PETER M. SIMONS

Brentano’s Theory of Categories: A Critical Appraisal

1. The Dissertation

Brentano’s interest in the theory of catcgorics runs from the beginning to the
cnd of his academic career. The story bchind it may convenicatly be traced to a
well-known remark in the Critique of Pure Reason, where Kant says of Aristo-
tle’s categorics that »because he had no principle, he snatched them up as they
occurred to him«'. Hegel and Mill also criticised Aristotle for lack of system. In
his Geschichte der Kategorienlehre, Trendclenburg undertook to show that Aris-
totle’s choice was not arbitrary, but that he was guided by grammatical factors.?
This thesis of the grammatical origin of the categorics is plausible, and was de-
veloped indcpendently of Trendelenburg in this century by Benveniste® and la-
ter elaboratad by Kahn.! But a discovery procedure is not a justification, and
Trendelenburg went on to criticisc Aristotle. In his doctoral dissertation Von
der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden noch Aristoteles, written under Tren-
dclenburg, Brentano defended Aristotle against this and other criticisms, and
tricd to show that one could indced give a principled defence of Aristotle’s
choice. The resulls may best be summarized in the table Brentano himsclf drew
and which he called the »family tree« of the categories:®

being
substance accidents
modifications relation
inherences changes circumstances
YANEYANRYAN
quality quantity doing undergoing where when
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It was Brentano’s view that the table of catcgories (in the final form with eight
rather than the original tcn) represented a complete cataloguc of ways in which
something could be predicated of a first substance, given certain other doctrines
of Aristotle, such as the form/matter distinction, the ways in which substances
act on onc another, and his views on spatial and temporol dctcrminations. If
this does not constitute a successful defence of Aristotle’s choice, it is mainly
because of the doctrines it presupposed; it is still probably better than anything
else we have, and the disscrtation’s value as a commentary is undiminished.

2. The Later Writings

When Brentano returned to consider Aristotle’s theory of the mcanings of »to
be« and the categorics, his own philosophy had maturcd and hc was no longer
unconditionally obedicnt to Aristotle. In the course of his repeated attempts to
come to terms with thc same cluster of problems, be produced a labyrinth of cs-
says, skctches, and notcs which makes up much of his later philosophy. The do-
cumentation of his struggles and partial successes is to be found in the texts put
together by Kastil under the title Kategorienlehre. The text we have is far from
unitary, and it is not possible to extract a final coherent system from it, because
Brentano was revising his opinions until days beforc his death. But we can cer-
tainly pick out a numbcr of more or lcss stable positions in regard to Aristotle
and the categories. ‘
Brentano is now sharply critical of Aristotle, and on scveral occasions lists the
latter’s mistakes,® for instance, in not accepting accidents. But his main criticism
centres on Aristotle’s mercology, or theory of part and whole. According to
Atristotle, not both a whole and its (proper) part can be actual at the same time.
If the part is actual, the part exists only potentially. Brentano contrasts this with
Leibniz, for whom only monads, objects without parts, arc real, and aggregates
of these are not rcal uaits. Both are wrong, says Brentano, and of course he is
right. His favouritc countcrexample is a spatial continuum. Both it and its parts
arc real. So Brentano emphasizes against both Aristotle and Leibniz that an ag-
gregate or plurality of things is itself a thing.” Unfortunately he, like Leibniz,
fails to distinguish between an aggregate in the scnse of a plurality of individ-
uals, somcthing of which a number greatcr than onc is truly predicable (e.g. the
scveral apples in a bowl), and an individual, such as a singlc applc, of which only
,one' is truly predicablc, but which ncvertheless has several parts. This confu-
sion leads him to assign a spccial position in his ontology to a two kinds of
atomic substances, which he calls »ultimately unitary«, namcly cxtensionless
points and monadic souls.? If non-atoms (objects with proper parts) are confused
with pluralitics, onc is bound to believe there are atoms, since a plurality is
many units and presupposes them, so there must be ultimate atomic units, since
otherwise everything would be a plurality, which is absurd. This is Leibniz’s
knockdown argument for monads.” But if we clarify the distinction between an



individual which has proper parts, and the plurality, the objects which arc its
proper parts, we arc free to entertain the proposition that everything has proper
parts and there arc no ultimate unities in Brentano’s sense.'® No doubt Bren-
tano would have kept souls, and the assumption that every corporeal objcct has
proper parts entails, if there are any bodics, the existence of infinitcly many,
which Brentano expressly denies. But his atomism can no longer be derived
from mercology alone, and must be defended on other grounds.

3. Mistakes in Brentano’s Interpretation of Aristotle

Brentano makes Aristotle’s mereology respoasible for his view that ,to be* said
in the various categories is not univocal. According to this view, the wholc made
up a substance and its accidents is such that not both it and its part, the sub-
stance, can be fully real at the same time. Since Aristotle accepts the reality of
the substance throughout, the whole cannot be fully real and thercfore the ac-
cidents which accrue to the substance are also not fully real. Hence predications
in which an accident is predicated of a substancc cxpress inauthentic senscs of
,be'.

One criticises Brentano’s interpretation of Aristotle with trepidation, but in
this casc I think Breatano has picked the wrong explanation. Aristotle’s belicf
that there are as many predicative senses of ,be* as there are categorics is based
not on his mereology but on his theory of definition. Whean we define a spccics
by mcans of genus and specific difference, Aristotle requires in effect that the
extension of the difference lie partly outside of the genus. In the case of both
,being* and ,one’, since any difference falls under both of these, the condition
for a proper definition cannot be fulfilled. Hence ,being’ cannot be a genus,"
and ,be‘ cannot be univocal in the different catcgorics, since a word can only be
univocal with reference to a common genus.'?

There is collatcral evidence that it cannot be Aristotle’s mereology which
leads him to deny the univocity of predicative ,be‘: the concept of substance un-
dergocs development between the Categories and the Metaphysics. In the for-
mer, substance is the concrete individual: this man, this horse. In the latter, it is
Aristotle’s considercd opinion that substance is the substantial form of a con-
crete individual.”® The composite of form and matter is not substance, because
it is posterior to form, and matter is not substance bccause it is only potential.
The concretc individual is then the composite of substantial and accidental
forms with matter. It is truc that in the mature work (rudimentary) mereologi-
cal considerations play a part, but the rcason for denying univocity to ,be‘ is gi-
ven whether we take substance as the concrete individual or as substantial form.
Admittedly, Aristotlc does not draw the coascquence until the Metaphysics, but
it was opcn to him to draw it indcpendently of the revision of the substance
concept, since the doctrine on definition which we have cited is to be found in
the carly Topics."* Overlooking the devclopment, Brentano also overlooks that
Aristotle’s reasons are not mereological.
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I have a final half-objcction to Brentano’s interpretation. Aristotle’s term
,accident’ bas several mcanings. In his list of cquivocal words he says an acci-
dent is something which belongs to something but not of necessity or for the
most part.” When contrasted with ,substance’, ,accident’ mcans simply what
»comes o« the substance. This is a different meaning, because some things
»coming o« substances arc not accidental, e.g. four-leggedness of horses. But
when talkiag about the ,accidental* sense of ,be‘ he somctimes uses examples of
predication in which the natural predicate is in subject position, e.g. »This musi-
cal (person) is @ man« instead of »This man is musical«.' This makes it look as
though an accidental predication is just onc which puts a grammatically natural
predicate in subject position, and Brentano indeed tends to scc it this way.”
Hence he tends to regard the expression for an accident as basically nominal in
form, ,a musical (person)’, ,a three yard long (thing)’, somcthing which is
grammalically much less straincd in Greek and German than in English. But
this grammatical account fails to connect with the basic meaning of ,accidental’
as ,exceptional’, and also overlooks the fact that Aristotle sometimes gives ex-
amples which are perfectly normal grammatically, as »The man is musical«.'® In
[avouring the nominal version over the adjectival, prepositional, verbal and ad-
verbial expressions of categorics, Brentano is already, as early as the disserta-
tion, preparing the way for his reversal of Aristotle’s vicw of the relation be-
tween substance and accident, and laying the grammatical basis for his later
rcism.

4. Reism and Predication

In his later work, Brentano maintains that ,is* is used in several senses, as did
Aristotle, and he regards only one kind of usc as »authentic« (eigentlich). In-
authentic uscs are accepted by Brentano as practically uscful fagons de parier,
but they cngender »fictions« if taken ontologically scriously and can then lead
to inflated ontologics. (Brentano’s analysis of what happened to those of his pu-
pils who strayed from the One Truc Path), Among such fictive uses arc those
describing something as being thought of, being true, being possible, being past
or future, being Man, and being the class of all men.” Pure objects of thought,
truths in themselves, possibilities, past and future things, universals and concept
extensions arc all fictions. I shall not deal here with inauthentic being or with
Brentano’s theory of relations.”

In authentic predicative uses of ,be!, which Brentano thinks is univocal and
mcans ,is a thing’, authentic predication lines up with mercological relations,
although it would be going too far to say Brentano reduces predication to me-
reology. We know that simple predications for Brentano are positive or negative
exislentials,” and he sometimes goes so far as (o say that because »A tree is
green« is cquivalent to »A green tree exists«, so we can actually say »A tree
exists greene.? However, whether or not this was his considered opinion,
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Brentano’s theory of predication is in any casc inadequatc. He cannot put sin-
gular judgements into words with thc mcans of expression he officially recog-
nizes.” .

Let us however overlook this and consider how he sces predication, given the
additional device of singular terms. It is by now well enough known® thal
Brentano considers a true predication likc »Joachim tastes a 1983 Ricsling
Spitlesc« as true because there arc two not wholly distinet objects, a subject, in
this case, a substance, namcly Joachim (an cxtensionless soul) and an accident,
a winc-taster, which has Joachim as a proper part. When Joachim stops tasting
the wine, he continues to exist, but thc wine-tastcr ccases to cxist. The sub-
stancc can exist and continue to exist without the accident, but not vice versa.
The accident cannot survive alone. The substance is enriched to yicld the acci-
dent, but is not cariched by the addition of any part. The accident can itscll be
enriched further, as when Joachim judges that thc wine is dry and tukes
plcasure in its being dry. The wine-taster is then encompasscd by a dry-wince-
judger and this in turn by a liker-of-the-dry-winc. So we have accidents which
have accidents as their subjects, and the whole resembles a nest of Chinese box-

CS-”

5. The Question of Mereological Essentialism

In his illuminating account of Brentano’s theory of substance and accident,
Chisholm ascribes to Brentano a position which he (Chisholm) upholds, namely
mereological essentialism (ME), the view that the parts of an object arc essential
to it.* In the case of substrate and accident, ME is indeed a plausible view, be-
causc the accident is more or less defined in such a way that its substrate is part
of it, and the idca of accidents wandering from onc substrate to another is gener-
ally held to be repugnant. For points and souls, which have no parts, ME is triv-
ially true. However 1 have been able to find no explicit statement of ME in
Brentano’s writings. In the Kategorienlehre there are two stalcments by Kastil
which approach but do not amount to ME, in which hc says that »part« is syn-
categoremaltic whereas »whole« (mcaning »what includes parts« is categorema-
tic.” In the Untersuchungen zur Sinnespsychologie there is a passage where
Brentano accepts the view that sensations are individuated by their position in
some sort of »space«,” which would imply that the parts of a sensation arc cs-
scnlial Lo it. But again therc is no general theoretical statement. On the other
hand, there are statements which seem to go against ME. In his last theory of
corporcal being, Brentano says that bodics can be thought of as accidents which
adhere to the onc spatial substance, absolute space, and displace themselves
from one part of it to another, move from place to place.” Likewise wave mo-
tion and the motion of systems of bodics (i.c. qualitics) arc the translation of
qualitics from place to place.® Of coursc it requircs no great fcal of dialectic to
sce how to intcrpret Brentano's words in a way compatible with ME. Instead of
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saying that qualitics literally wander from one place to another, we can say that
neighbouring places successively take on certain qualities, but no quality, which
is an accident of a placc, itscll wanders from onc place to another. Kastil loses
no time in »correcting« Brentano in this way in a note.” Caveat lector! We arc
dcaling with an unstablc and uncompletcd phase of Brentano’s last thoughts,
and the fact that his words, taken at face value, are incompatible with ME, does
not mecan his words should not bc taken at face value. In the absence of
corroborating evidence, it should bc treated as indetcrminatc whether Bren-
tano’s new thoughts on motion should or should not be taken as an indication
that he was prepared to drop ME. It may well be that ME applics de facto to all
the things that Brentano is ultimately willing to accept in his ontology. If e.g. we
only bave souls, places, and unwandcring accidents of these, then Brentano's
ontology will satisfy ME, albcit that therc is scemingly no statcment of it by
him. But lacking a consistent and definitive statcment of Brentano’s ultimate
ontology the ascription of ME to him must be assigned the status »Not prov-

en«?

6. Brentano’s Last Theory of Bodily Motion

The last theory of motion is of interest for its own sake. The idea is that bodics
are not substantial but arc accidents or clusters of accidents of parts of a finite
absolute space, so that spacc and its parts are substantial. Admittedly Brentano
entertains the theory only as an hypothesis,” but onc has the impression he is
favourably inclined towards it. We can illustrate the theory by considcring the
analogy with a television scrcen. Suppose we have a kind of television screen
consisting of finitcly many pictorial clements (»pixels«), each of which can take
on any colour (real televisions arc not likc this). Then by suitably varying the
colour of each element, we can simulate the motion of a body across the screen.
As we know from television, the illusion works. Now imagine a thrce-dimensio-
nal version in which cach element can take on any quality from cach range of
determinable qualities. Then we have a clear idea of Brentano’s absolute space,
except that Brentano docs not commit himself to discrete clements. Among the
sensory qualities that can modify any clement are clectric charge, magnetic in-
tensity and so on, and on a larger scale we get the various degrees of hardness
of bedics, so that interpenctration of spatial objects is no more and no less pos-
sible than in our world. In fact, to the obscrver there would be no way to distin-
guish Brentano’s world from ours.

Brentano’s view has conceptual repercussions, however. If we assume ME,
then it should be clear that on Brentano’s view nothing moves, cither absolutely
or relatively. For something to move is for it to successively occupy or qualify
diffcrent places, whether absolute or relative to some system of bodies. But
precisely that is ruled out by the conjunction of Brentano's thcory with ME.
Nothing -- no thing -- moves from place to place, because places are parts of
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things and no thing can change its parts. Contrast thc apparent motion of an
image of an acroplane on a tclevision scrcen with the real motion of a real fly
walking across the surface of the scrcen. In Brentano’s world, therc arc no
things like the fly. So things that move arc not real things, but rather, like the
image, what Chisholm calls enfia successiva.> In the end, this view is not so far
from Aristotle as might appear. Anistotle’s considered view on corporcal sub-
stances makes them rather like disturbances in prime matter, in much the samc
way as Brentano makes them rather like disturbances in absolute space,” onc
differcnce being that Brentano’s spacc, unlike Aristotle’s prime matter, is actual
and not just potcntial. However another consequence of ME is that the place of
any spatial thing is essential to it: nothing could have been elsewhcre than
where it actually is. I do not know whether Brentano accepted this,

I must say I find Brentano’s theory incredible, though it is not so easy as one
might think to find strong metaphysical countcrarguments. Therc is onc point
of indetcrminacy however. If a uniform patch of red colour »moves«, then while
we can clearly say that this involves clcments at the leading edge becoming red
and thosc at the trailing edge becoming not-red, it is not clear whether the red -
places in the middle are new cach instant or whether each red-place lasts from
the time when the leading edge comcs to it to the time the trailing edge comcs
to it. If we consider motion in onc dimension and represent time as going from
top Ig bottom, lctting letters name individual red-places, which picture is cor-
rect?

abcde...... abede. .....

bedef..... fghij.....
..... cdefg... «....klimno
...... defgh. . ..oee..parst
....... efghi.. ee e UVWRY

Brentano’s view of space as substance arises becausc he sees substance as that
which confers individuality. On this view, the picture on the left im more likcly
to be correct. But we must also take into account Brentano’s Augustinian view
that God is continuously recreating the material world, which makes the picture
on the right more plausible. It strikes me as anachronistic that the nominalist
Brentano should lay such store by individuation. For those who believe in uni-
versals, thcre must be something which individuates, because common naturcs
arc precisely common, and cannot »generate« individuals alone. But nominalists
usually accept that individuals just are individuals, without requiring something
to individuate them. Brentano’s insistencc on the importance of individuation
may be a relic of an earlier phase of his thought: the paper in the Untersuchun-
gen zur Sinnespsychologie from which the cxample favourable to ME was taken
is largely concerned with the individuation of scnsory qualities.

Brentano’s theory of individuation has at least two undesirable consequences.
One is that the individuators -- souls and places ---are never given o us, cven
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sccondarily, in experience, although they are known (o cxist. [ detect shades of
Locke’s reticent substances and Berkeley’s elusive spirits. The historian of phi-
losophy Brentano must have known what fate met these. At the hands of
Berkeley and Hume respectively they were dissolved in favour of bundles or
congcrics of ideas, and one would think somc kind of bundle theory would solve
Brentano’s problem.”” A nominalist need not fear that bundles of individuals fail
of individuality un/ess he confuscs thc bundle as a whole with the bundlc as a
plurality. But Brcntano makes preciscly this mistake, so perhaps we now have
the underlying rcason for his nccd of individuators, intrinsic units literally at the
heart of each congeries of what would otherwise be individuals cxternal to one
another. Sincc a substance and its various accidents arc nevertheless numeri-
cally distinct from one another, the existence of a common part, the substance,
cannot prevent them from being a plurality. Perhaps this is a partial explanation
for Brentano’s unclearly formulated doctrine that a whole and its parts are not
wholly distinct.®® Of coursc a wholc and its part have the lattcr in common, but
while sharing of parts admits of degrees, numerical differencec does not. Pace
Brentano, he who has a single applc in his hand thereby has morc than a thou-
sand apple-halves in his hand, since the apple is divisible in many ways, though
bccause of the way they overlap all thesc apple halves together make up only
one apple and not five hundred. Hence the appeal to substance as a common
part does not rescue the plurality of accidents containing it from lack of individ-
uality unless one confounds wholes and pluralitics from the start. Here we sce
into what tangles the confusion may [cad.

The second unplcasant consequcnce of Brentano’s theory of space as ultimate
substance is that it breaks, in the casc of non-pyschological things, the natural
connection between the substance/accident relation and predication. For while
in the psychological case we do predicate perceiving, thinking ctc. of our selves,
we do not predicate being an apple or appleness of the place where the apple is.
That of which ,is an apple* is truly predicated is the apple itsclf. There is a pre-
cedent for Brentano’s move in Aristotle, who says at onc point that we predi-
cate substantial form of matter,” and we have already scen that Brentano’s ab-
solute space takes on some of the functions of Aristotle’s prime matter. How-
cver a precedent is not an excusc: we predicate »apple« not of prime matter, but
of individual apples, as in the simplcr Categories account. It was the privileged
position of such »what it is« prcdications which was a major motivation for the
primacy of first substances in Aristotle’s mctaphysics. In their place Breatano
can offer us only departed ghosts.

6. Classes of Subtance and Accident
Because Brentano has abandoned the Aristotelian view that ,is‘ mcans some-

thing different in cach category, he is frec to develop subclasses of substances
and accidents without multiplying mcanings of ,be’, In the long development of
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his later views, he gradually shifted his interest from the meanings of \bef to the
diffcrent kinds of substance and accident. It should first be pointed out that
Brentano does not give a satisfactory definition of ,substance. He docs say that
a substance is »a being to which only such specific diffcrences apply as arc in-
dispensable for it or even just a part of it to continuc to exist as an individual«*
Regimenting this syntactically unclear statcment in the most plausible way yiclds
x is a substance = Df. for all F: x is F ifl nccessarily: for all y, if y cxists and y is
xor a part of x, then x is F

which would imply that loss of such an cssential property of x would spell doom
not only for x but for all its parts, somcthing which goes against Brentano’s own
views on continua. A continuum as a whole does not survive the annibilation of
a part (so ME applies to continua), but if part of it is annihilatcd the remainder
may carry on existing.' A sccond conscquence of the definition of substance
appears to be that a substance can continuc to exist without any accidents. This
is surcly impossible if bodics are substances. A body nced not have just this
shape or colour, but it must have some shape or colour. For souls and places
the doctrine has less implausibility. But perhaps by ,specific differencest Bren-
tano mcans only essential propertics of the substancc. In that casec we must re-
place »x is F« on the left-hand side of the definiens by »x is cssentially Fe. The
definition is then rescued from triviality only by the implausible condition on
parts. Elscwherc Brentano characterizes substances only ncgatively as things
that are not accidents.”

Substances are classified in various dimensions (Brentano drops Aristotle’s
ban on cross-classification). They may be ultimatcly initary (atomie, without
parts) or non-atomic. Atomic substances comprise souls and points and nothing
else. Non-atomic substances differ as to whether they have finitely many atomic
parts or clements (collectives) or indcfinitely many (continua). Brentano denies
the existence of actual infinities, which is why he uses the expression »indcfinite-
ly many«. The difficulties to which this lcads will have to be left aside here.
Substances may be such as to be able to cxist alone, not as parts of something
clse. In this case Brentano calls them things-for-themselves. Bodics belong here
until they lose their substantial status. By contrast boundarics (of two, onc or
zero dimensions, i.c. surfaces, lines, and points) cannol exist for themsclves, but
only as part of something which they bound. Finally, there are substances which
cannot do so. The former comprise only God, the latter everything else.*® Des-
pite this variety among substanccs, Brentano thinks that in substantial pre-
dications the predicate is said of the subject in only onc way.*

On the other hand in accidental predications, although ,is* means the same
throughout, the predicates do not all apply to their subjects in the same way.
Therc are indeed as many accidental catcgorics, as therc are determinable
kinds of accident.* Among accidcntal predications applying (o atomic substan-
ces, Brentano distinguishes betwen inherences and passive affections. The for-
mer can continue to apply to their subjects without causal assistance form out-



side. They include qualities of bodies and dispositions of the soul likc virtue and
knowlcdge. On the other hand passive affections or undergoings (Erleidungen)
require constant causal activty from outside in order to remain in their sub-
jects.*® Some undergoings lead to a final state, as when a change of placc leads
o a body being somewherc else, or a change of color leads to something’s
baving a different colour. These are called changes or transformations (Um-
wandlungen). Other passive affections such as acts of consciousncss arc not
changes from onc statc to another. Among the accidents applying (o non-atoms
arc those of number, shapc, size, and disposition of parts (attitude).”” Brentano
also dcals with inauthentic predications, including rclatives, under the heading
of denominationes extrinsecae. But thcsc raise many issues of their own and
cannot be dealt with here.

7. Defective Mereology, »Bizarre Intermediate Things«, and Fists

According to Brentano, a substrate enriched to produce an accident is not cari-
ched by the addition of any part.® The substrate is one-sidedly detachable from
the accident; it can exist alone without the accident, the accident cannot exist
without the substrate. Brentano’s statements are not without their difficulties
from an interpretative point of vicw, but here 1 shall take them at facc value.
Chisholm has defined the substrate/accident relation for Brentano as that of
immediate part to whole.” If we write ,<* for (proper) part, then

x is an immediate partof y = Df. x < y and there isnozsuch that x <zandz <y.
This may coincidc extcnsionally with Brentano’s notion of the substrale/
accident rclation, but 1 find no statement of it in Brentano and I doubt whether
it is the proper conceptual analysis. Certainly being an immediate part of some-
thing is not the same as being a substrate of it, because a substratc of a sub-
strate of an accident is still a substrate of the whole accident, as in the scquence:
soul - presenter of wine - affirmer of wine - liker of wine. But the soul is not an
immediate part of the likcr of wine, since there arc two parts between, yct we
do not get from soul to liker of wine by adding any parts. Another rcason why
the immediate part relation is nol a corrcct analysis of Brentano’s substrate/ ac-
cident relation is that a belicver in spatial atoms can accept that one individual
can have another as immediate part, as e.g. the half-open, half-closed rcal interval
(0, 1) is an immediate part of the closed interval (0, 1), but the whole is not an ac-
cident of its immediate part. Brentano did not believe there were such cases,”
but that does not affcct the question of analysis, which has to prescrve mcaning
and not just extension.

Brentano’s mereology thus offends against a principle of gencral mercology
which I have called thc Weak Supplementation Principle: if an individual has a
proper part, it has another proper part disjoint from the first. Now this is no or-
dinary principle, but one which is, in my view, analytically contained in the con-
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cept of part in just thc same way as its transitivity. It servcs to distinguish
part/whole relations from other irreflexive transitive relations such as being
larger than. If Brentano persists in wanting the substrate/accident relation to be
as it is, we ought to deny that it is a part/whole rclation. It nevertheless ob-
viously has something in common with usual part/whole rclations, and this
nceds to be properly clarified. Saying that it is a part/whole rclation which de-
viates from the usual onc does not help us unless we know exactly what princi-
ples hold for it (we already know one that does not).

Forthoscinclined toaccept that it is a part/whole rclation, a way out is offercd
by one passage in Brentano, where he says that it is impossible to specify anoth-
er separable part alongsidc the substrate which makes up the whole.** We can
accept this and still legitimatcly use mercological vocabulary provided we are
prcpared to accept inseparable parts. This was indeed the step taken by Stumpf
and claborated by Husscrl.® Since inseparable parts arc not capable of cxist-
cnce outside the whole they are in, we prcserve the main point of Brentano’s
thcory while remaining truc to mereology, and, one might add, to the traditional
(Aristotelian) theory of accidents. Brentano admits that such a way of speak-
ing may have its uses, but he condemns it as a fiction™ and describes such de-
pendent or logical parts as »that bizarre kind of intermcdiatc thing falling be-
twcen absurd universals and real individual things.«*

Brentana’s opposition to dependent parts is justificd if evcrything they can do
his ‘accidents can do at least as well. In that case he owes us a literal account of
his substrate/accident relation, which we can give” because we can accept a
Brentanian accident as a whole consisting of a part which can exist alonc and a
sccond part, which cannot exist without the first.

I nevertheless consider Brentano was right to hold that an individual quality
such as a redness is not part of the red thing, although it is of the red thing and
cannot exist without other individuals in or of the rcd thing. In this casc I would
agree with Aristotle that the redness is not in the red thing as part is to whole,*
cven in a (dubious) widcr sense of ,part‘. Onc inclining reason is that if we take
the individual redness as a state and hence as somcthing with temporal parts, if
the state is a part of the red thing, the red thing too has temporal parts. But the
rcd thing (an applc, say) is a continuant, and does not have temporal parts. If
the redness is not a state (of being red), we must explain why we nced both it
and the state of being rcd, the latter appearing unproblematical.

Consider another example, where the ,plus’ required is easily visualized: a fist,
which is a clenched hand. The fist is one-sidedly dependent on the band, but we
do not get a fist by adding a part to thc hand, but rather by altering the configu-
ration of its parts. Rejecting the possibility that the individual clenchedness is a
part of the fist, what distinguishes the hand and the fist? It is very plausible to
say that the hand is part of the fist (no part of thc hand is missing) when the fist
exists (we have to tensc the part/whole relation), but are there any other parts?
I think not. We might want to say that by putting thc thumb in contact with the
fingers ncw objccls come into being which straddle the join, but I do not sece
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why we cannot just say that a previously scattercd object consisting of parts of
the fingers and thumb is collected together when the fist is made. If, as I think,
the fist has no proper parts that thc hand lacks, when the fist exists, it and the
band have all the same parts. But they are not identical, sincc the hand outlasts
the fist, and there is no such thing as temporary identity.” So we scc that having
the samc parts docs not nccessarily make individuals identical. The individual
statc of clenchedness may not be part of the fist, but it is still what makes the
difference between hand and fist. For clenchedness is esscntial to fists but not
hands. Hence when we unclench a hand, a fist ceases to exist, but the hand that
was its substrate survives the change.

There are other cases where we scem to refer to the same individual using
two different expressions, where Brentano would say there arc two, one of
which is an accident of the other. For instance, Socrates the tcacher of Plato
would be a distinct thing from plain Socrates, modally enriching Socrates only
at those times at which he is the teacher of Plato. In this case I think Brentano
multiplies entities beyond nccessity and we should follow the Aristote-
lian/Fregean solution: the difference lies not in the things signified but in the
mode of signifying.

From this brief survey it will be secn that I would deal with Brentano’s acci-
dents in a non-uniform way. Sympathetic as I am to his attempt to put merco-
logy at the centre of ontological considerations, I think we cannot today follow
his thcory. How much of it can be rescued is another matter.
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Trendelenburg 1846, 234.

Benveniste 1966.

Kahn 1976.

MBSA 175. The italicized expressions do not stand for genera.

Cf. KL 106 ff., TC 84 {f.

KL 11-12, TC 19-20; KL 266, TC 189.

KL 244, TC 176; KL 249, TC 178-9. Cf. Chisholm BCSA 210, BMS 16.

Monadology, §2.

The axiom of atomicity is independent of the axioms of gencral mereology. Cf. Parts, 41-2.
Metaphysics 998 b 22-21. Cf. Posterior Analytics 921 14.

CI. Categories 1 a 1-11.

Mewaphysics 1029 a 29-33.

Topics 122 b 20-22. CX. also Posterior Analyrics 96 a 24 (1. The subject is dealt with ctearly in
Moser 1935, a work which arose out of discussions with Kastil about Aristotle and Brentano
(cf. the Vorwont.)

Metaphysics 1025 a 14.

Meiaphysics 1017 a 9.

MBSA 13 ff. Cf. KL 26 .

Meaphysics 1017 a 9.

KL 6-11, TC 17-19 (two paragraphs ((c) and (d) on KL 8-9) arc missing from the English
translation); KL 13-16, TC 20-3; KL 19-21, TC 24-6; KL 58-62, TC 514. This is the late
Brentano at his most repetitive.

On relations cf. KL 166 {T., TC 125 (.

These are thetic judgements of the form »An A exists«, N0 A exisis«. Synthetic or double
judgements are more complex.

KL 225, TC 163.

Tobe able to saya term significs exactly one individual, Brentano would nced to add quan-
tificrs binding term variables. C[. Simons 1984,

Sec Chisholm BCSA and Smith 1987.

Cf. the diagrams in Smith 1987.

For Chisholm’s ME sce his 1976, Appendix B. Por the ascription to Brentano cf. BCSA 202,
BMS8.

KL xxv; 306n1, TC 213-4n8.

USP 67, 70. I am indebted to Professor Chisholm for drawing the passages to my attention.
Chisholm’s view is that ME is there implicit. | would say that they import implicit ME at
most for sensations, not as a general doctrine. For general ME we need corroboration from
elsewhere.

KL 298, TC 209. The Chisholm/Guterman translation of »Stellenwechse! und (...} ruhiges Be-
harrena (sc. of qualitative accidents) as winterchange and prescevation« is unfortunate: it
would be much more natural to say =change of place and remaining still«. Their translation
of Verschiebung as »displacementa is on the other hand just right.

KL 299, TC 210.

KL 39208, TC 270n440.
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1 do not deny that further evidence may decide the issue, But we sce the dangers of sympa-
thetic commentary. Kastil and Kraus, Brentano’s most loyal defenders, took their »sym-
pathy« 50 far that they tended to obscure Brentano by covering up some of his more obvi-
ously unacceptable views, disqualifying his inconsistencics and pressing his subtletics into
rather too simple mould. It is an illuminating exercise to read Brentano's texts without look-
ing at their notes.

KL 298, TC 209. The passage is a good demonstration of Brentano’s extraordinary intellec-
tual flexibility in old age. In a note (KL 392012, TC 270-1n442) Kasti] quotes a passage dic-
tated by Brentano which shows he is prepared to accept relativity theory. In this he con-
trasts well with Kraus, who later attacked relativity theory in a way which can only be de-
scribed as hysterical.

Cf. Chisholm 1976, 98.

For a graphic account of Aristotle’s view see Furth 1978, 638-9.

Different letters name different but qualitatively exactly similar rednesses. There are fur-
ther possibilitics, in which rednesses last more than a minimal time but not all of the time
that the place is red. ’

Both Mecinong and Husser! looked on bundles more favourably. Cf. Mcinong 1971, 81; Hus-
serl 1984, 282 (A 268/8, 275). This may be the heritage of Berkeley. Cf. Grossmann 1974, 2.
KL 4950, TC 45-6.

Metaphysics 1029 a 234; 1049 a 34,

KL 128, c(. TC99.

KL 151, TC 11S.

KL 146, TC 111. Kastil draws the conclusion that »substance« is not a genuine name (KL
345nla, TC 240n210), and Chisholm comes to Brentano’s aid by suggesting that a substance
is something which is not an accident but which may have accidents (by contrast with boun-
daries - BCSA 207, BMS 13).

For this classification, see KL 249, TC 179.

KL 2445, TC 1756

KL 219-20, TC 159; KL 254, TC 181-2.

Cf. the table at KL 205, TC 148,

KL 213, TC 155; KL 245-6, TC 176.

KL 5, TC 16; KL 7, TC 17; KL 11-2, TC 20; KL 53, TC 47; KL 151-2, TC 115.

BCSA 206, BMS 12. Cf. Parts, 108.

Sec RZK 174, STC 146.

Parts, 28.

KL 152, TC 11S.

On Stumpf and Husserl on dependent parts see Smith and Mulligan 1982, 25-45.

What Smith 1987, 44 colls the A-conception as against the B-conception of one-sided de-
tachability.

KL7,TC17.

KL 60, TC 52

For definitions of the concepts involved see Parts, ch. 8.

Caleguries 1 a 24

See Parts 2134.



