference in terms of existent objects only, and provides truth
conditions for predications of properties to objects as a function of the extensions of
predicates. A predication of a property to an object is true in an extensional
semantics just in case the object to which the property is predicated belongs to
the extension of the predicate consisting of all and only the existent objects that
instantiate the property. An intensional theory proceeds in the opposite way,
beginning with properties, and establishing identity conditions for objects by
associating each distinct object with a unique combination of constitutive or
identity-determining properties. Reference to a particular object is intensionally
explained in terms of the constitutive properties uniquely associated with an object.
An object referred to in thought or language is thus the particular intended object
with a particular combination of constitutive properties. A true predication is
intensionally explained as the inclusion of the property predicated of an object in
the combination of constitutive properties by which the object is defined and with
which it is intensionally identified. A false predication involves the exclusion of the
property (falsely) predicated of an object from its identifying property combination.

The reference class of an intensional semantic theory is not limited to existent
objects. There are indefinitely many combinations of properties that do not happen
to be exemplified by any existent objects, or, for that matter, even by metaphysi-
cally possible objects. If we consider all possible combinations of properties and
associate an object with each such combination, namely, the object that has just
each such combination of properties, then we will include in an intensional seman-
tic domain the kinds of objects for which Meinong’s object theory is most notorious
in mainstream extensionalist analytic philosophy. The names of these intended
objects can be understood as abbreviations for the corresponding distinguishing
constitutive property clusters. We include thereby the so-called incomplete objects

S The difference between intentionality and intensionality is sometimes characterized as a distinc-
tion between an abstract relation obtaining between thought and its intended objects, and the mode
of linguistic expression of intentional states. Quotation, numbering and certain modal contexts are
thought to represent counterexamples that are intensional but have nothing immediately to do with
intentionality.
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(unvollstandige Gegenstande), like Berkeley’s golden mountain, whose properties
are only to be golden and mountainous, while lacking any particular height or
shape, and (metaphysically) impossible objects (unmogliche Gegenstdnde), like the
round square, whose properties of being both simultaneously and uniformly round
and square are metaphysically incompatible, and hence cannot possibly be exem-
plified by any existent object.

The two categories of incomplete and impossible objects jointly constitute
the order of beingless intended objects in Meinong’s object theory, as combinations
of properties that are psychologically intendable even if they are never
actually intended. The comprehension principle for a Meinongian semantics is
phenomenological in origin, inspiration, and ultimate justification. It can be
symbolized as including in the Meinongian object theory domain & an existent,
subsistent, or beingless object for any combination of properties P, symbolized as:
38YPIx[x € &« Px]. The intensional combinatorial principle for the domain of
Meinongian objects goes beyond the phenomenology of occurrent intending. It
embraces all logically possible intendable objects intensionally, as the aggregate of
all logically possible combinations of all logically possible constitutive identity-
determining properties. The Meinongian domain is determined by such objects as
constitutive property combinations, whether or not they happen ever to be actually
intended by real time thoughts. The domain includes beingless distinctively
Meinongian objects that are constitutionally incomplete, lacking both at least one
constitutive property and its complement, or, nonexclusively, metaphysically
impossible intended objects, involving both at least one constitutive property and
its complement (Jacquette 2002a, 42-88).

Meinong’s terminology for his intensional object theory referential semantic
domain distinguishes between being (Sein) and so-being or propertyhood (Sosein),
over which it superimposes a principle of the independence of so-being from being.
According to this essential thesis of object theory, an object has whatever properties
it has in its Sosein or constitutive property combination, independently of its ontic
status. The independence of Sosein from Sein, and the indifference of an object’s
Sosein to Sein and Nichtsein, pave the way for Meinong’s neo-Brentanian transition
from phenomenology to object theory, and from occurrent intentionality to inten-
sionality. In order for objects to be truly independent of being, they must be
independent of the actual existence of thinkers who may happen to intend them
in thought. This kind of mind-independence can only be guaranteed in a semantic
theory and philosophical psychology by defining objects intensionally as constitu-
tive property combinations, which do not presuppose that they exist or are actually
intended by any actually occurrent thoughts.’

"Meinong went even further by accepting a version of his student Mally’s argument by referential
diagonalization to show that there are psychologically unapprehendable objects. See Mally 1914;
Jacquette trans. 1989d. Meinong discusses Mally’s argument in Uber emotionale Prisentation,
AMG 111, where he responds by offering a theory of defective objects. See also Jacquette 1982,
1996a, 37-55 and 70-9.
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If the objects included in a Meinongian object theory are defined in this way,
then object theory can be objective, scientific, and mind-independent, avoiding the
objectionable psychologisms that otherwise threaten an intentional theory of actu-
ally intended objects identified in relation to particular intending episodes by
particular psychological subjects. It is the phenomenology of assumptions that
indicates the direction by which Meinong’s object theory can exceed the practical
limits of phenomenology, by which the intensionality of mind-independent prop-
erty combinations establish a domain of intendable objects, including beingless
incomplete and impossible objects that are ideally objectively available for thought,
but need never be actually intended. Without the phenomenology of unrestricted
free assumptions, Meinong’s object theory could not possibly get off the ground. If
object theory were constrained by phenomenology in establishing its domain of
objects, it would be subjective, psychologistic, and to that extent nonscientific. It
would lack an objective mind-independent domain of objects available to thought
but not limited to whatever thoughts may contingently happen to occur.

The role of phenomenology and descriptive empirical psychology in Meinong’s
object theory is proportionately complex. It begins with phenomenology, and in
particular with the inner perception of unrestricted free assumption, by which it
justifies a first glimpse experientially of the objective mind-independent domain of
existent and beingless objects that transcends occurrent phenomenology.
Meinong’s object theory domain goes beyond the limited implications of phenom-
enology. It moves theory forward by aspiring to establish a mind-independent and
generally existence-independent domain of existent and beingless objects,
transforming the ontic intentionality of thought into its semantic intensionality,
and carrying over into its expression in language, art, and other value- and
intention-loaded artifacts. The independence of Meinongian objects from actual
thought, the independence of so-being from being, the indifference of objects to
questions of ontic status, in turn provides a scientific basis in terms of which
Meinong is better positioned than his teacher Brentano to explain the intensional
semantics and intentional descriptive psychology of inner perception in
phenomenology.



Chapter 4
Aupersein of the Pure Object

4.1 Beyond Being and Non-Being

Meinong’s doctrine of the Aufiersein of the pure object posits a semantic domain of
absolute ontic neutrality. Auflersein is literally outside being, a realm of object
theory objects that comprehends, not an ontology in the strictly correct sense of a
domain of existent entities, but an extraontology of nonexistent objects, or of
objects considered independently of their ontic status. Meinong describes
Auflersein as beyond both being and non-being, jenseits von Sein und Nichtsein.'
The concept of Auflersein occurs relatively late in Meinong’s philosophy. It
emerges at the end of a process of having considered and rejected alternative ways
of thinking about the peculiar metaphysics of intended objects. Meinong eventually
concludes that intended objects are capable of being referred to and made true
constitutive property predicants regardless of their ontic status. Along the way, he
experiments with a compromise solution that introduces the weakest imaginable
category of Quasisein or almost-being that is minimally enough to support the true
predication of properties. Meinong’s liberation from the tyranny of being in phil-
osophical semantics was a gradual process occurring over the course of several
distinct stages. Meinong first attributed the category of Quasisein to what he would
later boldly admit as beingless objects. Quasisein was meant to provide a kind of
middle ground between being and non-being, such that intended objects belonging
neither to the spatiotemporal world nor to an abstract Platonic order could never-
theless have at least enough semantic presence to stand as subjects of reference and
true predication. Later, Meinong further frees object theory of even this vague
quasi-ontic requirement, extending reference and true predication of properties, and

!The principal source for Meinong’s abandonment of his early concept of Quasisein is his essay,
‘Uber Gegenstandstheorie’ in AMG 11, §4.
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by implication naming, counting, quantifying over, and all the logical privileges of
existent entities to any intended objects regardless of their ontic status.”

The intermediate category of Quasisein is transparently inadequate, and was
eventually discarded by Meinong in the ongoing development of object theory. The
concept of Quasisein is, first of all, problematic to define, except negatively, as the
ontic or quasi-ontic order of objects that are neither existent nor subsistent, but that
despite these ontic deficiencies can somehow stand as the subjects of reference and
true predication of constitutive properties. Why, however, attribute even quasi-
being to such intended objects as the incomplete golden mountain and the impos-
sible round square? If it is just as acceptable or unacceptable to refer to and truly
predicate constitutive properties to beingless objects as to objects with Quasisein,
then, as Meinong also came to see, object theory does not gain anything by positing
this additional category. The Quasisein episode more than anything suggests
Meinong’s hesitation and timidity in saying at first what Gegenstandstheorie was
eventually to trumpet: That an intended object is identified and individuated by its
totality of constitutive properties under intensional property-based Leibnizian identity
conditions, the same that must be satisfied by any dynamic or abstract existent entity in
the ontology. Ockham’s razor would then seem to rule against Quasisein, purely on
grounds of its failing to accomplish any legitimate theoretical work, and hence of
being explanatorily superfluous. The difficulty is not only that Quasisein is unneces-
sary if beingless objects can be referred to and have properties truly predicated of them
without further ado, but that Quasisein has no independent justification as a meta-
physical category, other than giving a name to a questionable quasi-ontic status. It
attempts to collect together all beingless objects of reference and predication
comprehended in a semantic domain of intended objects, regardless of their ontic
status. The concept unsurprisingly is never adequately clarified by Meinong, and there
is scarce time for him to do so before he has moved beyond the suggestion, appearing
to appreciate after all that not much good can be made of a category of almost-being.

Actually being intended is eventually also surpassed in Meinong’s object theory
as a criterion for objecthood or inclusion in the object theory reference domain.
Meinong, relying on a diagonal argument of his student Mally’s, involving object-
theory-definable thoughts about an unapprehended and hence unintended object,
concludes that Meinongian objects so construed are mind-independent. The argu-
ment depends on classifying the property of being unapprehended, unintended, as
of being intended, as a constitutive property enterting into a Meinongian object’s
Sosein. Object theory, disconnected in its logic and semantics from its inspirational
phenomenology, attains mind-independent comprehension of all and only
intendable and perhaps one unintendable object, if Mally’s paradoxical
unapprehended object is comprehended by the Meinongian object theory referential
semantic domain. This shepherding comprehends all logically possible objects,
intended and otherwise, only if it populates its domain with a distinct object
satisfying self-identity conditions under intensional property-based Leibnizian

2Meinong refers to his 1910 Uber Annahmen, AMG 1V, Chap. 7.
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identity criteria. Every Meinongian existent or nonexistent intended and perhaps
one unintendable object enters the referential domain of semantic Auflersein only
by virtue of being nominally associated with a distinct combinatorially identifiable
unique set of characteristic constitutive properties.

It is natural in this light to interpret Meinong’s brief flirtation with Quasisein as a
transitional phase by which he weans himself from the referential extensionalist
assumption that an object must have some sort of positive ontic status, some sort of
being, that it must exist in at least some thin sense, in order to be capable of being
referred to as an intended object of true attributions of properties. Prior to fully
embracing the maximally ontically rarified atmosphere of Aufersein, Meinong
transitions through the nebulous paper category of Quasisein. His digression unfor-
tunately left a lasting impression with some readers, who falsely, suppose that
Meinong clings to the category of Quasisein later in his mature gegenstandstheor-
etischen referential semantics.

The fact is that Meinong replaces Quasisein as a metasemantic category with the
ontically and semantically more fearless concept of Aufersein relatively early in
the evolution of object theory. He begins to see that an intended object’s ontic status
is irrelevant to its satisfying self-identity conditions, and so of being named as an
individual referent, described, counted, quantified over, and so on, irrespective of
whether or not it exists. The being or non-being of an intended object is oblique to
its being the particular intended object it is, with all the constitutive properties by
which its intensional Leibnizian identity conditions are satisfied. A nonexistent
intended object generally does not have as many constitutive properties and or their
complements in its Meinongian Sosein, as an existent object before us for consid-
eration in real physical time and space. Nonexistent Meinongian objects tend to be
incomplete even when they are also metaphysically impossible. We know right
away that Sherlock Holmes # Anna Karenina, and that Holmes # Winston Chur-
chill. Although we might know roughly the same relatively manageable amount of
information about the total constitutive properties of fictional Meinongian intended
objects Holmes and Karenina, if you add up all the uses of proper names and true
predications, we could never exhaust the facts about the constitutive properties of
an existent intended object like Churchill.

Quasisein, in the early production stages of Meinong’s object theory, does not
satisfy the intuitive requirements of either the traditional extensionalist in semantics
or the Brentanian phenomenology and inner perceptual empiricism of intended
objects. The extensionalist is not mollified by efforts to refer to and predicate
properties of objects like the golden mountain or round square that do not actually
exist or subsist, when the early Meinongian declares that they have Quasisein
merely in order to be able to say that they can be referred to and stand as the
bearers of properties. The extensionalist continues to complain that objects that do
not actually exist or subsist cannot be the subjects of reference or true predication.
What does not exist, they exclaim rather than explain, cannot have any properties!
Another line of argument, begins with the rhetorical question that tries to make the
same point, asking, If there is no golden mountain, how can we think or speak of it?
If the golden mountain does not exist, how can it be golden and a mountain? How
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can what does not exist have any properties? If the golden mountain does not
actually exist, then there is or exists nothing to be or to have the properties of being
golden and a mountain. If there is nothing with the properties of being golden and a
mountain, if the golden mountain does not actually exist, moreover, then what is
there to speak of or refer to as the golden mountain? More importantly, how could it
possibly convince a philosophical opponent that an undeniably nonexistent
intended object like the round square can meaningfully stand as referent and true
predicant merely by relegating it to the category of Quasisein?

The semantics in either case comprehends necessarily nonexistent referents,
necessarily nonexistent intended objects, like the round square. The round square
remains just as stubbornly truly round as it is truly square. These facts for
object theory do not change whether or not Meinong extends to the round square
a weakly-defined meta-semantic category of Quasisein, or cut it ontically free, on
the strength of its satisfying general intensional Leibnizian self-identity conditions.
We require semantically no more of existent objects. Satisfying Leibnizian identity
conditions guarantees an intended object’s inclusion in the Meinongian referential
semantic domain, even if not in the ontology. Meinong thereby leads the golden
mountain and the round square into the greener pastures of ontically neutral
Aufersein.

4.2 Ontology of Reference and Predication

To refer to an object presupposes that the object meets uniquely distinguishing
identity conditions. These in turn seem to presuppose that the object truly has
properties. How, then, can we either refer to or truly predicate properties of such
nonexistent objects as the golden mountain? It is presumably these or similar
philosophical concerns that imaginably were the nagging doubts behind Meinong’s
original idea of postulating Quasisein as a compromise solution. Quasisein is meant
to meet the intuitive desire to attribute some kind of being for nonexistent and
nonsubsistent intended objects, just like existent intended objects, so that they can
be respectably referred to and bear properties. However, nothing short of actual
existence or subsistence can go far enough to answer the requirements of critics
who are persuaded that there is no possibility of referring to or truly predicating
constitutive properties of a nonexistent golden mountain, no matter to what strange
made-up metaphysical category the object might be said to belong.

Russell, in his classic counter-Frege, counter-Meinong study ‘On Denoting’,
puts the objection most concisely when he maintains that: °. . .if we enumerated the
things that are bald, and then the things that are not bald, we should not find the
present King of France in either list” (Russell 1904; rpt., Lackey 1973, 36).
Meinong would say that it is true that the present King of France is not included
on the list of bald or nonbald things, since the present King of France is an
incomplete object whose Sosein lacks both the constitutive property of being bald
and its complement. To accept that predicationally incomplete intended objects can
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fail to be bald or nonbald, is not to deny either that it is not the case that the present
King of France is bald, nor that it is not the case that the present King of France is
not bald, both of which propositions are true in a standard kind of Meinongian
semantics. It is certainly not to deny that the present King of France can be referred
to and truly has other constitutive properties, such as being a king, being a king of
France, and being a king of France at the present time, even though there exists no
present king of France, and France is not currently a monarchy. It is to provide the
grounds for concluding that a relevantly predicationally incomplete neither bald nor
nonbald object like the present King of France does not exist.

If we acknowledge a distinction between constitutive properties and their com-
plements and the propositional negation of predications of a property or its com-
plement to an intended object, then the object can have property F (being a frog,
say) or complementary property non-F (being other than a frog), and it can also not
be the case that an object a has property F, that a does not have property F, or —Fa,
or does not have the complement non-F of property F, —non-Fa. Applying the
distinction between internal ‘negation’ or predicate complementation and external
or propositional negation, Russell can be said to move too quickly from recognizing
that the principle of excluded middle, in the form, throughout, for any property F,
Vx[Fx V non-Fx], does not apply to all Meinongian objects, in particular to
incomplete Meinongian objects like the golden mountain and round square, to the
conclusion that therefore Meinong’s object theory violates the more sacrosanct
principle of noncontradiction, Vx—[Fx A —Fx]. The criticism only spins in circles
against Meinongians who distinguish between internal and external negation, or,
equivalently, between predicate complementation and propositional negation, for
predications involving specifically constitutive properties like being golden or a
mountain, round or square. By such a distinction, useful in formally distinguishing
constitutive from extraconstitutive properties in a Meinongian semantic frame-
work, for any constitutive property F, —Vx[non-Fx < —Fx], and, indeed, Vx—
[non-Fx « —Fx].?

A Russellian, in all consistency, must deny that a nonexistent object like the
golden mountain is even nonexistent in the sense of an intended object having the
property of being nonexistent. This is not confusedly to say that an object must exist
in order to have the property of not existing. Rather, taking a page from Russell’s
influential analysis of definite descriptions, it is possible, and from the standpoint of
traditional extensionalism in the semantics of ordinary language, preferable, to
maintain that the apparent subject-predicate statement, ‘The golden mountain is
nonexistent’, says simply that —3x[x=°yGy A My]. Here the nondenoting phrase
‘The golden mountain’ has what Russell refers to as ‘primary occurrence’, is
eliminated in a reformulation where it is given only a ‘secondary occurrence’.

*Meinong introduced the distinction between konstitutorische and ausserkonstitutorische
Bestimmungen (constitutive and extraconstitutive properties) in Uber Maglichkeit und
Wahrscheinlichkeit, AMG VI, 176-7. Findlay 1995, 176, proposed the English translations
‘nuclear’ and ‘extranuclear’. See Jacquette 1985-86, 1994b. Also Jacquette, Nuclear and Extra-
nuclear Properties, Chap. 5 this volume.
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The phrase’s secondary occurrence is one in which the phrase does not appear to be
a denoting subject term to which a predicate is attached, in the ontically
unproblematic equivalents, ‘There exists no golden mountain’, or, more canoni-
cally, in ‘“There exists no x such that x is identical with the golden mountain’.

If Quasisein is not enough for the traditional extensionalist, who will only
recognize the possibility of referring and truly predicating properties to existent
dynamic or abstract entities fully possessed of being, neither does the concept offer
what Meinong needs in order to make sense of reference and predication to any and
every intended object of thought. What does it add to a nonexistent intended object to
label it as having Quasisein, merely for the sake of being able unpersuasively to
maintain that it can thereby be referred to as the subject of properties? The introduc-
tion of Quasisein in this light appears to be little more than a rhetorical trick. We are
accustomed to thinking in an extensional mode of referring and truly predicating
properties to entities that have some sort of being. Since the term ‘Quasisein’ or
‘quasi-being’ appears to involve some sort of being, we should then be on safe ground
to refer and truly predicate properties to nonexistent nonsubsistent objects, provided
that we say they at least have Quasisein or quasi-being.

What could be gained by trying to wedge in quasi-being between being and
non-being? If we can refer to and truly predicate properties of an intended object
that neither exists nor subsists, then, arguably, a beingless object must already be
capable of having properties, if we are ever to be in a position even to say that the
object has the property of having Quasisein. If we can do that, then why not simply
say that a beingless object like the golden mountain has the constitutive properties
of being golden and a mountain? Why not conclude that we can distinguish the
golden mountain from all other existent and beingless objects by intensional
property-related Leibnizian identity conditions that comprehend all intended
objects regardless of their ontic status? Why not put predication before reference,
as in some intensional logics, and as even Frege’s distinction between sense and
reference, and the thesis that intension determines extension, requires, rather than
making reference exclusively to existent or subsistent objects a precondition for
true predication, as in Russell’s more thoroughly extensionalist semantics?

4.3 From Quasisein to Aufersein

The purpose of Meinong’s early concept of Quasisein is to provide a sense in which it
could be said that any subject of reference and predication has a qualified kind of being
that falls short of real being or actual dynamic or abstract existence. The temptation is
to create a special category for objects that is not quite being, but that still makes it
intuitively palatable to refer to and predicate properties of otherwise beingless objects.
The persistent idea is that there must be something to which properties can attach,
even when the objects of predication are not physical or abstract existents.

Meinong explainss the problem of being and predication that motivated his
postulating the category of Quasisein in his insightful 1904 essay, ‘Uber
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Gegenstandstheorie’, included in his edited volume of that year, titled,
Untersuchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie und Psychologie. He considers the argu-
ment that when an object A is beingless or has Nichtsein, the Nichtseinsobjektiv that
attributes beinglessness to the object is true, and therefore has being after all, which
he at first supposed could only or best be understood if the object A itself has being,
despite being nonexistent. That would not be good, and Meinong responds by
advancing the category of Quasisein. The idea is that quasiseiende Gegenstdnde
do not fully exist, but they have just enough self-identity to be the objects of
reference and true predications of constitutive properties. It will not be long before
Meinong recognizes that reference and true predication of constitutive properties to
intended objects functions semantically structurally exactly alike in every instance
of thought and its expression, regardless of the intended object’s ontic status.
Meinong maintains that:
[S]ince the Objective strictly prevents us from assuming that A has being (being, as we have
seen, can sometimes be understood as existence, sometimes as subsistence), it appears that
the requirement that the Object have being (which was inferred from the being of the
Nichtseinsobjektiv) makes sense only insofar as the being in question is neither existence
nor subsistence — only insofar as a third order of being, if one may speak this way, is
adjoined to existence and susistence. This sort of being must belong, therefore, to every
Object as such. A Nichtsein of the same type cannot be set in opposition to it, for a Nichtsein
even in this new sense would have to immediately produce difficulties analogous to those
which arise from Nichtsein in its ordinary sense, and which the new concept was to have

eliminated. The term ‘Quasisein’ seemed to me for a while to be a completely suitable
expression for this rather oddly constituted type of being. (Meinong 1960, 84)

The problem is not resolved in this way, but only pushed back a step. In
considering the semantic domain of intended objects generally, the early Meinong
must be just as insistent that it is possible in principle to think about Quasisein-less
objects as it is to think about beingless objects. The theory collapses into logical
incoherence if it is maintained in spite of these considerations that quasiseinlose
Gegenstande must have Quasisein in order to be referred to or have properties truly
predicated of them, including the property of being quasiseinlose. To suppose that
an object must have Quasisein in order to be referred to and have properties truly
predicated of it is logically as unwarranted as agreeing with the traditional
extensionalist that an object must have Sein in order to be a subject of reference
and predication. Why should an object of thought have any sort of being or quasi-
being? Meinong had argued that there must be a kind of qualification of objects that
admits of no opposite whereby they can be thought of, referred to, and stand as
subjects of true constitutive property predications. For a time he considered
Quasisein as providing the shred of almost-being, being-lite, minimally needed
for reference and predication of properties even to intended objects that are neither
spatiotemporal nor abstract existent entities. He indicates that afterward he quickly
became dissatisfied with the concept of Quasisein:

This designation [‘Quasisein’], however, like others that were approved earlier [in Uber
Annahmen, 95] (for instance, ‘Pseudoexistenz’ and ‘Quasitranszendenz,’) runs the risk of
causing confusion. More important, meanwhile, are the following pertinent considerations.
Can being which is in principle unopposed by non-being be called being at all? However
much we are permitted in this connection to judge that there is a being which is neither
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existence nor subsistence, nowhere else do we find grounds for such a postulate. Must we
not take thought to avoid it in our case also wherever it is possible? (Meinong 1960, 85)

In replacing the concept of Quasisein with that of Aufersein, Meinong had
grasped the inadequacies of Quasisein. By postulating the category of Aufersein
as an extraontology, Meinong proposes to make sense of objects considered only as
intended objects, which is to say in terms of their Sein-independent Soseine, their
identity-conditional constitutive properties, regardless of their ontic status, as
existent, dynamic or abstract, or altogether beingless. Findlay recounts Meinong’s
idea of Quasisein, and speculates about his reasons for rejecting the theory:

Meinong tells us that he originally believed in a variety of being possessed even by
chimeras, to which he gave the name of Quasisein (quasi-being). This sort of being, like
the being of Russell, pertained to everything; it was distinguished from other varieties of
being by the fact that it had no contrary. For if it had a contrary, the entities which lacked
Quasisein would have to possess Quasisein of a higher order, since they would certainly not
be nothing. And so we should be drawn into an infinite series of orders of Quasisein; which
is not an impossible but a very unplausible assumption. Quasisein had therefore no
contrary, but belonged to all entities whether they existed or not. Meinong rejected the
doctrine of Quasisein, because he could not conceive that there should be a variety of being
to which no corresponding non-being was opposed. If being means anything at all, the
statement that X is must contribute something to our knowledge, and this will only be so if it
is conceivable that X is not. A being which automatically belongs to every entity and whose
contrary is inconceivable is really nothing at all. (Findlay 1995, 47)

Findlay considers two arguments Meinong mentions in support of Quasisein as
an alternative to being, but which he did not finally accept, as a prelude to
introducing Meinong’s ontic-neutral concept of Aufiersein:

Meinong then formulates his own doctrine on the subject: the pure object stands beyond
being and non-being; both alike are external to it. Whether an object is or not, makes no
difference to what the object is. The pure object is said to be auflerseiend or to have
Aufiersein; it lies ‘outside’. What the object is, its real essence, consists in a number of
determinations of so-being; the object ‘elephant’ for instance is determined by the deter-
minations of being an animal, having a thick hide, having a trunk, and so on. Meinong
believes that such determinations are genuinely possessed by an object whether it exists or
not; the roundness of the round square is a fact about it which is unaffected by its
non-existence. (Findlay 1995, 49)

The problem that led Meinong to postulate Quasisein is the same difficulty that
Parmenides and Plato wrestled over (Plato, Parmenides 160b-e; Sophist 237-264;
also Republic 478b6-c2; Euthydemus 283e7-284d7). To say that the golden moun-
tain is beingless is to say something true about the golden mountain. The Objektiv,
and, more specifically, the Nichtseinsobjektiv, that the golden mountain is
nichtseiend, by this line of reasoning, must therefore also in some sense have
being. According to Meinong’s semantics, a proposition is true if and only if its
corresponding Objektiv or state of affairs has being.* The Nichtseinsobjektiv that

“The distinction between Gegenstinde and Objektive, whereby Objektive are essentially charac-
terized as that which not only has but are being or non-being, is owing to Ameseder, quoted in
AMG 1V, 61.
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the golden mountain is nichtseiend has being, even though the golden mountain
does not. At first, Meinong was reluctant philosophically to detach the being of an
Objektiv from the non-being of the Objekt that enters into the Objektiv. In the
linguistic mode, Meinong hesitates to separate the ontic status of a beingless object
from the truth of a predication about a beingless object, and thus from the being of
the Objektiv or state of affairs which is such that the object is beingless. He reports
on his original philosophical misgivings in these terms:

Without a doubt it would be comforting to be able to say that the strange kind of being
which belongs to that which does not have being (Sein des Nichtseienden) is just as absurd
as it sounds. Such a view could recommend itself to us were it not for the fact that the
Objective, which has being, always seems to require in turn an Object which has being.
(Meinong 1960, 85)

The breakthrough occurs when Meinong finally comes to accept the fundamental
distinction between Objekta and Objektive, whereby the opposition of being and
non-being applies to every Objektiv, but not to any Objekt, considered in and of
itself. It is fair to say that Meinong’s program for a Gegenstandstheorie, with its
characteristic theses of the independence of Sosein from Sein, and the indifference
of the intended Objekt to Sein and Nichtsein, which is to say the Aufersein of the
pure object, beyond being and non-being, was born precisely at this moment of
revelation. Meinong describes his account of Auflersein in reaching these historic
conclusions, in an important passage worth quoting in its entirety:

If the opposition of being and non-being is primarily a matter of the Objective and not of the
Object, then it is, after all, clearly understandable that neither being nor non-being can
belong essentially to the Object in itself. This is not to say, of course, that an Object can
neither be nor not be. Nor is it to say that the question, whether or not the Object has being,
is purely accidental to the nature of every Object. An absurd Object such as a round square
carries in itself the guarantee of its own non-being in every sense; an ideal Object, such as
diversity, carries in itself the guarantee of its own non-existence. Anyone who seeks to
associate himself with models which have become famous could formulate what has been
shown above by saying that the Object as such (without considering the occasional
peculiarities of the accompanying Objective-clause which is always present) stands
‘beyond being and non-being.” This may also be expressed in the following less engaging
and also less pretentious way, which is in my opinion, however, a more appropriate one:
The Object is by nature indifferent to being (ausserseiend), although at least one of its two
Objectives of being, the Object’s being or non-being, subsists. / What one could thus call
with propriety the principle of the indifference of pure Objects to being (den Satz vom
Aussersein des reinen Gegenstandes) finally eliminates the appearance of a paradox which
was the immediate occasion for the assertion of this principle. As soon as it is recognized
that, apart from special cases, both being and non-being are equally external to an Object, it
is then understandable that nothing more, so to speak, is involved in comprehending the
non-being of the Object than there is in comprehending its being. The above-mentioned
principle of the independence of Sosein from Sein now presents a welcome supplement to
this view. It tells us that that which is not in any way external to the Object, but constitutes
its proper essence, subsists in its Sosein — the Sosein attaching to the Object whether the
object has being or not. (Meinong 1960, 86)
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4.4 Russell’s Being-Predication Thesis

Ironically, despite Meinong’s emphasis on the Auflersein of the pure object, he has
frequently been misunderstood as supposing that even nonexistent objects must
have some sort of being in order to stand as referents or true constitutive property
predicants. The being-predication thesis originates with Parmenides, as represented
in several of Plato’s dialogues, notably the Sophist and Parmenides. The thesis is
misattributed and misapplied to Meinong in Russell’s influential but partially
misinformed commentary. Russell encourages the misinterpretation when he
describes Meinong’s theory as involving a version of the subsistence thesis com-
mitted to the ‘logical being’ of nonexistent objects, without which, he maintains,
reference and predication are meaningless. Thus, in Introduction to Mathematical
Philosophy, Russell writes:

It is argued, e.g. by Meinong, that we can speak about ‘the golden mountain’, ‘the round
square’ and so on; we can make true propositions of which these are the subjects; hence
they must have some kind of logical being, since otherwise the propositions in which they
occur would be meaningless. (Russell 1971, 169)

This is obviously a misconstrual of Meinong’s theory that the object theory
domain contains beingless referents and beingless subjects of true constitutive
property predications. Meinong in his mature philosophy abandons Quasisein,
and permits reference and true predication of properties without further ado to
nichtseiende Gegenstande (AMG 11, 481-530). I shall not comment on Russell’s
faulty exposition in more detail, since this has already been done in historical-
philosophical criticism of the so-called Russell-Meinong debate by Findlay,
Routley, Grossmann, Smith, and others.” Russell through his own philosophical
lenses sees only a fictitious Meinong committed to the being-predication thesis of
Russell’s Principles of Mathematics. There Russell expresses unequivocal commit-
ment to the being-predication thesis:

Whatever may be an object of thought, or may occur in any true or false proposition, or can
be counted as one, I call a term. This, then, is the widest word in the philosophical
vocabulary. I shall use as synonymous with it the words unit, individual, and entity. The
first two emphasize the fact that every term is one, while the third is derived from the fact
that every term has being, i.e. is in some sense. A man, a moment, a number, a class, a
relation, a chimera, or anything else that can be mentioned, is sure to be a term; and to deny
that such and such a thing is a term must always be false. (Russell 1903, 43)

The implication is that Russell, as a result of his own deep attachment to a being-
predication thesis, cannot conceptualize reference and predication, as Meinong
does, to beingless objects. Russell mistakenly ascribes the being-predication thesis
to Meinong as a cornerstone of object theory, because he cannot imagine reference
and true predication functioning in any other way. Russell acknowledges Meinong
as the source of the concept underlying his doctrine of ‘terms’, in an early
Russellian version of Meinong’s object theory. He is impressed with Meinong’s

5Findlay 1995, 43-6; 100-10. Routley 1980, 117-31. Grossmann 1974a, 114—6. Smith 1985.
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recognition of the need for the most general encompassing theory of the existent or
nonexistent objects of thought and language, which Russell calls ‘terms’.

Unaccountably, in the period between 1903 and 1905, at some time between the
publication of The Principles of Mathematics and ‘On Denoting’, interspersed with
his review essays on Meinong’s philosophy for the journal Mind, Russell repeatedly
challenges an erroneous interpretation of Meinong’s object theory presupposing the
being-predication thesis. Russell wholeheartedly accepts the being-predication
thesis in his own semantic theory, and foists it onto Meinong’s philosophy where
it does not belong, as though there were no alternative. The being-predication
thesis, after Meinong’s turn from Quasisein to Auf3ersein, is nevertheless logically
inconsistent with the principles of Meinong’s later Gegenstandstheorie. When the
difficulties of admitting beingless objects with logical, semantic, or any other
qualified kind of being later dawn on Russell, he criticizes Meinong’s theory as
incoherent, and in his own logic and reference and predication semantics swings far
in the opposite direction toward the robust realism of a radical referential
extensionalism. Instead of rejecting the being-predication thesis as false or anti-
thetical to Meinong’s object theory, Russell narrows his conception of being, by
restricting the possible subjects of reference and predication to existent concrete
(dynamic, physical or spatiotemporal) and abstract (relations and other universal)
entities. In falsely imputing the being-predication thesis to Meinong’s object
theory, and in his inability to make sense of reference and true predication of
properties to altogether beingless objects, Russell misunderstands Meinong all
along.®

A revealing passage in which Russell discloses his attribution of the being-
predication thesis to Meinong appears in Russell’s 1904 Mind review, where he
states: ‘“The process suggested by Meinong’s argument is. . .exceedingly and curi-
ously complicated. First we think of a golden mountain, then we perceive that we
are thinking of it; thence, we infer that there is a presentation of a golden mountain,
and thence finally that the golden mountain subsists or has Being’ (Russell 1904,
36). Later in the same criticism, Russell adds:

The immanent object does not exist, according to Meinong, and is therefore no part of the
mental state whose object it is; for this mental state exists. Yet, although not part of any
mental state, it is supposed to be in some sense psychical. But it cannot be in any way bound
up with any particular mental state of which it is the object; for other states, at other times and
in other people, may have precisely the same object, since an object or a proposition can be
presented or believed more than once. I confess these facts seem to me to show, without more
ado, that objects and propositions must always have being. .. (Russell 1904, 59)

%See Smith 1985, 1988. Compare Russell 1903 [1938], 71: ‘It should be observed that A and
B need not exist, but must, like anything that can be mentioned, have Being. The distinction of
Being and existence is important, and is well illustrated by the process of counting. What can be
counted must be something, and must certainly be, though it need by no means be possessed of the
further privilege of existence. Thus what we demand of the terms of our collection is merely that
each should be an entity.” Russell accepts a peculiar version of the being-predication thesis that
attributes being even to nonexistent objects. This is the very sort of confusion that he later finds
incomprehensible in his (mis-) interpretation of Meinong.



70 4 Aufersein of the Pure Object

Russell, in these key passages, makes several significant mistakes. Meinong’s
object theory, unlike the early Brentano’s distinction between mental and physical
phenomena, is not committed to immanently intended objects. Like Hofler, in the
writing of whose 1890 Logik Meinong collaborated, and Twardowski’s 1894 Zur
Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstellung, Meinong distinguishes between
the psychological act, psychologically immanent content, and typically psycholog-
ically transcendent object of any presentation (Hofler 1890; Twardowski 1894).
The objects of Meinong’s object theory are ordinarily supposed to be independent
of thought. Meinong is prepared to deny that immanent or transcendent intended
objects cannot be inferred to be part of the thoughts by which they are intended, on
the grounds that such thoughts by hypothesis exist, but the objects intended by
thoughts are not guaranteed to exist. Immanent objects are ‘psychical’, but intended
objects in Meinong’s theory are only exceptionally immanent, as in thinking about
a thought’s act or content.

Russell’s conclusion in the last two sentences of his criticism reflects another
misunderstanding of Meinong’s Aufersein. From the fact that the same object can
be intended at different times or by different persons is insufficient to deduce,
‘without more ado,” as Russell says, ‘that objects and propositions must always
have being’. The inference in Russell’s reassertion of the being-predication thesis is
that since intended objects are not subjective, they must have some kind of watery
being. This is precisely the conclusion Meinong’s theory of Aufersein is designed
to avoid. What Russell seems not to understand is that for Meinong the psycholog-
ical transcendence of intended objects makes them nonsubjective, despite their
ontological status, in the Auflersein of the pure object.

It is one thing to recognize Russell’s misinterpretation of Meinong’s theory of
Auflersein, and another to articulate more precisely what Meinong means when he
speaks of Auflersein. The idea is certainly not very familiar, especially to philoso-
phers schooled in mainstream extensionalist logic and semantics. It is possible to
further clarify Meinong’s concept of Auflersein, both in its own terms and in
comparison with Husserl’s principle of epoché in phenomenology.

4.5 Toward an Analysis of Aufersein

Among the many misunderstood aspects of this frequently misunderstood philos-
opher, Meinong’s doctrine of the Auflersein of the pure object, when it is not simply
ignored, is undoubtedly one of the most widely misinterpreted. The extraontology
Meinong postulates consists of objects considered indifferently with respect to their
ontic status, merely as intended objects. After all, we are often unaware whether or
not the intended objects to which we refer in thought and language exist, and logic
knows nothing of the ontic status of referents in its referential semantic domain.
Sometimes the point of intending an object is to be able to consider whether or not it
exists, and in such cases it obviously will not do to suppose that every intended
object exists solely by virtue of being intended.
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Aufersein is not a special subcategory of the ontology, and Aufiersein is not a
special kind of Sein. It is an ontically neutral referential domain that falls entirely
outside the ontology of existent or subsistent entities, as existent intended objects or
intended objects with being. It is appropriate for this reason to translate Meinong’s
term ‘Aufiersein’ as ‘extraontology’. We can then reject as misleading and mistaken
any attempted references to Meinong’s semantic domain as an ‘ontology’, on the
grounds that etymologically an ontology is a theory about or domain specifically of
ontos or being, of existent entities. A characteristically Meinongian semantic
domain, on the contrary, enfolds ontology within the extraontology, where any
intended object can be understood as belonging to the extraontology insofar as the
question of its ontic status is not considered, or, in the terminology of Husserl’s later
transcendental methodology, insofar as an intended object’s ontic status along with
other facts about the object is bracketed in the epoché.

The difference between Auflersein and Quasisein is not limited only to the fact
that Auflersein is not a watered-down type of Sein minimally required for reference
and true predication. Auflersein is itself the semantic domain of all intended objects,
regardless of their ontic status, which does not attribute a special ontic or quasi-
ontic status to some as opposed to any other objects. An object does not have the
property of being auflerseiend, as opposed to being seiend or nichtseiend, as in
Meinong’s earlier conception of Quasisein. The idea of Auflersein is semantically
and metaphysically more radical. Aufiersein is the name Meinong later gives to
what he speaks of also in this context as the pure object (reiner Gegenstand)
considered independently of its ontic status. This means, among other things, that
the Auflersein of the pure object is the referential semantic domain of all objects
understood only as objects, constituted in their Soseine exclusively by their
distinguishing constitutive property clusters, without taking their ontic status into
account.

It makes sense in Meinong’s semantics to speak of an intended object as
auflerseiend only as a way of designating the pure intended object, any object
considered only as distinguished by its constitutive nuclear properties, beyond
being and non-being, without regard for its ontic status as existent or nonexistent.
Auflersein, as a meta-semantic category, can also be understood objectively as a
domain of beingless objects, literally an extraontology, of equal importance for
Meinong as the ontology, which it complements. The extraontology is not a special
division of the ontology, but literally instead a semantic category to which every
object belongs. As such, the extraontology stands entirely outside the framework of
exclusionary ontic categories whereby every object has being, is existent or sub-
sistent, or is in both senses beingless. Meinong’s mature object theory permits
reference and true predication of properties to objects in both the ontology and
extraontology, indifferently. It is enough to be an object, which is to say something
that can be thought about, regardless of whether the object belongs to the ontology
as a spatiotemporal actual dynamic or abstract nonspatiotemporal subsistent entity,
or only to the extraontology as a beingless nonexistent intended object or pure
intended object of thought.
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To be aufserseiend is not to have a special kind of being. It is rather to have or be
considered as having no kind of being. Auflersein is extra-ontology, outside and in
that sense independent of ontic determinations. By substituting the concept of
Auflersein for Quasisein, Meinong introduces an important innovation. Auflersein
is not a category of being, but the ontic and semantic antithesis of ontic
subcategorization. Meinong does not require that an object at least have Auflersein
in order to be the subject of reference and true predication. That entire conception,
beginning with Plato’s arguments in the Sophist, that an object must have being in
some sense, which is to say, in any sense at all, in order for it to be true even to say
that the object does not exist, does not have being, is totally abandoned by Meinong
at this stage of object theory development. When he finally divests himself of the
idea that an object must have at least a watery sense of being in order to be the
subject of reference and predication, Meinong needs another way to turn all
potential objects of thought into the same object theory category. In the early theory
of Quasisein, Meinong could accomplish this purpose by recognizing that all
objects have some sort of being, whether in the ordinary sense as existent or
subsistent, or quasi-being, Sein or Quasisein. In the later theory, where this concept
has shown itself bankrupt and no longer has any place, Meinong democratizes all
objects of thought by requiring that any object, whether existent or nonexistent, be
considered a pure object of reference and predication of properties, beyond being
and non-being, as the concept itself must finally be allowed as an intended object of
the intentionality of free assumption, in the extraontology or Auflersein.

The possibility of treating all objects alike as pure objects, without taking
account of their ontic status, regardless of whether in fact they have being or are
beingless, restores to full effect the guiding phenomenological inspiration of
Meinong’s object theory. As a development of Brentano’s empirical psychology,
Meinong is able thereafter from the standpoint of the Aufersein of the pure
object to treat all intended objects as semantically on a par, on an ontically
neutralized even playing field, where, regardless of their ontic status, all objects
of thought can be understood as equally subsumed by a transcendental version of
Brentano’s immanent intentionality thesis, that every psychological occurrence
is directed toward an intended object. Meinong may have conceived of object
theory with its ontic neutrality for true predications of constitutive properties as
the perfect adjunct to Brentano’s intentionality thesis, and as a solution to the
difficulties otherwise encountered by Brentano’s immanent intentionality thesis.
All can be treated alike as empirical discoveries of a scientific phenomenology.
The further question of their ontic status need not arise in Gegenstandstheorie, at
no cost to intended reference or true predication in scientific and philosophical
explanation, as in everyday thought and discourse. Brentano, as a consequence of
his Aristotelianism, was nevertheless disappointed and even philosophically
offended by Meinong’s proposal for a theory of nonexistent intended objects,
as he was later to be by Husserl’s post-Kantian return to a transcendental
phenomenology.

The first thing to understand about Meinong’s Aufersein of the pure object is
that it is not a strange shadowy ontic realm of objects hovering between being and
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non-being. If that were the proper conception of Aufersein, then there would be no
essential difference between Auflersein and what we have seen as the hallmark of
Meinong’s earlier theory of Quasisein. Indeed, Auflersein is as much outside of
non-being as its name more immediately suggests its situation outside of being. The
Auflersein of the pure object is jenseits von Sein und Nichtsein, not inzwischen Sein
und Nichtsein. It is a way of thinking about intended objects that is altogether
beyond ontic status, as though the question of an object’s being or beinglessness did
not arise. The Auflersein of the pure object is any intended object considered
exclusively as an object, hence as a pure object, without concern for whether or
not the object is in any sense existent or nonexistent, but regardless of its ontic
status.

It is in this special sense that Aufersein is outside of being (and non-being), as an
extraontology or semantic domain of intended objects whose only qualifications for
reference and true predication of properties are their identity conditions as deter-
mined by their distinguishing Sosein or so-being. Meinong’s Sosein plays a similar
role to Frege’s concept of ‘sense’ or Sinn of proper names, consisting of a uniquely
individuating abstract set of associated constitutive properties, belonging to, in
Frege’s case, an existent intended object, and in Meinong’s, an existent or nonex-
istent intended object. While Frege does not offer a systematic account of Sinn, and
in particular does not take pains to exclude extraconstitutive relational properties
like existence, subsistence, possibility, completeness, determinateness, and their
complements, among others, it is noteworthy that his few examples, such as the
Sinn of the proper name ‘Aristotle’, include only constitutive properties, like being
‘the pupil of Plato’, ‘the teacher of Alexander the Great’, ‘born in Stagira’, and do
not mention any extraconstitutive properties like ‘exists’, ‘has being’, ‘is possible’,
‘is a complete determinate entity’, or the like (Frege 1892 [1970], 58).

Meinong’s Auflersein of the pure object thus sustains a very egalitarian mem-
bership. Objects belong to it as members of an ontically neutral semantic domain,
irrespective of whether or not outside its pastures they happen to exist. They qualify
by virtue of their defining or uniquely distinguishing constitutive properties. The
round square in the Aufersein of the pure object rubs elbows with the Eiffel Tower,
and the golden mountain is extraontologically on a par with the number =, the
golden burial mask of Agamemnon, and Mount Vesuvius. The golden mountain in
the Auflersein of the pure object, or, less misleadingly, considered as auferseiender,
is just the object whose only constitutive properties are to be golden and a
mountain. This is a different object than the Eiffel Tower, which, considered
auflerseiendlich, has indefinitely many constitutive properties, such as being
made mostly of iron, located in Paris, standing so many meters high, weighing so
many tons, having such and such a color, built at such a time, visited by a certain
number of tourists up to a certain point in its history, and so on. The Eiffel Tower
happens to exist, and the golden mountain happens not to exist. Such differences are
not mentioned in polite company in the Auflersein of the pure object, where both
referents as pure intended objects leave their ontic credentials at the door.
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4.6 Husserl’s Epoché and Meinong’s Auflersein

The comparison between Meinong’s concept of Aufersein and Husserl’s phenom-
enological epoché is now easy to see. Husserl in his 1931 Ideen, or Ideas: General
Introduction to Pure Phenomenology §32, explains the epoché in this way:

We put out of action the general thesis which belongs to the essence of the natural
standpoint, we place in brackets whatever it includes respecting the nature of Being: this
entire natural world therefore which is continually ‘there for us,” ‘present to our hand,” and
will ever remain there, in a ‘fact-world’ of which we continue to be conscious, even though
it pleases us to put it in brackets. / If I do this, as I am fully free to do, I do not then deny this
‘world,” as though I were a sophist, I do not doubt that it is there as though I were a sceptic;
but I use the ‘phenomenological’ epoché, which completely bars me from using any
Judgment that concerns spatio-temporal existence (Dasein). (Husserl 1931, 99-100)

Later, in his 1931 lectures on Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to Phe-
nomenology, Husserl restates the concept of phenomenological epoché:

This universal depriving of acceptance, this ‘inhibiting’ or ‘putting out of play’ of all

positions taken toward the already-given Objective world and, in the first place, all

existential positions (those concerning being, illusion, possible being, being likely, prob-

able, etc.), — or, as it is also called, this ‘phenomenological epoché’ and ‘parenthesizing’ of
the Objective world — therefore, does not leave us confronting nothing. (Husserl 1973, 20)

It is unhelpful to oversimplify Husserl’s concept of phenomenological epoché,
to confuse his distinctions between philosophical, phenomenological, and transcen-
dental epoché, or to misrepresent its unique place in Husserl’s phenomenology and
transcendental phenomenology, by over-extending a superficial analogy with other
philosophical concepts. We can now describe the most important similarities
between Husserl’s epoché and Meinong’s Aufiersein, in these points of positive
comparison:

(1) Epoché and Auflersein consider intended objects in an ontically neutral way,
without concern for their being or non-being, actuality or illusion, possibility or
impossibility, etc.

(2) Epoché and Aufiersein consider intended objects exclusively in terms of the
qualities they present to thought; for Husserl, the properties are given by
phenomenological content; for Meinong, more objectively by the object’s
Sosein or so-being of constitutive properties.

(3) Epoché and Auflersein represent a kind of ontic purity of intended objects and
phenomenological purity of thought about or presentation of intended objects, a
qualification that is repeatedly emphasized by Husserl and Meinong in their
respective discussions of epoché and Aufiersein.

The differences between Husserl and Meinong should also be kept in view.
Husserl’s methodology, despite his frequent assertions of phenomenology as a
scientific endeavor, is more idealist and subjectivistic than Meinong’s object
theory. Husserl understands the phenomenological method of transcendental
epoché as uncovering the transcendence of the pure ego, which Husserl in
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neo-Kantian idealist fashion, in his transcendental phase after 1913, takes to be a
precondition for the existence of the natural world. Meinong, by contrast, as we
have seen, regards the Auflersein of the pure object more objectively as a domain of
intended, or, better, ideally intended or potentially intendable objects, that are
semantically available to but otherwise independent of thought.

This essential distinction between Meinong and Husserl, with all its ramifica-
tions, is reflected clearly in the difference between their terminologies. The phe-
nomenological epoché as a suspension, bracketing, or disconnection of ontic
commitment to or with respect to intended objects in Husserl, is evidently an
activity of philosophical thought, something that the thinker does. Whereas
Meinong’s Aufiersein of the pure object is the referential semantic domain in
which intended objects are considered in their ontic neutrality purely as objects,
satisfying objective intensional or constitutive property-related identity conditions,
determined as their association with unique choices of constitutive properties. It is
agreeable to think of Husserl’s epoché and Meinong’s AufSersein as complementing
one another. Husserl might argue that Meinong’s Aufersein presupposes the epoché
as a way of considering objects independently of their ontic status, bracketing our
usual acceptance of their existence or nonexistence, as he proposes for the program
of transcendental phenomenology. Meinong for his part might reasonably maintain
in reply that epoché by itself is sufficient only to suggest a domain for the scientific
exploration of intended objects in phenomenology, and that the activity of epoché
by itself must result in the postulation of an extraontological category of objects, in
order to provide the basis for objective philosophical explanations of meaning,
knowledge, and value.

4.7 Meinong’s Auflersein and Quine’s Critique of Beingless
Objects

As a way of testing Meinong’s theory of Auflersein, it is worth examining its
strengths and weaknesses in light of extensionalist criticisms of beingless objects.
For this purpose, we need look no further than Quine’s objections to possible
nonexistents in his famous 1953 essay, ‘On What There Is’.

Quine argues against the proliferation of merely possible objects in a language’s
ideally minimal referential semantic domain, and expresses an aesthetic preference
for desert landscape ontologies. Although he does not refer by name to Meinongian
semantics, it is obvious that he would regard object theory as an extreme case of
ontological excess. Quine instead proposes intuitive paraphrases of apparent pred-
ications to nonexistent objects in order to avoid reference, ontic commitment, and
true predications (including predications of nonexistence) to any merely possible
objects (Quine 1953, 4). Quine’s objections to the ontic and semantic slum of
possible but nonexistent fat persons in the doorway should apply with full force
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from his consistently extensionalist standpoint to any Meinongian domain. He

argues:
[An] overpopulated universe is in many ways unlovely. It offends against the aesthetic
sense of us who have a taste for desert landscapes, but this is not the worst of it. [The] slum
of possibles is a breeding ground for disorderly elements. Take, for instance, the possible
fat man in that doorway; and, again, the possible bald man in that doorway. Are they the
same possible man, or two possible men? How do we decide? How many possible men are
there in that doorway? Are there more possible thin ones than fat ones? How many of them
are alike? Or would their being alike make them one? Are no two possible things alike? Is
this the same as saying that it is impossible for two things to be alike? Or, finally, is the
concept of identity simply inapplicable to unactualized possibles? But what sense can be
found in talking of entities which cannot meaningfully be said to be identical with
themselves and distinct from one another? These elements are well-nigh incorrigible. By
a Fregean therapy of individual concepts, some effort might be made at rehabilitation; but I
feel we’d do better simply to clear [the] slum and be done with it (Quine 1953, 4).

If the argument is to be decided on aesthetic grounds, as Quine perhaps only
playfully suggests, then I am obligated to report my disagreement with his blanket
approval of metaphorical ontic desert landscapes. We need to know exactly what
kinds of objects are proposed, and what exact purpose they are meant to fulfill. The
desert is lovely to tourists by virtue of being arid and uncluttered, though it may not
contain everything needed to sustain life, everything, by analogy, theoretically
necessary for logic, semantics, and philosophy of mind, to conduct its theoretical
explanations and support its practical applications.

A Meinongian ‘jungle’, combining an ontology with an extraontology of
beingless objects, has a beauty, charm, and importance all its own. The jungle
has colorful unexpected and unbelievable birds and reptiles, and other creatures to
amaze the desert dweller, in a marvelously complex functioning ecology. That we
still prefer the desert does not wish the jungle away for others. The exchange of
aesthetic preference images of desert and jungle is pointless anyway, because where
ontology is concerned, the Meinongian object theory ontology can be as sparse and
austere as Quine’s, provided only that it is supplemented by the intended objects in
the Auflersein of the pure object, an extraontology of beingless objects that are
nominally related to characterizing clusters of constitutive properties. There are as
many objects, intendable and otherwise, in the object theory referential semantic
domain, as there are combinatorially distinct sets of constitutive characterizing
properties in proper applications of Leibnizian intensional property-related, self-
identity requirements. However, there are certainly not as many intended objects in
the object theory’s ontology of existent entities. A Meinongian Ontologie, not to
say Auflersein, can in principle again match Quine’s ontology item-for-item, with
no further overlap of existent intended objects. The question is how well Quine can
manage without being able to refer to and predicate properties of the nonexistent
intended objects with which Meinongian object theory supplements the same
subordinate ontology.

We should take note of the extent to which even as sympathetic a commentator
as Findlay agrees with Quine in regarding Meinong’s Auflersein as semantically
and, so to speak, extraontologically, ‘chaotic’. Findlay interprets Auflersein as a
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kind of primordial soup of pure objects, from which intended objects must be ‘lifted
up’, in order to constitute objects of thought. Auflersein on such a conception is the
extreme ontic breeding ground, in Quine’s phrase, of ‘disorderly elements’. The
possible fat men in the doorway are only the beginning of the chaos Findlay
perceives in Meinong’s concept of Auflersein. He explains:

We speak of the world of Auflersein, but in reality the objects which have no being do not
constitute a world. They are a chaos of incoherent fragments, and the only relations that
subsist between them are those of similarity and diversity...Again if some non-existent
objects are indeterminate, there are others which are impossible, such as the round square,
and we can hardly hope to find in them a fruitful field for scientific investigation. From
another point of view Auflersein is incapable of scientific treatment because of its excessive
richness. In the case of the actual world we can always ask whether a certain object is
comprised in it or not; the question is interesting, because some things are excluded from
it. The realm of Aufersein, however, has no such exclusiveness; every possibility or
impossibility is comprised in it, and this fact silences a multitude of questions. / Aufersein
is a strange sort of desert in which no mental progress is possible, but the desert has many
oases, as no one who has read a fine novel, or a treatise on meta-geometry, can possibly
doubt. . .Auflersein comprises these articulated fragments, and our own universe, as a pure
object, is one of them, but it remains, as a whole, too chaotic to be studied scientifically.
(Findlay 1995, 57-8)

Quine’s condemnation of mere possibilia is not based on considerations of
theoretical economy, but on what he perceives as the lack or inadequacy of identity
criteria for nonexistent objects, by which he evidently regards them as logically and
metaphysically disorderly. Hence, Quine’s objections about counting and
distinguishing between possible fat and possible fat bald nonexistent men loitering
in the doorway. The objections that Meinong’s object theory is ontically inflation-
ary, and that many of its occupants are logically or metaphysically disorderly by
virtue of failing to satisfy appropriate identity criteria, are easily refuted from the
standpoint of Meinong’s concept of the Aufiersein of the pure object.

First, we should acknowledge that Meinong’s object theory does not introduce
any specifically ontological innovations. Object theory domain, again, combines
with or subordinates ontology to an extraontology. The ontology can be as minimal
as Quine would like. It is only the extraontology or Auflersein of the pure object that
distinguishes the expanded ontically neutral referential domain of a Meinongian
logic and semantics. An extraontology is distinct from and does not add anything to
the existent entities belonging to an ontology. This is as it should be, on the
assumption that there is a mind-independent existent world for some thoughts to
intend, and of the actual world as the greatest existent intended object, with respect
to the mind-independent existent objects the mind-independent existent world also
presumably contains.

We know that thought reaches beyond the existent, in all creative activities, in
deciding on and planning future actions, in entertaining symbolic expression,
religion, myth, and innocently or otherwise spreading falsehoods. Meinong’s spe-
cial contribution to semantic theory is to maintain that beingless objects can be
referred to and have properties truly predicated of them regardless of their ontic
status. If we can make sense of this claim, then nonexistent objects like Berkeley’s
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golden mountain and Quine’s possible fat man in the doorway, together with even
more exotic impossible objects like the round square, do not belong to Meinong’s
ontology, but at most to the object theory’s extraontology. If such objects are
problematic, at least they cannot be so for the reasons Quine gives. A Meinongian
ontology does not multiply entities beyond necessity, but at most includes exactly
those intended objects, irrespective of their ontic status, that the theory’s phenom-
enological motivation requires. If they are not all actually intended, then they are
anyway intendable, with a conceivable and constructible exception perhaps for
Mally’s unapprehendable or unintendable object as a limiting case.

Phenomenology in the evolution of Meinong’s object theory is the inspiring but
not the ultimate foundation for what is to become a mind-independent comprehen-
sion of objects available for actual intendings. This is the intensional foundation
that considers all logically possible constitutive property combinations as nomi-
nally related to a distinct object of actual or potential, real or ideal intentional states.
Every distinct combination of constitutive properties can be named as a distinct
object, truly or falsely described in constitutive property predications, that either
belong or fail to belong to their identity-conditional consitutive property comple-
ments, counted, quantified over, and in other ways treated logically and semanti-
cally exactly like actual or abstract existent entities.

Second, we must consider the Quinean criticism that Meinongian objects,
regardless of their number in the ontology or extraontology, are logically disor-
derly. Quine is elsewhere paraphrased as holding that there can be ‘No entity
without identity’.” Meinong’s object theory in effect expands on this slogan by
requiring that there be ‘No entity or nonentity without identity’. For an intended
object to be considered as an auflerseiender reiner Gegenstand, it must satisfy the
same identity conditions as the existent physical and abstract mathematical objects
that Quine finds philosophically unobjectionable. That is, a beingless object in
Meinong’s Aufersein must be individuated by its Sosein or unique totality of
constitutive properties. Meinong in this sense agrees with Quine that there must
be adequate identity conditions even for possible incomplete and impossible
beingless objects. The difference is that, whereas Quine thinks no such identity
conditions are available, Meinong formulates what seem to be perfectly satisfactory
general intensional Leibnizian property-based identity principles that apply alike to
existent dynamic and abstract entities, and all subcategories of nonexistent intended
objects. The identity conditions for membership in the object theory domain are
determined by their constitutive properties in Aufersein, where Meinong speaks of
the heimatloser or homeless pure object that belongs to no traditional ontological
category, neither existent nor subsistent, but to which thought and language can
refer and think and say true or false things.

What, then, is the answer to Quine’s questions about identity conditions for
nonexistent possible fat and fat bald men in the doorway? What about the impos-
sible round square fat bald man in the doorway? If we adopt Meinong’s identity

7 The thesis is ascribed to Quine by Parsons 1965, 182. See Quine 1960, 200-5; 1969, 324, 45-6.
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criteria for beingless objects, then we can solve these problems satisfactorily for
any objects in the Meinongian Aufersein, within the framework of a Meinongian
object theory. In one sense, there are unlimited numbers of distinct merely possible
nonexistent fat and fat bald men in the doorway. On another interpretation, there is
only one possible nonexistent fat man in the doorway, and only one possible
nonexistent fat bald man in the doorway. There is, according to Meinong’s object
theory, exactly one possible nonexistent object with the identifying and individu-
ating Sosein consisting of exactly the constitutive properties of being fat and lurking
in the doorway, and there is exactly one possible nonexistent object with the
identifying and individuating Sosein consisting of the constitutive properties of
being fat, bald, and lurking in the doorway. There is similarly for the same reason
exactly one possible fat bald man standing in the doorway, and exactly one possible
fat bald man sitting in the doorway. The possible fat bald doorway men do not exist,
because they do not have enough constitutive property consistency and especially
completeness even when consistent to put in a physical appearance. The point is
rather that by virtue of postulated differences in their constitutive properties, these
nominalized objects supervening on distinct constitutive property choices can be
named and truly described in different ways, just as any actual or abstract object, on
the basis also of its identifying and distinguishing properties. We can refer to and
truly predicate properties of nonexistent intended objects just as, in logically and
semantically parallel fashion, we do in the referentially radically extensionalist
semantics of predications involving exclusively existent intended objects.®

For any combination of constitutive properties, there will be, by Meinong’s
Aufersein thesis, exactly one object corresponding to each distinct Sosein of
constitutive properties.” Since the fat man in the doorway is transparently in the
doorway, and the numerically distinct bald fat man is in the doorway, along with the
standing fat man, sitting fat man, standing bald fat man, sitting bald fat man, and so
on, there are, as previously observed, indefinitely many merely possible beingless
fat men in the doorway. All of these intended objects have included within their
identifying and individuating Soseine the constitutive properties of being fat, a man,
and somehow disposed in the doorway, and are in that sense multiple fat men in the
doorway. We can distinguish and count them, if we first agree on what is to be
counted. Quine seems to think it must be an embarrassment for any semantic theory
to allow so many obese and skinny men simultaneously to occupy the narrow
confines of the doorway. Ontically homeless Meinongian intended objects

8 A similar reply is made by Routley 1980, 411-26.

°One possible formalization of a Meinongian comprehension principle states: I8VFVx[x € § —
Fx]. This says that there is a domain set d that contains every (existent or nonexistent) object x to
which any property F is truly predicable. The principle expresses the nonpsychologistic sense of
Meinong’s thesis of the unrestricted freedom of assumption (unbeschrankten Annahmenfreiheit) in
intending mind-independent objects of thought. The set theoretical paradoxes associated with
latitudinarian comprehension can be managed in several ways, by type-theory or existence
restrictions on abstraction well-formedness, equivalence, or detachment, and the like, in effect
controlling authorized substitution instances for ‘F’.



80 4 Aufersein of the Pure Object

nevertheless need semantic order. While this would be an intolerable metaphysical
condition for existent objects, there is no comparable conceptual difficulty for
merely possible nonexistent objects to crowd in upon each other in Quine’s existent
doorway, since as predicationally incomplete intended objects of reference and
property predication subjects, they none of them belong to the ontology. Despite
having the property of being obese or scrawny doorway loitering objects, beingless
merely possible objects do not compete for occupancy of the same real space-time.
Similarly for impossible Meinongian objects like the round square fat bald man
skulking in the doorway.

The fact that totally beingless Meinongian objects have identifyfing and indi-
viduating properties provides reasonable answers to Quine’s questions about the
logical or metaphysical orderliness or disorderliness of possible nonexistent
nonsubsistent objects. The answers have interesting implications for the problem
of the identity and individuation of impossible nonexistent objects. We need not
throw up our hands over the problem of providing identity conditions for these
nonexistents, because we assume theoretically all along that the Meinongian
domain comprehends all and only those nominalized objects supervening on
distinct constitutive property clusters. The golden mountain # the round square,
because the golden mountain is golden and a mountain and not round or square,
whereas the round square is round and square and not golden or a mountain. It is the
same Leibnizian identity of indiscernibles that we apply when we conclude that
Mark Twain # Nathaniel Hawthorne. That Quine does not anticipate such a solu-
tion suggests that, like Russell, he may also subscribe, and may assume all other
semantic theorists must subscribe, to a being-predication thesis. It is only if
nonexistent objects like the fat man and fat bald man in the doorway cannot be
distinguished by virtue of one’s having and the other’s lacking the property of being
bald (a generalization of the same Leibnizian identity principles used in the case of
existent actual and subsistent abstract entities), that Quine’s claim that there are no
identity criteria for mere possibilia can have any force. It must be assumed as
beyond philosophical challenge that supposed nonexistent objects, because they do
not exist, cannot have any properties. Otherwise, the answer is obvious, merely by
pointing to differences in the stipulated constitutive property clusters implied as
each kind of possible man in the doorway is named off or described. It is just the
solution Meinong gives in offering his thesis of the ontic neutrality or indifference
of pure objects in the Aufersein, and of the ontic independence of Sosein from
Sein.'”

If nonexistent Meinongian objects belong to the extraontology rather than
ontology of the Meinongian semantic domain, then, in the strict sense of the
word, Meinong, in allowing beingless objects, cannot rightly be said to have
inflated the ontology with explanatorily or otherwise theoretically unnecessary
objects. We go astray also with Findlay if we consider Aufersein as a ‘realm’, or,

10 AMG 11, 490-3. The independence of Sosein from Sein thesis is formulated by Meinong’s student
Mally 1904, 127. See Findlay 1995, 44. Lambert 1982, 1983, 87-96, Griffin 1979, 23-34.
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plying the same metaphor as Quine, but with opposite force, a ‘desert’ or ‘jungle’
landscape, containing objects in anything like the manner of an ontology or quasi-
ontology. To drive Meinong’s later object theory in this direction is to confuse
Meinong’s Auflersein with his abandoned concept of Quasisein, and to try to make
Auflersein into Quasisein. It is the period in Meinong’s thought that is probably
responsible for most misapprehensions of his object theory, beginning, perhaps,
with Russell’s selective serial reading of Meinong, as encouraging the concept of a
‘secondary’ or ‘shadowy kind’ of being for beingless objects. That, counterfactually
speaking, would be a whopping contradiction in Meinongian object theory, for
which Meinong himself should not be held responsible. Nor is there anything
especially ‘chaotic’ about Meinong’s ‘realm’ of Auflersein. True, there are unlim-
itedly many auflerseiende pure objects, possessing and nominally associated with
every logically possible combination of constitutive properties. That is many more
objects than there are existent intended objects in the extensionalist existence-
presuppositional referential semantic domain that Russell and Quine favor. If
there are infinitely many classes in Quine’s ontology, then we need not expect
more than that cardinality of Meinong’s ontology-absorbing extraontology. Each
object is nevertheless unique and distinct from every other in a Meinong referential
semantic domain, by virtue of its individuating identity conditions via its associa-
tion with a distinguishing Sosein of constitutive properties.

Findlay mitigates his critique of Aufersein somewhat, in his final ‘Appraisal of
Meinong’. In this concluding chapter of the second edition of Meinong’s Theory of
Objects and Values, appended on Ryle’s recommendation, Findlay acknowledges
that: ‘Meinong in his doctrine of Auflersein has performed an act of incomparable
merit: he has prevented the realistic, first-order interests dominant in science and
extensional logic from misrepresenting the higher-order structures of experience,
which their purposes tend to exclude, and whose residual properties they throw into
queer, false relief” (Findlay 1995, 339). The objects Meinong postulates, moreover,
appear strictly necessary in accounting for the intentionality or object-directedness
of ordinary and scientific thought and discourse. Beingless objects do not add
anything whatsoever to the ontology, because they belong only to Auflersein. We
can refer to them despite the fact that they do not exist. Meinong gratefully does not
claim that beingless objects exist, which would be incoherent. By denying the
being-predication thesis, Meinong’s semantics makes it intelligible to refer to and
truly predicate constitutive properties of intended objects, regardless of their ontic
status. It is only if a critic like Russell or Quine is so deeply in the grip of a radical
extensionalist way of thinking about reference and predication exclusively to
existent intended objects that Meinong’s object theory can seem ontically inflation-
ary, overpopulating the ontology of logic and semantics with metaphysically
objectionable entities. The Auflersein of the pure object instead confines beingless
Meinongian objects to ontically neutral consideration in an extraontology that
includes more intended objects as referents than the ontology of existent, actual
dynamic or abstract entities.



Chapter 5
Constitutive (Nuclear) and Extraconstitutive
(Extranuclear) Properties

5.1 Fundamental Division

In his later object theory, as we have seen, Meinong draws a fundamental distinc-
tion between constitutive and extraconstitutive properties. Without the distinction,
the theory is threatened with logical inconsistency, by permitting the definition of
Meinongian objects that both exist and do not exist, that are possible and impossi-
ble, complete and incomplete. Constitutive or identity-determining and individuat-
ing properties of intended objects by recent tradition in Meinong object theory
studies are also known as nuclear, and extraconstitutive properties as extranuclear.

The principles of free assumption and the independence of so-being from being
in Meinong’s theory are very powerful. They entail that the Meinongian semantic
domain comprehends whatever objects are freely intended. The theory thereby
includes all beingless objects, like the golden mountain and round square. The
independence of so-being from being in turn entails that these objects have the
properties of being golden and a mountain or round and square, in the same sense
that existent or subsistent objects have uniquely distinguishing properties, in each
object’s respective distinguishing Sosein.

The golden mountain, although beingless, is supposed to be golden in the same
sense as the golden burial mask of Agamemnon. Then is the existent golden
mountain, or the existent round square, if they are intended objects at all,
existent, golden, and a mountain, or existent, round, and square? There contingently
exists no golden mountain, so presumably, even if we can think of an existent
golden mountain, or consider that combination of properties, the existent golden
mountain does not exist. The round square, moreover, is what Meinong calls an
impossible object, since nothing can possibly be both round and square in the same
place and at the same time, and so does not even possibly exist. Does Meinongian
free assumption put thought in touch with an intended possible round square or
existent round square? Or must the intentionality of assumption be restricted
somehow after all?
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There need be no logical inconsistency in the round square’s being round and
square. If being square implies being non-round, an object’s being non-round need
not imply that it is not the case that it is round. In that case, the inference to an
outright contradiction, that the round square is round and it is not the case that the
round square is round, does not go through. This is a logical division that is also
sometimes invoked independently of Meinong’s theory, between internal and
external negation, or predicate complementation and propositional negation. The
distinction can be formalized in a logical notation as that between the complement
of property F predicated of an object a, read as ‘a is non-F’, symbolized ‘non-Fa’,
and the negation of a predication of property F to a, read as ‘It is not the case that
a is or has property F”, symbolized ‘—Fa’. The logical distinction between internal
negation or predicate complementation, and external or propositional negation,
must then be enforced by a nonequivalence principle, to the effect that,
—Vx[non-Fx < —Fx]."

The difference in Meinong’s theory between the round square having the
properties of being round and square, and the existent round square not being
existent, round and square, suggests a distinction between the categories of property
to which the property of being existent belongs, as contrasted with the properties of
being round or square. Although Meinong later complicates the solution to the
problem of the existent round square raised by Russell, he distinguishes between
constitutive properties, like being golden, mountainous, round, square, and their
complements, on the one hand, and, on the other hand, extraconstitutive properties,
like being existent or nonexistent, possible or impossible, complete or incomplete.

Constitutive properties alone are freely assumable, and alone belong to the
uniquely characterizing Sosein, or ontically independent so-being, of distinct
Meinongian objects, considered independently of their ontic status. Extracon-
stitutive properties, by contrast, are not freely assumable, and do not enter into
the ontically independent individuating Sosein or intensional property-related char-
acterization of any Meinongian object, although their totalities have immediate
ontic implications. The Sosein of the round square contains the constitutive prop-
erties of being round and square, and, by implication, the constitutive properties of
being round and non-round, without internal contradiction. The Sosein of an
existent round square, if ever there could be such a Meinongian intended object,
would not contain the constitutive properties of being round and square, round and
non-round, and the extraconstitutive property of being existent (AMG 1V, 346-7,
VI, 283). Rather, the Sosein function or relation already excludes every extracon-
stitutive property and applies Leibnizian identity principles only over distinct
totalities of constitutive properties.

The problem of the existent golden mountain or the existent round square is
solved by categorizing properties as nuclear or Sosein-constitutive and extranu-
clear or Sosein-extraconstitutive. Meinongian objects can then only be freely
assumed as constituted by any combination of specifically constitutive properties,

'See Routley 1980, 89-92, 192-7, Jacquette 1996a, 77, 1034, 114.
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to the exclusion of any intended object thought to be constituted even in part by its
supervenient extraconstitutive properties. There is no existent golden mountain or
existent round square as a Meinongian intended object, even in the ontically neutral
referential Meinongian semantic domain netherland of Auflersein. There is no
Meinongian object whose Sosein contains the properties of being existent, golden,
and a mountain, or existent, round, and square. Despite the fact that we can think
about such combinations of properties, there is no Meinongian object that violates
the principle of internal and external logical consistency or noncontradiction by
both existing and not existing, or of being such that it both exists and it is not the
case that it exists.

5.2 Sources and Background of Meinong’s Distinction

The distinction between constitutive and extraconstitutive, nuclear and extranu-
clear, properties first appears in Meinong’s arduous work, Uber Moglichkeit und
Wahrscheinlichkeit: Beitrage zur Gegenstandstheorie und Erkenntnistheorie.
There Meinong explains:

One sees from this that the property ‘simple’ evidently does not obey the rules which are
decisive for the constitutiva and consecutiva of an object. E. Mally for this reason has
distinguished properties of this special character as ‘extra-formal’ from the ordinary
‘formal’ properties; however, in view of the traditional denotation of the word ‘formal’,
these designations hardly have the appropriate force. Therefore I propose for the whole of
the constitutive and consecutive properties the appelation ‘constitutive’ (‘nuclear’)
[‘konstitutorische’], and for the remainder the appelation ‘extraconstitutive property’
(‘extranuclear’) [‘ausserkonstitutorische Bestimmungen’]. (my translation) (AMG VI,
176-7)

Meinong develops the distinction between nuclear and extranuclear properties,
as he indicates here, from a suggestion made by his student and later philosophical
collaborator, Mally. The English terminology for the nuclear-extranuclear property
distinction was first proposed by Findlay in 1995. Findlay’s is an apt translation of
Meinong’s discussion, respectively, of constitutive and extraconstitutive properties
(konstitutorische and ausserkonstitutorische Bestimmungen). The distinction
between nuclear and extranuclear properties, as in Findlay’s explicit phrase,
involves a nucleus or core of properties that characterize an object, and determine
its identity as the particular object it is, independently of its ontic status, via
intensional Leibnizian property-based identity of indiscernibles and indiscernibility
of identicals requirements. Extranuclear properties by contrast supervene on the
totality of an object’s nuclear properties, in the sense that the instantiation by the
object of its extranuclear properties is ontically dependent on its instantiation of
nuclear properties, although an object’s extranuclear properties are external to and
go beyond the object’s identity-constituting core of nuclear constitutive properties
(Findlay 1995, 176-80).
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An object in Meinong’s theory has an extraontological internal integrity and
identity by virtue of its totality of nuclear properties, regardless of whether or not it
exists, to which the extranuclear properties that ascribe a certain ontic status to an
object can only be superadded. An object’s extranuclear properties are determined
by its totality of nuclear properties, but its extranuclear properties are external to
and in no way part of the object as constituted internally by its nuclear properties.
An intended object whose Sosein contains no metaphysically incompatible nuclear
properties, no nuclear property and its negation, is possible. An object whose Sosein
contains at least one nuclear property and its complement, like the round square,
thereby has the supervenient extranuclear property of being impossible. An
intended object whose Sosein contains every constitutive property or its comple-
ment is complete, even if impossible. An intended object whose Sosein lacks at
least both some nuclear property and its complement is relevantly predicationally
incomplete, and therefore beingless, nonexistent. And so on, for the supervenience
of other extranuclear properties on an object’s totality of constitutive nuclear
properties.

The nuclear-extranuclear property distinction is intuitively justified, indepen-
dently of its usefulness in preserving logical consistency in Meinong’s object
theory. The distinction has historical precedents that begin at least with Kant’s
100 gold Thalers objection to the ontological argument for the existence of God, in
the Critique of Pure Reason, section on ‘The Ideal of Pure Reason’ (A568/B596-
A642/B670). Kant’s famous refutation turns on the claim that ‘existence’ is not a
predicate, but only the context reveals precisely what Kant means by excluding
existence from an object’s ‘predicates’. Kant delivers the following challenge to the
ontological argument:

A hundred real thalers do not contain the least coin more than a hundred possible thalers.
For as the latter signify the concept, and the former the object, should the former contain
more than the latter, my concept would not, in that case, express the whole object, and
would not therefore be an adequate concept of it. My financial position is, however,
affected very differently by a hundred real thalers than it is by the mere concept of them
(that is, of their possibility). For the object, as it actually exists, is not analytically contained
in my concept, but is added to my concept (which is a determination of my state)
synthetically; and yet the conceived hundred thalers are not themselves in the least
increased through thus acquiring existence outside my concept. By whatever and by
however many predicates we may think a thing—even if we completely determine it—
we do not make the least addition to the thing when we further declare that this thing is.
Otherwise, it would not be exactly the same thing that exists, but something more than we
had thought in the concept, and we could not, therefore, say that the exact object of my
concept exists. (Kant 1965, A599/B627-A600/B628)

It has become fashionable for interpreters to misconstrue Kant’s objection as
denying that ‘existence’ can be any sort of predicate, or that existence can be any
sort of property. The argument that Kant has shown that existence cannot be a
property, on pain of being able to prove the existence of God via Descartes’ and
Leibniz’s ontological proof, has sometimes been understood as refuting Meinong’s
object theory, in which existence is classified as an extranuclear property. A more
careful reading shows that Kant does not claim that existence cannot be a property
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of things, but only that it is not a predicate in the technical sense of an identity
‘determining’ property.

Existence does not enter into the determination of 100 gold Thalers as 100 gold
Thalers. Further, 100 existent gold Thalers are in no way different in their deter-
mination as 100 gold Thalers from 100 gold Thalers simpliciter, or from 100 non-
existent gold Thalers. As Kant also remarks, one’s financial circumstances are very
different, depending on whether the coins in question exist or do not exist. The
100 gold Thalers must nevertheless be the very same, numerically identical set of
coins, the very same numerically identical intended object, that either exists or fails
to exist. For this to be possible, existence logically cannot enter into the object’s
determination as the particular object it is. If the 100 gold Thalers exist, and are
determined thereby as 100 existent gold Thalers, then it is unintelligible to consider
that the same 100 gold Thalers might not have existed. The obvious reason is that if
existence and nonexistence enter into an object’s determination, then 100 existent
gold Thalers are not the same object as 100 nonexistent gold Thalers.

The application to Anselm’s ontological proof is equally clear. Just as Kant’s
100 gold Thalers cannot be determined as existent or nonexistent without begging
the question of whether or not they exist, so the concept of God, in Descartes’s and
Leibniz’s argument as possessing all perfections, hence also existence as a
perfection, cannot be determined as implying God’s existence, without first
assuming that God exists. In that case, as with the 100 gold Thalers, it is
unintelligible to consider the same God as either existing or not existing. This
might be acceptable in one way to Descartes and Leibniz, whose rationalist
demonstrations are supposed to prove that God necessarily exists, or cann