ROBERTO POLI

KAZIMIERZ TWARDOWSKI (1866-1938)

1. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

Kazimierz Twardowski was born in Vienna! where from 1885 to 1889 he studied

under Brentano and met the Brentanians of the period.2 In 1891 he submitted his
thess Idee und Perception. Eine erkenntnis-theoretische Untersuchung aus
Descartes, but since Brentano was only a Privatdozent, discussed it with Robert

Zimmermann, one of Bolzano's pupils. After graduating he went to Leipzig for a
short period to join Wundt's circle of students, and then moved to Munich to sudy
under Stumpf. In 1894 he returned Vienna, where he wrote his mgor work, Zur

Lehre vom Inhalt und Gegenstand der Vorstellungen. The following year he
moved to Lvov, where he taught until 1930. In 1898 he published Wyobrazenia i

pojecia [Images and concepts] as both an extenson and a smplified verson of his

theory. A modified German versgon of the book came out in 1902 bearing the title

Uber begriffliche Vorstellungen and a further Polish version O istoicie pojec [On

the nature of concepts] in 1923.

Twardowski inherited from Brentano a number of Arigtotelian influences, notably
his redism and the correspondence theory of truth. Indeed, the redlistic conception
of truth would become one of the salient features of the Polish anayticd tradition. In
his essay “Uber sogennante relative Wahrheiten”, Twardowski criticised those who

1 On Twardowski, see Czezowski 1939-40 and 1960; Ingarden 1939-49; Pazkowska 1976;
Pazkowska-Lagowska 1977; Grossmann 1977; Dambska 1978; Buczynska-Garewicz 1980; Haller
1982; Modenato 1984; Besoli 1988; Smith 1989, Jadacki 1992, Albertazzi 1992, Schuhmann 1993.

2 For further information, see Smith 1989.
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failed to distinguish between unconditiondly true (or false) atements and Statements
that are only relatively so. He accused those who committed this error of having
confused idiomatic expressions with scientific expressons. The digtinction between a
relative truth and a non-relative truth gpplies only to idiomatic expressons, which are
true only in a metaphorical, indirect sense; by contrast, as regards judgments as such,
it is not possible to spesk of relative or non-relative truths, for a judgment is ether
true, and therefore dways and everywhere true, or it is fase, and therefore dways
and everywhere false3 Of Twardowski’s relatively few published works, aso worth
mentioning ishis“O czynnosciach | wytworach” [Actions and products] of 1911.4

Twardowski’s ariva in Lvov in 1895 was an event that had profound
repercussions on the development of Polish philosophy, as well as a significant effect
on the whole of Polish culture. His philosophica style, his congtant indstence on
clarity of expogtion, the rigour of his arguments, his considerable organizationd skills,
and hisinnovative theories were dl factors which generated a new intdlectud dimate
and gathered around him a wide circle of colleagues and disciples, many of whom
rose to postions of nationa and international eminence. Suffice it here to mention
Lukasiewicz, Ajdukiewicz, Kotarbinski, Lesniewski and Tatarkiewicz from the first
generation, and Tarski, Lindenbaum, Mostowski, Ossowski and Sobocinski from
the one that followed.> The fact that thirty of his pupils became professors at Polish
univergties gives a purdy quantitative idea of Twardowski's influence as a teacher.
He reorganized the teaching of philosophy in the universties, giving it a sructure
which remained unchanged until after the Second World War; he founded in 1897
the Polish Philosophicad Seminar, in 1901 the Polish Society of Experimenta
Psychology, and in 1904 the Polish Philosophical Society; he promoted the review
Przeglad filozoficzny, and in 1911 founded Ruch filozoficzny, a bio-bibliographica
journd informing Polish scholars of international developments in philosophy.6

2. TWARDOWSKI’ SPHILOSOPHICAL STYLE

3 Twardowski 1965, 335. This anticipatesQuine' s distinction between eternal and permanent
sentences.

4 Some extracts from the Nachla have been published in Pelc 1979.
5 Wolenski 1989 has listed 81 scholars as members of the school founded by Twardowski.

6 Ruch filozoficzny is still being published, with many of its original features, by the
University of Toruh asthe quarterly review of Polish Philosophical Society.
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In an important essay of 1919, “On clear and obscure styles of philosophica
writings’, Twardowski declared: “the obscurity in the dyle in which some
philosophers write is not an inevitable consequence of the factors inherent in subject
matter of their analyses, but has its source in the vagueness and obscurity of the way
they think... An author who does not know how to express his thoughts clearly does
not know how to think clearly either, and therefore his thoughts do not deserve our
efforts to guessthem”.” This pogtion would characterize the whole of Twardowski’s
work and strongly influence the philosophica movement that he founded. It explains
the intense attention that both Twardowski and his followers devoted to the problem
of language and to the clarification and specification of its condtituents. It adso
explains their congtant interest in the andlysis of philosophica expressions; an interest
that qudifies Twardowski as one of the pioneers of semiotics in Poland, a thinker
whaose teaching was brought to full fruition by hisfollowers8

On the subject of Twardowski’s philosophica style, it could be noted that
Twardowski assmilated from Brentano not so much his individua theoretica
pogitions as his basc rigour of gpproach, his mistrust of pompous language, his
ceasdless endeavour to eliminate the obscurity and vagueness from hisideas, and his
search for rigorous philosophical knowledge (which was probably Twardowski’s
principa legacy, dthough one not dways eadly to identify and therefore one often
underrated). These in turn became the dominant characterigtics of the Polish Schooal,
which displayed an essentid unity and homogeneity, not because its members
positions and interests happened to coincide (on the contrary, they were greetly
diversified) but because the school developed what Scholz has aptly cdled “a new
philosophicd style’.®

3. METAPHY SICSAND SCIENTIFIC PHILOSOPHY

As said, Twardowski inherited from Brentano a degp suspicion of philosophica
systems In Twardowski’s view, philosophicd activity was fird and foremost the
gpecific and detailed andyss of particular problems, and in this it was no different
from science. Metgphysica inquiry too, he maintained, should be conducted on this
bass: the problems of metaphysics were to be resolved scientifically; that is, with

7 Pelc 1979, 1-2.
8 See for instance Pelc 1979.
9 Casari 1979, 30.
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clarity, without internal contradictions, and in accordance with the procedures of
science.19 As long as these criteria were respected, everyone was free to construct
their own metaphysical theory. Indeed, Twardowski claimed, metaphysica ideas —
even though they do not express objective knowledge — play a pogtive role in the
development of science because individua sciences often borrow ideas, concepts
and theories from metgphysicd sysems, and metgphysicd systems in ther turn
borrow back from those sciences ideas, concepts and theories in a non-scientific
state.1l Zamecki has written that the generd tone of Twardowski’s observations
shows that, adthough he may have criticized philosophical conceptions of the world
and life because they are Hill a the non-scientific or pre-scientific sage of human
knowledge, he neverthdess envisaged their development into sciences in the future.
For Twardowski this development was a never-ending process in which science and
philosophy coexist as partners which draw upon each other’s resources. Hence
particular atention should be paid to those philosophical conceptions of life and the
world that can be corrected and brought closer to science.12

4. CONTENT AND OBJECT

As regards Twardowski’s contributions to philosophica theory, Ingarden stressed
that the attribution to himsdf of the origind digtinction between the act, content and
object of presentationt3 was not only historicaly inaccuratel but neglected the fact
that Twardowski’'s work contained the first systematic theory of object since
scholagticiam and Carl Wolff’s ontology.1> And this was well before the work of
Menong and Husserl, who made careful sudy of Twardowski’'s theory.

10 Zamecki 1977.

11 Twardowski 1965, 383.

12 7amecki 1977, 50. | owe this observation to Franco Coniglione.

13 | use the term ‘presentation’ instead of the more usual ‘representation’. The use of the
latter asthe tranglation for ‘Vorstellung’ and ‘rapraesentatio’ implies the presence of a certain
degree of symboalization. In this senseit is Kantian. My intention, Brentanian in origin, is to be
absolutely neutral and to suggest only pure presence to the mind. See Albertazzi 1989, 56 and
Smith 1989, note 29.

14 |n fact the distinction was originally proposed by Zimmermann and by Kerry. By the
latter see Kerry 1885-1891. According to Ingarden, Twardowski generalized and improved
Kerry’stheory.

15 Ingarden 1939-40, 23. For a preliminary comparison between Twardowski and Wolff see
Poli 1992.
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Furthermore, one should remember that the complications, if not the ambiguities, of
Twardowski’s ideas served as the point of reference and the inspiration for the later
theories developed by Lesniewski and Kotarbinski; theories, one may argue, which
were aso an attempt to resolve Twardowski’ s difficulties.

Twardowski’ s garting point was Brentanian: he first considered the digtinction of
psychic phenomena into the three mgor classes of presentations, judgments and
fedings — where presentations have an object, judgments assert or deny the
object’s existence, and fedlings approve or disgpprove of it. Twardowski then
congructed the crucid andogy (and here he dso drew on the work of Marty)
between natural phenomena and the linguistic expressions that designate them. In the
specific case of the psychic phenomenon of presentation (the only one examined by
Twardowski in his book of 1894), this andogy concerns the name. This is a
‘ categorematic term’, by which Twardowski meant that it is a linguigtic designating
device which, as the expression of a presentation, aso conveys a content. These
clarifications, however, are not particularly illuminating, since they only (or at least to
alarge extent) reiterate Brentano'sinitial thess.

The analogy between name and presentation entails that a name must have three
parts, or tha it performs three functions structurdly akin to the three functions of
presentation. Analyss of the tasks of a name, in fact, shows that: (i) it communicates
to the listener the existence of a mental act within the speeker; (ii) it communicates
the content of a presentation, (iii) it designates an object. Linguistic anadyss therefore
provides the instruments with which to analyse and understand the characteristics and
properties of mental acts.16

An ambiguity arises here, however. There is something existent in presentation,
but it is not clear what this something is, for presentation can involve both the content
and the object of presentation; indeed Brentano used the two concepts
interchangeably.1” This raises an important question: Are the object and the content
of presentation redly different, or are they are Imply two names for the same
‘something’ in the presentation?

Twardowski answers the question by asserting the non-identity of the object and
content of presentation and by drawing a distinction between the content’s mode of
being present and the object’ s mode of being present.

Twardowski’s theory of the three condituents of presentation asserts that
whatever can be presented is presented as an object, regardiess of whether this

16 For a proposal to extend the list to four functions by including Biihler's Ausl6sung, see
Poli 1989.

17 Brentano 1973, 202.
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object exids or does not exist, whether it is possible or impossible or even
contradictory. Hence, the limit of the presentation is set by the limit of being an
object. In Twardowski’s theory, therefore, the object is the Smple ‘something’ that
can be presented and whose modes (existence, possibility) are extraneous to its
correlation with the presentation. Thus the object, as a correlate to the presentation,
isdways red, but this does not entail thet it is adso existent or possble. It is precisely
for this reason that Twardowski’s theory of the object is a daseinsfreie
Wissenschaft. In other words, his theory of object is a theory of Sosein, according
to the digtinction later introduced by Mally and then developed by Meinong.18

5. DETERMINATION AND MODIFICATION

In order to differentiate object from content, Twardowski resorted to the Brentanian
classfication of adjectives into determining and modifying. Every expresson that
amplifies, narrows or articulates the meaning of a term is determining. For example,
‘high’, ‘good’, ‘lazy’ can dl be determinations of ‘man’. A modifying adjective, on
the other hand, is an atribute which transforms the meaning of an expresson. Hence
afdsefriend isnot afriend and afase diamond is not a diamond. When we describe
what a painter does, for instance, we can say that he paints either pictures a
landscapes, and we can call the object he produces a painted picture or a painted
landscape. However, the adjective ‘painted has a different function in each
expresson. It is determining in the first case because a painted picture is till a true
picture, a red picture. It is modifying in the second case, because a painted
landscape is not a real landscape, but only a painted picture. Therefore the picture
represents a red landscape which does not cease to be such because it has been
painted.

The verb ‘to present’ has the same semantic structure as the verb ‘to paint’ and,
in this sense, two ‘things correspond to it: a presented object and a presented
content, where ‘presented’ has determining vaue for ‘content’ and modifying vaue
for ‘object’.

With gppropriate changes, we may apply the theory of modification to the
features of the ‘something’ present in a presentation, so that ‘presented’ has a
determining function for the content and modifying function for the object. Therefore
the object in a presentation is not a rea object, only a presented one. A presented

18 polj 1990.



KAZIMIERZ TWARDOWSK| (1866-1938) 213

content is determined by the adjective ‘presented just as a painted picture is

determined by the adjective ‘painted’. This amounts to saying that these are two

cases of internd, nuclear qudification, in the specific sense that a picture is not a
pictureif it is not painted and a content is not a content if it is not presented. In other

words, being painted and being presented are condtitutive of the entity ‘picture and

of the entity ‘content’, respectively.

We had aso seen, however, that the modifying expresson may be used in a
determining sense to show the presence of a certain relation between that particular
object and that particular content. We can therefore state that the content is present
within a presentation, while the object is present through the content.

Of the various dements of the foregoing analysis — which was certainly known to
both Lesniewski and Kotarbinski — what particularly interests us here is the effects
of the modifying use of a word. From wha has been sad it is evident that
modification can transform a term into something which no longer denotes the object
denoted by the term in its origina use but which nevertheless maintains some kind of
connection with it. Apart from modifying adjectives, the predicates ‘is, ‘is not’,
‘true, ‘fdse’ are particularly interesting in this regard.19

Those who andyse the behaviour of modifying adjectives should bear in mind that
they are never reducible only to a specifica complement of the terms to which they
are gpplied. If we consder Twardowski’s own examples, that of the fase friend for
indance, it is not sufficient to say that a fase friend is not a friend, i.e. a non-friend;
we must add, or at any rate remember, that afase friend is somebody who seems or
gppears to be afriend, even though heis not redly such. Likewise, afase diamond is
not solely a non-diamond, it is rather an object which is not a precious stone even
though it may resemble one. A dead man is not just a non-man, but something that
used to be aman. We may aso add that a painted landscape is not ared landscape,
but a picture, and a thought or represented object is not an actua object but an
intentional one.20

6. OBJECTLESS PRESENTATIONS

From the position set out in the previous section Twardowski derived the thes's that
every presentation has its own object. His doctrine of the necessary presence of an

19 For some preliminary analyses see Dappiano & Poli 1994.
20 On this see Poli 1993.
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object within every presentation directly contradicted Bolzano's theory of the
exigence of presentations without an object. These latter Bolzano dassfied into
three main groups. (i) presentations of nothing, (i) presentations of objects
characterized by incompatible festures, like ‘round sgquare’; (iii) presentations of
objects which do not belong to the ream of experience, like ‘golden mountain’. In
these three cases, according to Bolzano, there is no object of presentation.
Twardowski formulated his rgjoinder as follows.

As regards ‘nothing’, Twardowski noted, firdt, that this is not a categorematic
expresson and hence it does not directly pertain to the ream of presentations.
‘Nothing’ dways entalls ‘not something’, where the ‘something’ belongs to the
presentation and ‘not’ is a syncategorematic modification of the categoreme ‘object’.
The problem is thus that of understanding the function of negation. When negated,
the presentation is split into two parts, but what we separate is not the presentation
of the negated something, but the presentation of something which is superordinate to
the presented object. When | say ‘not Greek’, | do not divide Greeks, but a
correlate that is superordinate to them, like *human beings, who may be ‘Greek’
and ‘not Greek’. Negation — ‘infinitization’ in mediaeva terms — therefore rdaes
to the genus to which the negated term belongs as a species. This is an extremely
important point if we are to avoid semantic confuson — and it emerges with greet
clarity if we gpproach the matter from the point of view of subgtitutability, Snce items
which can be acceptably subgtituted for ‘not Greek’ are, for example, ‘Itdian’,
‘Albanian’, ‘Yugodavian' but not ‘shoe€ or ‘green’. Hence negation requires the
availability of a genus pertaining to the negated species. However, the ‘something’
does not have a class to which both itself and its negation can belong, Smply because
if this genus were available, it would be a*something’ itsdf. So ‘nothing’ in its quality
as ‘not-something’ is not a name but a complex expresson in which negation has
syncategorematic significance.

As regards Bolzano's other two types of objectless presentation, we may recall
the three functions of the name, and in particular the designation performed by every
name. Whether the designated object has contradictory properties or whether it lies
outsde the redm of experience does not dter the fact thet it is gill a ‘something’
which we may judge as non-exigent. That it is possble legitimatedy to spesk of
‘object of presentation’ in these cases as well, becomes clear if we condder the
differences between object and content, since the properties of the former are not
those of the latter. The object ‘round square’ is as such round and square, whereas
its content is neither round nor square.
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We can therefore assume that every presentation presents an object, just as every
name designates an object, regardless of whether it exists or does not exist, is
possible or impossible.

The existence of the something present in a presentetion is not, therefore, genuine
exisence, because ‘exigence in these contexts is a modifying term. The redlity, in
the sense of the objectudity, of the object should not be confused with its existence.
The object is dways red because it is the correlate of an actud (and in this sense
exigting) presentation, dthough thisis not to imply that we can pass from the redlity of
object to its existence tout court.

7. TWARDOWSKI’ STHEORY OF THE OBJECT

The whole question can be framed in even clearer terms by saying that for
Twardowski ‘object’ is synonymous with ‘concelvable . The entire spectrum of the
conceivable has objectud status. Things, however, only relate to a specific segment
of the concelvable.

We may sum up the above-defined characteristics of the object thus:

1. The object isthe ‘something’;
2. Being an object is different from having existence;
3. Thegenus of objects understood as smple ‘somethings is the highest genus.

To these threeinitid characterizations we may add that the object of a presentation
can dways aso be the object of a judgment and an emation. In these two latter
cases, we may say, following the mediaeva philosophers, that the object is verum
and bonum.

Thus metgphysics takes the form of a theory of objects, independently of the
additional features atributed to them by the sciences that came after metaphysics,
that is, without considering whether objects are physica or non-physical, menta or
non-mental, real or unreal, existent or non-existent.

8. THE PARTS OF THE OBJECT
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According to Twardowski, an object is a whole which may be formed by parts.
These latter are of different kinds, and different kinds of relation hold among them.
The presentation of any ‘something’ involves both its presentation as awhole and the
presentation of its parts, where the latter are partial objects to which certain eements
of the content of the presentation correspond.

For Twardowski, a whole is a compound of materia and forma eements. A
generd andysis of the various materid parts of the object must a least draw the
digtinction between smple parts and complex ones. Simple parts are those which do
not admit to any further divison; complex parts are those which can be further
divided and therefore contain other parts. If materid congtituents are complex, we
have more immediate parts (firs-order material parts) and more remote parts
(second-order parts, third-order parts, and so on).21 If we take, for example, the
presentation of a book, we may say that (the presentation of) its pages are its first-
order materid parts (of the presentation of the book), whilst the size, colour and
other characteristics of the pages are second-order materia parts (of the
presentation) of the book and first-order materia parts (of the presentation) of the
page. Thus the order of the parts depends on which particular whole is being
considered.

Complex parts can be broken down further into what we may cal trandtive and
intrangtive parts, according to whether the whole is homogeneous or non-
homogeneous. An example of a breakdown into trangtive parts is the divison of an
hour into minutes, and of minutes into seconds. These are caled trangtive parts
because it is just as meaningful to say that an hour is composed of minutes asiit isto
say that an hour is composed of seconds. An example of intrandtive parts is
provided by the divison of atown into its houses and of the latter into their windows.
Traditiond philosophy distinguished, in this regard, between parts that ae
homonymous with the whole and parts that are not.22

Concerning the presentation, and therefore the concepts used in presentetion, the
parts that make up the whole may be such that they dways and univocally congtitute
it into the same form, or they may condtitute it into different forms. For instance, the
concept ‘extension’ is univocal, whereas ‘red’ is multivocd: we may use ‘red’, in
fact, to refer to the colour of a ball, to the red of the spectrum, and to red as a
colour.

A third digtinction can be drawn between the independence and dependence of
parts with respect to the whole that contains them. In this case, parts that exist by

21 Twardowski 1977, 47.
22 Twardowski 1977, 48.
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themsdlves are independent, while dependent parts must be further subdivided into
those that are unilaterally dependent because they are dependent on another part,
and those that are bilateraly dependent because they stand in a mutud relation of
dependence. As a matter of fact, however, if we return to the problem of
presentation, Twardowski himsdf reminds us that the digtinctions just introduced are
unacceptable, snce they rely on the concept of existence. Hence, in the case of
presentation, we must replace the concept of existence with that of presentability.23

In generd, we may say that the materid congtituents of the object are its parts,
while the forma condtituents of the object are condtituted by the relations among the
materiad congtituents of the whole24 The form of the whole is defined as the totality
of itsforma condituents.

A further and important problem is the distinction between part and property. For
ingance, a soldier is a part of an army, but he is not a property of that army.
Likewise a minute is a part of an hour but it is not a property of the hour. We may
concur with Twardowski in caling metaphysica parts the properties of the object:
that is, the parts that may be distinguished within a whole by absiraction but cannot
be materidly separated from it. Thus metaphysica parts are extenson, colour,
weight, identity, and so on. This definition enables us to articulate the concept of
property into at least two different cases. In the firdt, a property is a relation which
designates any pat whatever of a whole with respect to this same whole. Thus
having minutes as its parts is a property of an hour, just as having a colour is a
property of abody. The second distinction concerns metaphysical parts and involves
the designation of just one of the terms of relation, irrespective of the whole of which
they are parts. Twardowski adds that it isin this sense that we speak of things and of
their properties, setting them againgt each other in a specific way.2> The difference
resdes in the different roles of the auxiliary verbs used. Thus metgphysicd parts are
parts of an object whereas, in the case of non-metaphysical parts, an object has this
or that part. Metaphysica parts can also become non-metaphysical parts should they
be transformed into secondary individuas, for example by nomindization.

If the property relation is in its turn part of the whole, then these rlations are
possessed by the object just as much as its materiad congtituents. And this leads us
into an infinite regress26 In order to escape from the impasse, Twardowski
introduces the concept of essence. The essence of an object is the totdity of

23 Twardowski 1977, 49.
24 Twardowski 1977, 46.
25 Twardowski 1977, 55.
26 Twardowski 1977, 56.
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property relations from which al the other property relations of the object can be
derived. 27

Regarding the forma condituents of the object of presentation, Twardowski
digtinguishes the relations between the pats and the whole (primary forma
condituents) from the relations among the parts of a whole (secondary forma
condituents). Primary formd congtituents are then further divided into condtituents in
the drict sense, like those that connect the whole with its parts, and condtituents in
their loose sense, like those that enable us to State that the whole is greater than its
parts; that it resembles them in certain repects and differs from them in others; that
there is coexistence or succession between the whole and its parts, and so forth.28

There may be further relations among the different types of forma condituent of a
whole: these are second-degree relations, because they have primary relations as
their objects. If we proceed further, we obtain relaions of the third, fourth, fifth
degree, and s0 on. | shdl use ‘order’ when referring to material condtituents and
‘rank’ when referring to formal eements.

Between the materid and forma condtituents of the object, the principle holds that
the number of the materid condituens of an object determines that of the forma
ones.2?

9. THE PARTSOF CONTENT

Like the object, the content of representation also possesses materiad and formal
parts. In genera, the content of presentation of a compound object, presented as a
compound, comprises three groups of firs-order materid eements. (i) presentations
of first-order materiad congtituents of the object; (ii) presentations of property
relaions between the object as a whole and firg-order materia congtituents; (iii)
presentations of the secondary forma constituents of the object.

There is a determining connection between the materia condtituents of the object
and those of the content: in other words, to the material congtituents of the object of
a presentation there correspond certain material congtituents of the content.3° The
connection does not operate in reverse, however, in that not dl the materia

27 Twardowski adds: because of the causality relation. Put in these terms, the argument is
Kantian.

28 Twardowski 1977, 51.

29 Twardowski 1977, 59.

30 Twardowski 1977, 65.
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condtituents of the content have as their object materia congtituents of the object. As
we have seen, in fact, there are materia congtituents of the content that correspond
to the forma condtituents of the object.

The relaionship between the materid congtituents of the object and those of the
content is governed by two conditions. Firgt, not dl the materid condtituents of the
content reflect those of the object: as sad, some of the materid congtituents of the
content are forma condtituents of the object. Second, not al the materia congtituents
of the object can be trandated into congtituents of the content.31

The object is presented by the content in away that is determined by the manner
in which the parts of object are joined together in awhole. The materid congtituents
of presentation are of the following three kinds:

1. Mutualy separable parts, like the pages of a book.
2. Mutudly inseparable parts, like colour and extension.
3. Unilateraly separable parts, like a genus and its species3?

Mutually separable parts do not require the other parts of the object in order to be
presented; mutualy inseparable parts can be only distinguished from the presentation
of the other parts of the object, they cannot be separated from it; unilateraly
separable parts are characterized by the fact that if A can be presented without B,
this does not entail that B can be presented without A.

Of the forma congtituents, the most important are the property relations between
the overdl content and its materid parts.33

Among the materid first-degree congtituents of the content there obtain relations,
that is, forma congtituents of first degree of the content.34

The firgt order materia congtituents of the object are formed out of the materid
condituents of dl the following orders. If this were not the case, no materia
congtituents of first order could be presented. We may state, therefore, that higher-
order materia congtituents are presented through the content, even if they are not
noticed, and hence that there is never an adequate presentation of any object.3>

31 Otherwise presentation would simply beimpossible.
32 Twardowski 1977, 61.
33 Twardowski 1977, 66.
34 Twardowski 1977, 71.
35 Twardowski 1977, 72.
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10. DIRECT AND INDIRECT PRESENTATIONS

Hitherto we have analysed direct presentations. To these must now be added ther
indirect counterparts. those presentations, that is, in which an object is presented to
us by means of its relations with other objects. These are relations that point to an
unknown object on the bass of the determinateness of the relaion and the
knowledge of an initid object to which we apply the relation. For example, in the
expresson ‘father of Socrates, ‘Socrates is the known term, ‘father of’ is the
relaion. Yet we do in fact know anumber of the characteristics of unknown objects,
that is, of these indirect presentations. In the above example, we know that we are
dedling not with ‘an object which stands in the relation of being the father of’, but
with ‘a man who stands in the rdation of being the father of’, and so forth. A
particular instance of indirect presentationsis congtituted by negative presentations.

We have another case of indirect presentation in the general presentation. For
Twardowski the object of a generd presentation is different from that of each of the
single presentations it comprises — and here he draws on Kant’ s distinction between
the individud presentations of which we have intuition and our generd idess of
concepts. This is therefore a generic presentation, or better one relaive to a generic
object. Hence the presentation of a triangle is neither the presentation of a right-
angled triangle, nor that of an isosceles triangle, nor that of a scalene triangle, even
though in each of these casesiit is the presentation of a ‘something’ and hence of a
unum. The difference between direct and genera presentations is that generd
presentations are dways indirect and never intuitive. This point was aso stressed by
Arigtotle, who added the further consderation that non-intuitive presentations must
be accompanied by intuitive ones.

Findly, mention should be made of cetan flaws in Twardowski’'s andyss.
Although the reaion between individua content and individua object seems
relaively sraightforward, the kind of object that corresponds to generic content is
less clear. Twardowski explicitly reects the hypothess that the generic concept
corresponds to a plurdity of individua objects, and holds firm to the postion that a
content is aways and only connected to one object.

11. TWARDOWSKI AND KANT
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In effect, at issue here isthe extent of Kant's influence on Twardowski; an influence
which is particularly marked in Twardowski’ s trestment of the object of presentation
and of the genera object, and the consequent importance attributed to the concept
of characterigtic note36 A Kantian bias, in fact, can be detected in many of
Twardowski’s main arguments. Given that the thess of Kant's influence on the
Brentanian tradition has often been systematically rgected, Twardowski’s own views
on the matter are of particular relevance. Regarding the object of presentation, in his
book On the content and object of presentation we find, in the first paragraph of
section 7, the following explicit declaration: “In cdling what is presented by a
presentation its object, we give a meaning to this word which Kant had already
attached to it”. Twardowski continues. “The highest concept — we read in Kant —
with which one usudly begins a trascendenta philosophy, is the divison into what is
possible and whet is impossible. However, since dl divison presupposes a concept
which is to be divided, an even higher concept must be mentioned, and this is the
concept of an object in general (taken in a problematic sense and leaving open
whether it is Something or nothing)”.37 Again: “We have to modify the sense which
Kant ataches to the word ‘object’ in only one respect. According to Kant, the
object can be ‘something’ or ‘nothing’. We have dready sad earlier (p. 19 1.), in
contrast to Kant, that ‘nothing’ cannot be taken to be a name for objects of possible
presentations, but must be viewed as a Syncategorematic expresson”.38

Turning to the idea of characteristic note, Twardowski declares that “one cannot
mistake the agreement between our definition of the characteristic note and
Kant's’.39 Kant's influence is dso gpparent in Twardowski’s resultant concept of
the generd object, when he dtates that “This Smultaneous excitement of individua
presentations through names which mean genera presentetion is the meaning of the
Kantian view that the concept (= general presentation) is related mediately, by
means of a characteristic which can be common to severa things, to the object, while
intuition (= individud presentation) is immediately related to the object’.40

36 For these analyses | have drawn in particular on Albertazzi 1992.

37 Kant 1781, B, 259, my emphasis.

38 Twardowski 1977, 32.

39 Twardowski 1977, 79.

40 Twardowski 1977, 104. Note the difference between ‘object in general’ and ‘general
object’. Thedistinction is subtle in formulation, but decisive in content. The object in general is
the form of ‘being an object’; the general object is instead the concept. Curiously, the critical
literature ignores this distinction, which is absolutely crucial for correct understanding of
Twardowski’s thought. Only in Albertazzi 1992 do we find the distinction made explicit for the
first time.
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Therefore, the influence of Kant on Twardowski, especidly in some of his
theoretically most sgnificant passages, is beyond doubt.

Albertazzi notes that this Kantian influence is an important factor in interpretation
of Twardowski for two reasons. Fird, it enables us to digtinguish Twardowski’s
ontology from traditiona metaphysics. In fact, Twardowski says nothing about the
essential nature of the trascendental object; his anadlysis only consders the object of
presentation. The second reason is that it locates Twardowski’s ontology within the
modern theory of ontology founded by Wolff and which addresses the problem of
the foundation of consciousness#1

12. GENERAL PRESENTATIONS

Twardowski aso stressed that the distinction between object and content is crucia
to definition of the concept of characterigtic note; that is to say, it is crucid to
definition of the essence of the object. Since a characteristic note (Merkmal) is a
pat of the object, we must pay careful attention to the distinction between
presentative notes — which belong to the object and are parts of it — and the
congtituents or elements of the content. The former are parts of the object, not parts
of the content. As Twardowski puts it, they are condtituents of the object which are
presented by means of the presentations of the object.42

As sad, for Twardowski characterigics designate the essentid parts of the
object. In a broad sense, we can aso cal characteristics those parts of the content
which correspond to the characteristics of the object — athough we must bear in
mind that the characteristics of the object congtitute the object, whereas what we
have termed the characterigtics of the content are not sufficient to conditute the
content. From this point of view, Twardowski once again adopts a Kantian position.
For Kant, it was the characteristics of an object that form our knowledge of it:
thinking is knowing by characterigtics. Twardowski reaffirmed this idea by asserting
that a characteridtic of a thing is something the knowledge of which condtitutes the
knowable part of the thing. What characterizes generd presentations is that ‘what is
common as such’ to different individua presentations is presented. Hence it follows
that the object of a generd presentation differs from the objects of the individua
presentations subordinate to it. “The generd presentation differs from the the

41 OnWolff and Twardowski see Poli 1992.
42 Twardowski 1977, 81.
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individua presentations which are subsumed under it only in that through the former
one concelves, in addition to a characteristic, aso a certain relation between certain
condituents of the object and certain condtituents of other objects, namely the
common possession of these condtituents’.43 Moreover, “The object of the genera
presentation is a part of the object of a subsumed presentation, a part which stands
in arelation of equdity to certain parts of objects of other individua presentations’.44
Twardowski finished his anadlyss with the following words. “the generd object isin a
certain way a metaphysical condtituent of the individua objects which are subsumed
under it”.45

Also worth noting, before we conclude this discusson, is Twardowski’'s remark
that in languages which have preserved the definite article, the noun connected with it
is normally the name of the general object.46

For Twardowski, there are no presentations involving a plurdity of objects. All
presentations are individua . Those which gpparently have aplurdity of objectsarein
fact presentations of condituents, presented as a whole, which are common to
severd objects. In this sense, a generd presentation is aways an indirect
presentation, not an intuitive one. This podtion is once agan Kantian. Kant
maintained, in fact, that generad presentations are those of concepts which are
connected to objects by means of characterigtics pertaining to severa things. Hence
Twardowski’s generd object is a metaphysical condtituent of objects. Since the
generd object is condituted by eements which are presented as a whole, it
possesses the characteristics of an individua. The lack of direct presentations of
generd objects dso tells us that they are secondary, fictitious entities. In other words,
they are whatever corresponds to abstract single terms; they are, that is, the result of
the process of nomindization.

In sum, we may conclude that both Twardowski’s point of departure (the object
in generd) and his conclusion (the generd object) have close affinities with Kantian
theory.

From the foregoing andyss we may lig the following kinds of ‘object’ in
Twardowski’ s theory:47

1. The object in generd, which corresponds to ‘being an object’.

43 Twardowski 1977, 99.

44 Twardowski 1977, 100.

45 Twardowski 1977, 105.

46 Twardowski 1977, 101-02.
47 Albertazzi 1992.
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2. Theontologica object or the real-world object.
3. Theintentional object (the presented object).
4. The generd object or concept.

13. APPENDIX: THE LVOV-WARSAW SCHOOL

| have aready mentioned the leading role played by Twardowski in the foundation of
the Lvov school (subsequently the Lvov-Warsaw school). The Stuation that greeted
Twardowski on his arriva in Lvov was not particularly encouraging; but nor was it,
for that matter, in any of the other Polish universties at the time.

In 1871 the Universty of Lvov had been granted the right to teach its officid
courses in Polish, a concession which encouraged the return of Polish scholars from
other European countries. Among the most interesting Polish philosophers at work at
the time, mention should be made of Jozefem Supinski (1804-1893) and Wojciech
Urbanski (1820-1889), exponents of so-caled ‘Lvov pre-postivisn' .48 Other
academic figures of a certain interest were Alekzander Raciborski (1845-1919), a
historian of philosophy and a scholar of Spinoza and J.S. Mill, Alekzander Skorski
(1851-1928), a higtorian of Polish philosophy, and Marcidaw Wartenberg (1868-
1938) a metgphysician with an empirica, inductive and hypothetica gpproach.49

As regards the other Polish univerdties, active in Warsaw before the Russan
occupation and the consequent replacement of the Polish university with the imperia
Russan-language university, was Henryk Struve (1840-1916), the leading exponent
of so-caled ‘maximaism’, as opposed to the ‘minimaism’ of ‘Warsaw positivism’ .50
Thislatter was influenced in particular by Comte, J.S. Mill, Darwin and Spencer, and

48 Cf, Skarga 1964, 227-29.

49 Zamecki 1977, 8-10; Tatarkiewicz 1948-50, 111, 359-60; Coniglione 1990, ch. 1.

50 Tatarkiewicz uses the terms ‘maximalism’ and ‘minimaism’ to refer to two styles of
thought: “philosophy of the former kind sets itself enormous tasks and endeavours at all costs
to accomplish them; it obviously wishes to do thisasreliably as possible, but if certainty is not
possible, then even in a non-certain manner. Philosophy of the second kind considers only
what is certain and it solves problems as long as they can be resolved with complete certainty.
The former directs itself above al to the tasks it has set itself; the latter to the means at its
disposal. The former is an ambitious philosophy, the latter is characterized by a more reflective
abstinence... In antiquity, neo-platonism was indubitably a maximalist doctrine, Pyrrhonism was
minimalist; scholastic philosophy of the 13th century was maximalist, that of the 14th century
minimalist; in the modern age Spinoza belonged to the former type of philosophy, Locke and
Humeto the latter”. Tatarkiewicz 1948-50, 111, 8-9.
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took the form of the outright rgection of romanticism and idedism. Close to the
positivigts was the Kantian Adam Mahrburg (1855-1913), who shared with them the
common purpose of combatting Struve's ‘antiquated’ doctrines. The other great
centre of Polish culture, the predominantly Catholic city of Cracow, was
digtinguished by the study of the history of Polish and mediaeva philosophy. Among
the scholars at work in Cracow, worthy of mention are the spiritudist Wincenty
Lutodawski (1863-1954) and Wladidaw Heinrich (1869-1957), an Avenaius
scholar and a proponent of radica postivism.>1

Twardowski’s arriva in Lvov from Vienna in 1895 had an explosive impact on
thisintdlectud milieu.

The school that he founded was certainly the pesk of Polish philosophica
achievement in the 20th century. Againg it dl other philosophica currents in the
country, from phenomenology and its outstanding representative Roman Ingarden to
Catholic and Marxist philosophy have had to measure themsalves52

Pratically everybody came under its spell and influence. The conception of philosophy,
of its subject-matter, task, and method, the standards of philosophical thinking
established by the leading exponents of the Warsaw school have been universally
accepted. Although the school existed without interruption for less than twenty years,
there emerged a living tradition, oral and written, which has turned out to be an
intellectual force, with a considerable power of resistance and of attraction, that survived

the test of historical catastrophies and upheavals.53

The firg three generations of philosophers associated with the Lvov school
comprised over eighty scholars, and the bibliography of their books and articles
amounts to dmogt ten thousand items.>4

51 Tatarkiewicz 1948-50, 111, 359.

52 The bibliography on the Lvov-Warsaw school is quite limited. Some fundamental
references are Kotarbinski 1959, Jordan 1963, Skolimowski 1967, Franke & Rautenberg 1972,
Zamecki 1977, Giedymin 1985, Hempolinski 1987, Wolenski 1989, Szaniawski 1989, Coniglione
Poli & Wolenski 1993. Of major relevance is Wolenski 1989. Among anthologies, see McCall
1967, Pelc 1979, Pearce & Wolenski 1988.

53 Jordan 1963, 42.

54 |t isobvious that | cannot give adequate treatmnent to the entire movement in the limited
space available here. For example, it would be interesting to follow some of its‘lateral’ branches,
such as the entire complex of Polish philosophy of law, from its pioneer Petrazycki to the work
of Ziembinski, Wroblewski, and Opalek; but this is clearly impossible. For a review of Polish
philosophy of law see Ziembinski 1987. The literature divides between analysis of the
development of the School and of its culminating period. In certain respects, the two world wars
represent key turning-points in Polish philosophical history: the First World War because of
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The firg of Twardowski’s followers explicitly to address logicd themes in the
drictly technica sense was Jan Lukasewicz. The firs generaion of logicians to
receive ther training under Twardowski and Lukasiewicz included, among others,
Ajdukiewicz, Czezowski, Kotarbinski, Zawirski and Kaczorowski. In 1912 this firgt
group was joined by Lesniewski. After 1915 Lukasewicz, Lesniewski and
Kotarbinski transferred to the recently reopened university of Warsaw, Czezowski
moved to Wilno, and Zawirski to Poznan. Bdonging to the new generation of
philosophers in part engendered by these movements were Lindenbaum, Jaskowski,
Presburger, Slupecki, Sobocinski, Tarski and Waisberg. After the Second World
War, in which saverd Polish philosophers lost ther lives, a third generation of
scholars appeared, of whom the best known are Mostowski, Leewski, Wiegner and
Greniewski.>>

It may be of someinterest to compare the doctrines of Polish scientific philasophy
with the practically contemporaneous theories of the Vienna Circle. In doing so, one
should not commit the error of treating the Lvov-Warsaw School as merely an off-
shoot of Viennese neo-postivism, dthough it is an error with illustrious precedents
ranging from Roman Ingarden to the critical stance adopted by the Polish Marxists

the migration between the universities of Lvov and Warsaw of numerous scholars (after the
war, Lvov was in Russian territory); the Second World War because of the questions raised by
the advent of the new regime. The thesis of athematic difference between the first and second
phase is advanced in Jordan 1945, 10-11 and in part in Zamecki 1977, 52-3. According to these
authors, the Lvov phase was predominantly psychologistic in character, while the Warsaw one
was mainly logicist. Thisinterpretation has been vigorously contested by Wolenski 1989, 305-6,
who asserts that the School’s character remained substantially unchanged, and that the
Warsaw phase can be viewed at most as a new stage in the School’s development. Equally
forthright isWolehski’ s description of the final phase of the School, which he regards aslargely
coinciding with the end of the Second World War. Ajdukiewicz instead points to 1953 as
marking the end of the tradition begun by Twardowski: its demise in effect coming with the
retirement of the third generation of scholars. In any case, there is no doubt that since the 1950s
it has made little sense to talk of a specificaly Polish philosophy. Partial but nevertheless
significant evidence for thisisthe fact that today almost all Polish research of any importanceis
aso published in English, although many of the traditional analyses of the Lvov-Warsaw
school are largely unknown because, still today, they are only available (when they are) in
Polish.

55 Mention should also be made of another strand of logical research, which proceeded
independently of the influence of Twardowski and Lukasiewicz. This centred on the University
of Cracow and was founded by J. Sleszynski (1854-1934). Its leading member was Leon
Chwistek (1884-1944), a mathematician, logician, essayist and painter. Chwistek studied the
theory of types and the axiom of reducibility, developing a non-ramified theory of types, i.e. the
so-called simple theory of types. He then worked on the minimalist foundations of mathematics.
In 1930 he moved to Lvov. Chwistek’s pupilsincluded W. Hepter, J. Herzberg and J. Skarzenski.
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after the Second World War. The Polish school developed independently of
Viennese pogitivism, dthough both movements drew their inspiration from what was
in many respects a common source: dmog al the most authoritetive critics agree on
this point.>6 In Wolefnski’ s words:

It should be noted that when one recommends the autonomous treatment of the theories
of the Polish philosophers, the intention is not to cast doubt on the links between the
Vienna Circle and the Lvov-Warsaw School, nor to affirm that they are altogether
irrelevant... Neo-positivism and the Lvov-Warsaw School belong to the same ideal
formation, namely, analytical philosophy... There are some essential similarities between
them, such as precision and exactness, the minimalist approach in philosophy, the
appreciation of the role of logic as an instrument for philosophical analysis, the
emphasis placed on language... But something more must be said. Among the various
currents of analytical thought, the Lvov-Warsaw School comes closer to logical
empiricism as regards its methodological principles, while it is less close to Moore, for
example, or to the Oxford analyticists. There are, however, differences in their essential

conceptions which go beyond issues of philosophical method.>?

These differences, moreover, can dready be discerned in Twardowski himsdf and in
his criticiams of scientism, and in the attempt by some members of the Vienna Circle
to dismantle metaphysics. The Poles never accepted, for example, Carnap’'s early
endeavour to digpense with metaphysics and to replace it with the logica andysis of
language, or with the decomposition of philosophical problems into logica syntax.
For the Poles, the semantic dimension of philosophical analysis was indispensable for
the congtruction of a scientific philosophy.>8

The dleged subordingtion of the Lvov-Warsaw school to the doctrines of the
Vienna School, dbet with some minor dements of origindity, is a view
widespread that it warrants further comment. The following quotation from
Ajdukiewicz, afrequent contributor to Erkenntnis, is apposite:

In Poland there is no faithful follower of the Vienna Circle: that is, | know of no Pole who
has accepted and assimilated the principal doctrines of the Vienna Circle. The affinity
between certain Polish philosophers and the Vienna Circle rests at most on the similarity
of their methodological approaches and on the similarity of the problems treated. Among
their common features one may mention the following: first, anti-irrationalism and
therefore the postulate that only those assertions can be accepted which are provable
by means of an accessible test; then, the postulate of conceptual clarity and of precise
language. As well as these two features, | would also stress the assimilation of the

56 Jordan 1963; Skolimowski 1967; Zamecki 1977: Wolenski 1989.
57 Wolenski 1982, 175.
58 Wolenski 1982, 177.
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conceptual apparatus of the logistic and the particular influence of symbolic logic. As
regards the sphere of problems, of principal importance are problems concerning
scientific knowledge and therefore the problematic of so-called meta-theoretical research.
To thisis connnected an interest in semantics stemming from the conviction that the
search after scientific knowledge can only proceed if it reflects upon its own language.
Closely linked with this is investigation into the foundations of science and hence
investigation that is no longer meta-theoretical but intra-theoretically concerned with the

specific foundations of individual sciences, especially the deductive sciences>®

The interest of this extract resdes in its emphass on shared characteridics, in its
explicit denid of a conceptud derivation or dependence. Also significant, however, is
what Ajdukiewicz omits from his list, notably the fact that the Lvov-Warsaw School
never accepted a meaningfulness criterion that was entirdy based on verification.
Moreover, as regards metgphysics and more in genera philosophy, the atitude of
the Poles was more liberd than that of the neo-positivists. The Polish School “from
its very beginning represented such an attitude towards metaphysics a which logica
empiricism arrived only after successve liberdizations of its early and radicd criteria,
which was due, among other things, to the reception of Tarski’s semantic ideas’.60
Findly, the andyss of language, however important, was not consdered so essentia
asto judtify the reduction of philosophy to alogica theory of science.

The unity of the Lvov-Warsaw School conssted less in its sharing of a common
doctrinaire corpus than in a common attitude towards philosophical problems.
Zawirski wrote:

It must be noted, to our disadvantage or perhaps advantage, that while the logical
positivists form on the whole a coherent and consolidated camp, we had a programme,
people worked with much effort, and success, on the clarification of many special issues,
but nobody was in a hurry to undertake a great synthetic study, being convinced that it
was still too early to do this8!

The shared features of the philosophical stance adopted by the Poles were anti-
irrationalism, the conviction the philosophica inquiry should be inspired by scientific
method, and confidence in the utility of logica techniques®2 One may assart that the
Poles never regarded metaphysics as ‘senseless, and that they never considered
logic in generd to be the prime purpose of philosophica research. They instead

59 Ajdukiewicz 1935, 151-2.

60 Wolenski 1989, 299.

61 Zawirski 1947, 9-10; cit. in Wolenski 1989, 307.
62 Jordan 1963, 44-5; Wolenski 1982, 183.
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regarded it as an extremey powerful and useful tool for clarification of philosophica
problems. The Polish philosophers were never tempted to ‘dissolve’ metaphysics
and its problems, if anything they congtantly sought to ‘resolve’ metaphysica issues.

We may close this excursus by briefly consdering those common festures that
enable usto talk about a Polish philosophica movement which, for al the differences
(sometimes mgor ones) between the positions of individud scholars, aways wittingly
and ddiberately maintained its unitary character.

Firgd, the movement shares a common genedogy which descends from
Twardowski, the movement’s founder and its prime point of reference as regards the
meaning (aso ethica) of philosophica inquiry. For al the members of the Schoal, the
am of philosophy was to build knowledge. Philosophica research was therefore to
be conducted with seriousness and rigour.

A second factor reddes in the intdlectua importance of Twardowski’'s
successors. Unlike other philosophical movements dominated by the persondity of
their founder, in the Lvov-Warsaw School the successors achieved greater renown,
international as well, than their master. One notes with interest that this did not lead
to the dissolution of the Schoal; instead it helped to develop an awareness of the
rationality of its philosophical enterprise and of the need for open and unbiased
comparison.

In theoretically more specific terms, the common foundation of the entire school
was its logic-based anti- irrationaism,53 the condtituents of which were the postulate
of darty, intdlectudism, an interest in logic, a traditiond conception of truth,
epistemologica and axiologica absolutism, an ‘verstehende’ view of the human
sciences, and minimalism. 64

One may therefore say that the Lvov-Warsaw School inherited from Twardowski
— and indirectly from Brentano — a redis, objectivig postion and the
correspondence theory of truth. The members of the school made a postive
assessment of philosophy which, according to aformulation taken from Twardowski,
was the * science of science’. They abstained from congtructing philosophica systems
(perhaps with the exception of Kotarbifski) and instead devoted themselves to
minute logico-semantic analysis of philosophica and scientific concepts, using and
very often inventing logica tools for the purpose.

63 Zamecki 1977, 53.
64 \Wolenski 1989, 304.
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