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INTRODUCTION

The tyo objectives of this introduction will be to state
precisely what the aim of this paper is and how it may be
reached. As the title indicates, the paper deals with -
‘synthesis and number conéepts but, and this shall be repeated
throughout the paper, this is not a- paper in philosophy of
méthematics. There is to be no attempt made here to resolve
the ongoing debate as to the nature of number. Whether one
accepts a-formalist, intuitionist or some other positionIOn
the nature of number, this is quite incidental to thé views
contained herein. Even if one does not accept synthesis as
an explanatioéon of number, this does not detract from the use
made of numbers in this paper. Numbers. are proﬁébly the best
illustration of how synthesis operates.

What thén is the purpose of demonstrating the role of
synthesis in oﬁr déﬁelopment of number concepts? The reason
for this is that it,serves as a starting point from which to
follow this notion of synthésis to where it operates in

. . - 7 .
intentionality. Perhaps this better states the overall aim



of the‘paper which® is to pursue the role of synthesis from
number concépts ~ to the part it plays in everyday
cbnsciouspgss. \‘

Before proceeding any further, there are two fundamental
notions which should be mentioned as they may serve to ancﬁor

the paper during rough waters. For the first point;lwe must
go directly to the nature of synthesis and sée it as
combining, that is to say, in its most simple form synthesis
may‘be thought of as little more than joining. What makes

rl

this isaye S0 importanﬁ are the contents that are joined and
the result that is produced.' The second issue %hat is
central ﬁo this paper, ~especially in the later stages where
intentionality comes to the fore, is the view that the mind
places or directs meaning onto the world we experience.

The question of this thesis is not so much is synthesis
a good explanation of number but instead is number a good
illustration of synthegis? The foundation for this papér is
built Lpon a'most affirmative answer toOo this question-and I
would now like to explain why I feel this is so and how such
views may be seen to be %bplied to an interpretation of our

conscious activity.



The reasons number was chosen as the means to.demon-
strate the features of synthesis is that in Kant's work,

which serves historically to introduce the idea of synthqgis,
all that he says about numbers and mathematics providés'the
-
most clear and most e;sily understandable account of what
Hlater will be shown.to be the most distinguishing feature of
synthesis. It is this joining, combining activity which is
performed in order to be able to grasp,numbefs that most per-
fectly indicates the role of synthesis. By the end of the
paper, it will be shown that this combining activity, first
demonstrated tﬁrough numbers, will be reflected in the pro-
cess that occurs when the intellect places (joins if you
will), a particular meaning to some thing, event or

phenomencn that we encounter in our conscious experience.
i

-

This general theme of the ﬁéper, starting with a consi-
deration of synthesis and numbers and moving to the rble of
synthesis in consciousness, is precisely the motif that 3etsqggr
the tone for each of the three sections of the paper. It is

interesting to note that the contributions of these two areas

in which synthesié' will be examined, numbers and



‘consciousness, will be in inverse proportions by the end of
the paper. By this I mean that in opening with Kant the bulk
of the matgrial treats of number and there is but a closing
mention of our perception, our experience'of the world around
us. Frege, on the other hand,'presents a more balanced mix
and begiﬂs to expand the parameters of the paper from the
consideration of numbers to the much.broader ffamgyork of our
mode of conscious aétivity. 'Husserl begins with the treat-
ment of number, but by £hen the emphasis shifts to the role
of synthesis in consciousness.

I would like to  finish this introduction gy_ briefly
indicatihg how these aims are to be met for each qf the three
men involved. Ként_provides ample evidence of his views on
the nature of syntheéis and its retation to numbers.. This is
taken as the basis,'therbuiiding—blocks for the fémainder of
the paper. The section on geometry .is where the.dqpr is
first opened wupon consideriﬁg synthesis in the expanded
content of consciousness in general rather than just with

)

numbers.  Our perception of geometrical shapes and their
. "
relations is like a skeleton of our full-blown experience of

the world.
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In the section on Frege, our experience of numbers is
put forth on a strictly logical basis.- It is in this #iddle
sectipn that the paper takes a most important change in
direction from numbers to the c&nsideration of our conscious
experience in general. The shift occurs when the paper looks
at some of Frege's semaﬁtic notions such as concept, object,
function; it is then realized that not only numbers provide
the focus of the discussion but indeed anything at all may be
the subject of our study.

The main body of the paper culminates with Hussérl.
With the,slant of the paper legking more and more towards an
interpretation ‘of our conscious experience, the theory of
"intentionality provides thé frame within which to demonstrate
the role of synthesis. Husserl's sectibn begins with a brief
look at his explanation of numbers, but much more to the
point 1is ﬁhe subsequent figting of the componenﬁs of his
explanation to the theory of intentionality. Husserl has
stated that the essence of consciousﬁess is 4intentionality,
in what follows, I hoPe_ to convey that the essence of ,

intentionality is synthesis.
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If this introduction has been successful then the objec-

tive of the péper igs ¢clear. In 1ts most simple form it may

be stated thus: an attbmpt is made here to show the essen-

" tial role synthesis plays in our everyday conscious'éétivityﬂ

Co s : s L’ .
One may express 1t 1ln strong terms clalmlnp that without this

. - )
synthesis one would not have what we éommph;y refer to as our

conscious experience of the world around us and that synthe-

~ ”

sis alone gives us the required grounds for having such
i

experience. . It is to this position that the paper strives

ang theréby demonstrates the all important role ofrsynthesis.

4
v

S



This study ‘of Kant's ‘conception of nqmber will havé
three main seétions to it; first, an é;planatiog of what Kant
considefswto be the main defining characteristic of number;
second, an examinatioq of how this trait may be épecifically
noted'in one particular arithﬁgtical equation aﬁd fidall;'the
ﬁanner in which this RFinéiéie relates to the study of
geometry. The main aiﬁ of this section is to establish
Kant®'s use of the concept of synthesis in his formulation of
number concepts. Ultimately, the same synthesis that goes
into the construction of numbe;s will be sho&g to be
fundamental to man's everyday conscious experience. |

Kant believed mathematics to be a perfect indicator of
how reaéonlcould Be seen to progress successfully without any
help from or recourse to experience.

Mathematics gives us a shining _example of how
far, independently of experience, we can
progress in a priori knowledge.

Mathematics présents the most splendid example

of the successful extension of pure reason,
without the help of experience.l ~
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Kant thought that this separateness or independence from
. : _
experience guaranteed mathematical knowledge a certainty that

was just not attainable by any empk®rically based science.
Befgre considering ﬁow Kant explains the/ggnner in which

we come to know numbers, let us see what Kéné\ij}q\about how

we come to_know anything at all. What I refer to is his two

by two classification of knowledge based wupon the

analytic—-synthetic and the a priori-a posteriori

distinctions.
The first pair to be examined is the a priori-a
posteriori division of knowledge. The former, a priori, is

b5

that type of knowledge which is not based upon or derives any

justification from empirical experience. It is knowledge
that does not result from our contact with or awareness of
physical,. empirical objects or their properties. A

posteriori knowledge conversely, is that type of knowledge

which is based upon and derived from empirical experience.
—It is always possiblé\ that such knowledge may be either
verified or refuted on the basié of such experience.?2

'The other classification to be 1looked -at is the
analytic—synthetic distinction. In an analytic statement
such as 'A rainy day is a wet day' it may be noted that the

predicate adds nothing to what is already contained in the

.
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subject; it merely explains or elaborates the content that is
already present in the subject. Conversely, synthetic
statements do add some information that is not neceséarily
part of the subject, therebyﬁincreasing our knowledgg. For

example, if one says 'A rainy day is a cold day', then in the

stipulation of cold, one has added on to the necessary

characteristics of what is already contained in the subjéct
'A rainy day'.3 Even in this preliminary stage the gist
of the whole notion of synthesis is apparent; it 1is
essentially a concept by which things are joined, or add;d on
to one another enabling the person to expé;ience the uﬁity
that results from such,combin;tion. H
This brief discussion éf_Kant's divisions is sufficient
for the aims of this paper. The main goal has béen to
introduce the notion of synthesis, albei£ in a rather narrow
sense ;estrictéd to the examples of sentences. We shall now
expand theﬂ scope of synthgsig‘ and investigate Kant's
' o

presentation of it as the main .defining characteristic of

number.
2.1 Numbers

This section treats two areas of Kant's discussion of

number. First of all, we will look at the central theme in*
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Kani's propesals about how we arrive at specific numbers:
then a more general look at how numbers are presented ;s the
achema of the category of Quantity.

Kant states very definitely that all mathematical
judgements are without exception sfnthetic.4 This is
guite contrary to the more prevalent view <that holds the
nature of mathematics +to be‘analytic! To make these two
views more precisevconsider the example three and three ié

six; those who oppose Kant's synthetic claim would say that

since the predicate 'gix' is élready contained in the subject
'three and three' then the proposiﬁion is analytic. Kapt
maintainé that the subject 'three and three' consists only of
the idea of two grodps‘of three plus the idea of uniting
‘these two groups and as such contains no indication
whatsoever of the number six.

Kant presents an explanatioh -0f number which is the
foundation for the aim of this paper. ¢What he says basically
is that number is the result of the successi¥e addition of
homogenecus units. I will contend this successive addition
to be based upon a synthesig which the® units undergo. As
pdinted out by Kant,' it is even more crucial to our concept
of number to be aware of the resulting tctality than of the

successive addition of unit to unit which goes to make up the

totality.
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If, in counting, I forget that the units, which now
hover before me, have been added to one another in
succession, I should never know that a total is
being produced through the successive addition of
unit to unit, and so would remain ignorant of the
number. For the concept of the number is nothing
but the consciougness of this unity of
synthesis.3 )

Thus our counting, as is easily seen in the case of
larger numbers, is a synthesis according to
concepts, Dbecause it is executed according to a
common ground of unity, as for instance, the
decade.®

Two facts becéme evident from the above quotes. The
first i; that the method of counting is employed byFKant in
order to arrive at an expianation of number .buﬁ more
importantly,-synthesis is presented as the basis upon which
such totality or unity may be built.

| One also finds many of these central views about numbers

restated and emphasized 5? those who discuss Kant's work.

The work of D.P,. Dryer points this out as well as

introducing some key notions which will be very important in
»

the following development in Frege 5 Husgserl.

‘

Dryer approaches the problem of explaining number

concepts through the question of how many people there are in
a roomn. He indicates the necessity of establishing some
concept which will serve to provide the units in order for

the counting to proceed. 1In this case, to determine how many

‘people, one adopts the concept of a person.
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'We count by connecting together what we are successively
presented with. This synthesis we repeat with each new
application of the unit that we find. Kant points out
that several items can only be counted by meanas of A
successive synthesis.?

With each step in .counting we arrive only at how
<?\xnany' times we have found an application of the .unit

_-concept. Kant points out that counting is
performed by a successive synthesis of homogeneous
items. " '

The counting is complete only when there are no further
applications of the unit concept and is correct only if one
application of the unit concept has been made to each and
every instance that is presen£. Dryer repeats Kant's claim
that the final number arrived at contains a synthesis of.all
the applications of the concept that havg gone before it.
This idea is expressed by‘Dryer when he says that inﬁéounting
it is necessary at each step that wé connect what we £ind
with what we have found.

The attempt to explain number by means of counting was
not immediately acceptable to all persons. Russell cobjected
to such a view. He believed mathematics and logic to be
analytic in nature and like Frege, Russell felt mathematics
could be inferred from logic. .
Rgssell's objection may be summarized along these lines.

Numbers may be explained independently of counting.?
. %4

Against the explanation by counting, Russell employs the
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notion of one-to-one correspondence and says that one knows
tne number of left éhoes in a is equal to the number of
right shoes. When someone actually/counts the number of left
shoes he assigns a number to each{ showing Russell contends,
that counting 1is actually a special case of determining
one—~to-one correspondence between objects and- numbers and
_doés not serve to explain numbers.

‘Russell further charged that an explanation of number in

-

.- . !
terms of counting could refer only to finite numbers and

could not apply to infinite numbers. Such 'infinite numbérs'
he felt were ' included in hié explanation of number through
the notion of sets; as applying to the set of all sets equal
to a given set.

Now what is wrong with Russell's explanaﬁion of number
by means of one-to-one correspondence? If his talk of
infinite sets "having the same number" means only that they
are equal then this actqally is not an objection to Kant for
he never held otherwise. But the real area where Russell's
account faulters is due to the fact that even if we Kknow that
the left shoes equal the right shoes, or the mémbers of one

set equal another, we still do not know what their number is.
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This can only Dbe determined though  the one-to-one
correspondenbé between objects and numbers anq in this
special case, Russell concedes, one is counting. Dryer

himself expresses it, "Hence in spite of what he says
elsewhere, Rusgell in effect admits that numbers have to be
explained in terms of couﬁé{ng"ﬂ

In addition to this what I feel is mistaken in Russell's
one-to—one correspondence is that we do not learn or explain
the number of items simply by corresponding each one to a
member in the series of numbers. This appears to be what
occurs on the surface. However it is not merely progression
down the series that explains number, rather it is the
awareness of the result of the synthesis of units that go
‘into making up the number that is the explanation of number.
There 1is more involVed‘ than simply linking each of the
members to a particular digit in the series of natural
numbers. -

To conclude, let us see what may be gathered frém what
both Kant and thgse secondary sourcés have stated about the
nature of the cdncept of number. For ﬁhis paper the most
critical part of the various expressions on numbers and
c;ﬁnting is the mention of the contribution of synthesis to

the attainment of number concepts. Synthesis is the process

t
by which we come to grasp or understand numbers.
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2.2 NUMBERS AND THE CATEGORY OF QUANTITY |

But pure schema of magnitude (quantitatis), as a
concept of the understanding, is number, a
representation which comprises successive addition
of homogeneous units. Number is simply the unity
of the synthesis of the manifold of a homogeneous
intuition in general, a unity due to my generating
time itself in the apprehension of the
intuition,10

In this quote appears the familiar ‘successive
addition of units, but how may we uﬂ@erstand the other
notions such as the schgma of the category of Quantity, and
the role of time in the unity of the synthesis which is
number.

The very difficult Kantian notion of schema is not to be
thought of as the mental . picture tﬂat is matched to the
corresponding experience. If one imagines five points .....,
one has what may be said to be the image of the number five.
However, the schema is to be thought of as something
altogether different from that. The schema is not itself the -
group of five dots but rather it is the representation of the
method whereby a multiplicity, eg. five, may be presented.in
an image in acderd with certain concepts.ll The image of
the five dots may be seen as the end or the result oflthe
process of presenting this picture but the schema represents

the method whereby such an alignment occurs.



a succession in time'.

refers to the numbers arrived at as temporal concepts.

line of thought,

s

Kdrner has some helpful remarks on this idea of quantLﬁy
and he also helps clarify the position ‘time' plays in the
overall phenomenon.l2 He ¢laims that any perbeived object

can only be categorized as quantity if it can be compared to

other quantities, that is to say, only if it can be measured.

In order to determine this. measurement numbers would be
employed and through these. one would come to have an
understanding of the quantity involved.
K&rner also states that such measurement implies the

addition of units (similar to counting)} which is ‘necessarily

addition of units is a process that occurs over time and so

cumulative nature of numbers is well expressed in this quote

from Schopenhauer:

In time every moment is conditioned by the
preceding...All counting rests upon this nexus of
the parts of time; its words merely serve to mark
the single steps of this succession. This is true
of the whole of arithmetic, which throughout teaches
nothing but the methodical abbreviations of counting.

Every number presupposes the preceding numbers as
grounds of its existence; I can only reach them
through all the preceding and only by means of thisy
insight into the ground of its existence do I know
that, where ten are, there are also eight, six,

four.1l3

Kant also claims that the successive

This

as well as a statement of the inclusive,



re
Kant never abandoned the cumulative nature of number,

each built wupon the preceding units, but he may have
compromised his statements as to the necessity of the role of
time in numbers. In a letter to Schuize (1788), Kant wrote
that the Ecience of number, notwithstanding the succession
which every construction of quantity demands, is a purely
intellectual -syﬁthesis which we represent to ourselves in
thought.

| Althoggh the act of counting to twelve involves a
gsuccession or séries of steps transpiring over time, in the
number twelve itself, there is not in the least - any
indication of this need foritime.

/)The process by which we become aware of objects,
- figures, etc. vin our envirconment is subject to time. But
what is not subject to  time? Time flows throughout all
things, including our counting, but it is hardly appropriate
to conclude time as the foundation of number. In similar
fashion, simply bécause a moral act takes a period of time to
perform’ one is haﬁdly justified in concluding time! as the
basis of morality. The quantitative relations 6etermined by
the science of arithmetic are independent of time and are

intellectually apprehended.
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Husserl expfesses quite -precisely the view on time which
is taken here. Whilé he recognizes the role of time in
numbers, he does stop short of declaring time as the absolute

. foundation of numbers.

But even if the temporal sequence in which objects
are colligated were always attended to, it would
still remain incapable of grounding by itself alone
the unity of the collective whole. (...) Herbart is
completely justified in saying that "number has ...
no more in common with time than do a hundred otherf
sorts of representations which also can be produced
only gradually."1l4 ' i

o

In order to allay any concerns that this discussion
merely teases the issue of time, may I restate the position

taken here. First of all, let it be granted that time be

v

accepted as a psychological pre-condition for our grasp of

numbers. However, against such a. background, -it is felt that
there are more specific contributors to our understanding of
number. - There is no intention here to diminish the

importance of time in the issue but rather the purpose is

. towards highlighting other aspects of the process, such as

synthesis. Of course it is agreed that progressing along the
steps of a Serieg necessarily takes time but the point here
is that althougﬁ this is what must occur in moving along the
gseries of natural numbers say 1, 2, 3, 4, once the desired
number has been reached then in any subsequent use of four it
Eontains no requirement or mention of time for it to be

understood. ‘ ' .
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2.3 SEVEN PLUS FIVE EQUALS TWELVE '
TS

_This example of simple addition 7If 5 = 12 is used by
Kant to demonstrate all the salient features of his views on
mathematics. Of course, the most ‘impor%ant feature Kant
wishes to shaw is the synthetic nature of the proposition.

1
Dryer offers an opposing view and his ,argument will be
examined. I will hope to show where Dryer is miBtaggg,in his
consideration of analytic statements.

Let us consider the rgasons Kant gives for belieg;ng
'sgvenﬁplus five equals twelve' is a synthetic proposition.
His argument hinges particularly in the definition of
analyﬁic—synthetic statements which was presented earlier.
If one examines the suﬁject of the proposition, one finds
that in the number seven or‘in the number five, or even in
the idea of combining them, there is not any indication or
thought of the number twelve. - Since the predicate t&elve is
in no wise contained in the subject then the criterion for a
synthetic,probosition has been met.

The fact that one must reach twelve if the addition is

carried out does not disturb Kant. He says this is. not to

the point, since in an analytic proposition the question is



only whether I ac£ually think thea Predicate in the
representation of the subject.l53 He Ffeels that the
process of addition is actually the means for, vefifying the
statement and that it does not affect his claim te the
synthetic nature of the proposition at all. ;

What may be said for the opposing view that this is in
fact an analytic proposition? Dryer feels Kant ‘is wrong to
claim that mathématics are synthetic, Dryer wriﬁes that of
course if one adds five to seven correctly, one reaches
twelve but he maintains that the statement cannot be verified
solely by reflecting on the union of seven and five.

The crux of Dryér's argument is that the verification of

o

the pr0po§iti6n ‘seven plus five equals twelve' is achieved
through a deduction from a series of analytic propositions.
He tries to use gant's method of verification i.e. carrying
out the actual addition of seven and five, against Kant as a
means for showing the, analytic nature of the propositions.
Dryer says that 12 = 11 + 1 is analytically true and
that 11 = 10 +'1._\It follows from this by substituting 10 +
1 for 11 that 12 = (10 + 1) + l;.cohg;nuing along these

lines we have this,



v

Since 10 = 9+], 12 = ((9+1)+1)+1

Since 9 = 8+1, 12 = (((8+1)+1)+L)+1~

Since 8 = 7+1, 12 = (({({7+1)+1)+1)+1)+1 )

Removing brackets 12 = 7+1+1+1+1+1 /

" 8ince 2 = 1+1, 12 = 7+2+1+1+41

Since 3 = 2+1, - 12 = 743+1+]1

..Since 4 = 3+1, 12 = 7+4+1 N

Since 5 = 4+1, 12 = 7t5-
Dryer thus concludes that .12 = 7 4+ 5 ig analytically
true.l1l6

Dryer's counter-argument to Kant's synthetic claim is
based upon considering the actual'additiqn one performs. The
last step in such éh operation is the addition of the one
remaining unit to that group\which has already been assembled
and labelled eleven. Why do we not call the result of adding

one to eleven say fifteen, Dryer asks? Dryer now employs

L4
definitions and shows the analytic  nature of the

——

p
propositions. By the number fifteen, we do not mean one more

" than eleven; it is the number'twelve‘that is taken to mean

. !
one more than eleven. Therefore the proposition ; hen plus

five equals twelve' sby definition, is anid Analytic

that the

predicate twelve is already'contained in the subject of the

~proposition.
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What Dryer has demonstrated in his treatment of this
proposition is that he has completely distorted Kant's idea

of the 'successive addition of units.' Although Dryer feels

he has'shown the analytic nature of the proposition that he
finally aréives at by the successive replacement of larger
<\H_J‘,,nﬂmbers, all that he has accomplished is a complete
fragmentation of Kant's requirement of the consciousness of
the synthetic unity that makes up a number.
When one thinks of twe}Vé, there is at, the same time, an
~awareness of the twelve ix}ldi'vidual units that make up the
’
number : It is - this synthesis .alone that permits the
experience of twelve and not, as Dryer claims the addition of
one ta eleven; this does nSt constitute twelve any more than
thirteen minus one, one-haf of twenty-four, square root of
hundred forty—-four and so on. One must be aware, however
dimly, as Paton expresses it, oflihe twelve distinct units
that are put together in order to'ﬁgke ;welve.l7
Tﬂe difficulty in expressing such an ‘idea is that there
seems to be a contradiction involved in the experiencing of a
unity and at the same time being aware of the units that go

into forming the whole. The person must simultaneously be

aware of the group and of its members. The solution seems to
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be in the fact that the person is directly aware of the
synthetic unity only and the individual members only come to .
mind if the person deliberately reflects on what has been put-

together to make up twelve.

2.4 Geometry

The main tenets of Kant's position on the formatioﬁ of
number concepts will be seen to prevail in this examinagibn
of geometry. The role of Asynthesis has been traced and

‘
developed through its presence in specific numbers up to its
role 1in partigular mathematical formulae and, will now be
shown to be esgsential in the study of geometry. A disqussion
of the role of synthesis in our ‘'grasping the shapes and
figures of geoﬁetry, ﬁegins to indicate how the same
phenomenon which enables us to reach concepts in ,8uch a

*

non-physical, non-sensible realm may also be seen to

- contribute to our undersﬁanding the events and objects of our

everyday lives.



The entire issue may ﬁe introduced by considering Kant's
Axioms of Intuition; in particular, the first axiom which
says: ‘

All appearances are, in their intuition, extensive

magnitudes. (A) f o :

All intiitions are extensive magnitudes. (B)18

Kant's main- concerh is to uncover whether or not
anything ﬁay be known about an object of which no magnitude
may be.ascertainedf‘ Our aim, however, will be to investigate
the nature of the processes involved in ﬁhe experience of
'extensive magnitudes'. Thé part played by synthesis in the
study of geometrical shapes will be shown to pafallel the
role of synﬁhesis in the development -"of tﬁé concept of

number.

How may these processes be discerned in the work of the
geometer? Consider what 1s the roﬁﬂ;cﬁ of his attention.%
While.doigg géometry, the geometer's focus of attention is.
directed towards the image or. appearance of some particular.
shape, say, a space enclosed by three straight liqes. But
before considering the nature of these appéarances, let us
first look at what Kant means when he says of something that
it has or;ié an 'extensive magnitude'. Kant describes the

-

situation thus: B .



- 27 =

I  entitle a magnitude extensive when  the
representation of the parts makes possible, and
therefore necessarily precedes, the representation
of the whole. I cannot represent to myself a line,
" however small, without drawing it in thought, that
is, generating from a point all its parts one after

another.19

The tactic to be employed here is to now apply what
Kant said about numbers being formed from the successive
addition of homogeneous units combined with an awareness of
the unity or totality so formed, to the study of geometry.
Our interest is to see how the geomete'r_ comes to have a'n
understanding of magnitude.

The question seems to be this: must it be that the
magnitude of some figure can only be ascertained after the
perception of the individual parts and t;;ir subsequent
combination? From the above gquote, one may notelthat Kant
maintained the view that such a synthesis preceded and was a
necessary p?rt of the experiencing of any geometrical shape.
Just as the individual units went into making up the number,
80 too the particular points are put together (synthesized),
in order to enablé the person to experience a line. This is
but the narrow tip of the wedge which-;ventually will widen
to show synthesis pervading all of our experience and

perception of figures, objects and events in our day to day

living.



The relation between the manner in which synthesis

r

operates in the intuitive, abstract realm of numbers or
'geometry and the way in which it contributes to our knowing

and understanding everyday empirical objects is not

immediately evident. The relationship between the intuitive

representation of figures and their empirical counterparts is

clarified in the following material from Kant:

Take, for instance, the concepts of mathematics, f
considering them first of all in their pure
intuitions. Space has three dimensions: between two
points there <can only be one staight line,
ete.(...)
they [these principles and the representation of
the mathematical object] would means nothing, were
we not always able to present their meaning in
appearances, that is, in empirical objects... the
mathematician meets this demand by the congtruction
of a figure, which, although produced a priori, is
an appearance present to the senses. In the same
gscience the concept of magnitude seeks its support
and sensible meaning in number, and this in turn in
the . fingers, in the beads of the abacus, or in

strokes and points which can be placed before the
eyes. '

In this quote we see two tﬁings of importance for the
view put forward in this paper. The first thing which Kant
emphasizes 1is the necessary relation Dbetween the two
seemingly distinct realms. The concepts would, as Kant says

‘mean nothing', if they could not be presented in empirical
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appearances. Here again, Kant refers to the use of fingers,
beads or strokes so as to give meaning to the concept of
miagnitude expressed through numbers. The Similarities
Between the‘ geometer's understanding of magnitude and the
mathematician's approach to number can be seen to closely
parallel each other; .both require that the totality be
divided into separate units and that a synthesis or combining
of these individual elements goes to make up the particular
entity. Most important, in the resulting experience of a
particular magnitude or a particular number there is at the
same time an-iﬁplicit awareness of the parts that make up the
whole.

Wﬁat may be said of the nature of these 'appearances' to
which the geometer ascribes such magnitude? Paton, in his
summary of Kant, highlights the following featurés of Kant's.
views on mathematics. Kant Aclqims‘ that mathematical
knowledge depends wupon the construction of concepts.zl-
Accordingly, the appearance of, say a triangle, will conform
to what the individual has already contained in his‘concept
of a triangle. Paton reiterates Kant's statement that the

A

geometer is exhibiting, a priori, the intuitions




corresponding to particular concepts. That 1is to say,
independent of any empirical, physical evidence, the geometer
considers as 'appearance', the corresponding intuition

through the representation of one of a manifold of images

that satisfy the criteria for the concept. )

'Appearance’ is enclosed in. single guotes to
differentiate it from the more common sense of the appearance
of a triangle made .of wood placeé before the geometer, The
sense of 'appearance' that is meant here is the 'appearance’
of a triangle in the mind of the geometer. It is meant to
convey the notion which is generally referred to as
presentation.

One may better understand the nature of these
'appearances' by considering'theif counterparts in empirical
intuition. 22 In such a comparison the a priori
presentation of a triangle is analogous to the drawing of a
triangle on a blackboard; the a priori presentation of the
number two is analogous to putting one physical thing next to
another. The appearance or representation that the geometer
reflects on is one and the same with the sensible physical

manifestation of the concept. The triangle that the geometer
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thinks about or holds before his minda's eye is subject to
the same definition, properties and restrictions as tﬁe
t;iangle drawn before him on paper. |

If a geometer does in fact work with a sensible
empirical triangle drawn on a blackboard this in no way
diminishes the universal nature of what he finds. The
empirical characteristics of the triangle are irrelevant to
what the. geometer deduces. He COnsideré the triangle before
him solely as a representation of the intuition and hence
precedes any objéct. His findings apply to all triangles,
not merely the one he faces. The triangle before him is but
one of a variety of figures that could have been drawn which
would havekfulfilled the concept or definition of a triangle.
It is .in this sense that the particular triangle is also
universal, in that it is representative of all triangles.

The occa;ioﬁ of éonstructing an empirical triangle is
exactly the séme as the instance in which the intuitions of
gseven and five were made more clear through their
representati§n_by groups of beads, fingergror whatever. Such

=

‘ .
a device serves merely to facifitate the visualization and
v

operations to be performed on the two numbers and in no way
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lessens the generality or universality of the findings. A
manoceuvre which presents the figure before the mathematician
or geometer does not in the least detract from the pure or a

priori nature of the intuitions.

~

If one accepts’ the above material, the gquestion
immediately arises of how one may ascribe properties .to

intuitions (appearances) without _recourse to experience.

This section will conclude with a look at this very question.
What Kant expresses along these line will later be found, in
general terms, in Husserl's intentionality. In the preface

to the second edition Kant writés:

The true method, so0 he found, was not to inspect
what he discerned either in the figure, or in the
bare concept of it, and ,from this, as it were to
read off its properties; but to bring out what was
necessarily implied in the concepts that he had
himgelf formed a priori, and had put into the
figure in the construction by which he presented it
to himself. If he is to kndw anything with a
priori certainty he must not ascribe to the figure
anything save what necessarily follows from what he
has himself set into it in accordance with this
concept.23 e

The aspect of what Kant says here, wﬁich may be seen in
Husserl's intentionality,. is that the person may know of the
figure only what he has already put into his concept of it.
This Copernican revolution by which objects were to conform

to the mind instead of the mind accomodating the objects 1is

similar to Husserl's view in this way. In its most pregnant



sense, the intentional outlook of a person is characterized
by the direction of thought towards an object. What this
object comes to mean for the individual is thought to be
determined, as Husserl puts if, 'by the sedimented layers of
experience' built up over Qne's life. In both cases, the
external object réCeiyes its meaning, in a sense comes‘to be,
as a result of a subjective action directed out- from the
individual. 1In both cases, all that an individual may know
of any particular entity is determined by what he ascribes to

it; he infers nothing save that which necessgarily follows

from what he has already placed on the object.

2.5 Syntheaia and the Possibility of Knowledge

After having seen the role Kant assigned to synthesis in
relation to numbers and synthetic judgements, it is important
to realize that Kant also used the notion of synthesis in a

much broader context, i.e. as the basis for' the possibility

of knowledge in general.

It is to synthesis, therefore, that we must first
direct our attention, if we would determine the
first origin of our knowledge.24
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Kant is not discussing here the ekperience of this or
that particular object bﬁt the foundation for experience in
general (Alll). The importance of ‘the terms 'concepts' and
'intuitions' will become more evident in the subsequent
explanation of Kant's theory of knowledge Dbut their
inseparability for the possibility of knowledge, may be noted
even at this introdgstory stage of the exbosition. Knowledge
is said to involve two factors: the concépt, by which the

object is thought and the intuition through which it is given

(Bl146).

I would now like to offer the structure of this section
in which the above mentioned terms, synthesis, concepts, and
intuitions will be more fully dealf wiéh. The overall aim is
to present the role of synthesis and trace it through the
various related concepts that eventuate in the individual
having an understanding of some object in his world. of
course, as mentioned, these very same principles‘will be seen
to apply to the general notion of understanding. A certain
amount o©f shifting back and forth in these two areas is

. =
almost inevitable as examples are supplied in order to render

the general concepts more intelligible.



The firast objective will ﬁe to secure the definition.
Kant gives of synthesis in genergl, to distinguish it £rom
the more pafticular regtricted instances of synthesis that
‘were treated earlier in this chapter. Next; the place of
synthesis in the three sources of knowledge that Kant
presents, - nameiy sense, imagination, apprehension, wil be
investigated and the relation of these, in the sense of where
‘they finally arrive at, i.e. the unity of apperception, will
also be presented with an eye to explaining "knowledge" as
well as the part éynthesis contributes. :The relation of the
understanding, which 'Qill be seen as’ tﬁe seat of the
categories and concepts, to sensibility, will serve to
provide a structure f%r‘the éntire picture of "knowledge" in
which both understanding ahd sensibility will play essential
roles. Finally, some criticisms of the overall project re:
knowledge and synthesis will finish the section. The
material is drawn almost exclusively from "The Deduction Of

The Pure Concepts Of Understanding". “

-~
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2.5 i) Synthesis in General
By synthesis, in its most general sense, I
understand the act of putting different
representations together, and of grasping what is A
manifold in them in one (act Of) knowledge.Z25 .

Kant says that synthesis is pure if the manifold is not
empirical but is given a priori, as is the manifold of space
and time (3103). This pure synthesis gives usm the pure
concept of the understanding and is baséd upon a priori
synthetic unity (Bl104). The reason Kant talks-here of pure
synthesis and a priori knowledge is due to the following. If
our concepts were derived from the objects.thehselves then
they would be empirical and would lack any of the universal

neceséity Kants posits in his a Eriofi pure concepts of the
4 -

. I
understanding

‘ el . :

On Ké&t's view we are not dealing with the object out
there as it reéally is in itself (noumenal realm) but instead,
Y

we are in contact with the mere appearance of the object

r .
(phenomenal realm). What we are in touch with is the play of

- . -
a R
.
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representations in our mind. The-unity of experience, to
which the entire notion of synthesis is directed, can then in
no way come from the object but_instead must be a uﬁity in
the consciousness of tbe person. It is on the_grounds of
these claimﬁ;that Kant requires a pure, a Eriofi cdgcept of
the object té precede our empirical awareness of it.26

To show how the pure synthesis of.represehtations is

brought to concepts, Kant suggests ;% consider the three

requisites for the knowledge of an object:

”-

3. concept gives unity to this pure synthesis

[

(understanding)
2. manifold of intuition is synthesized by imagination
o
(appearance)

1. manifold of pure intuition (a priori synthesis)

pbject (x) (given)

One may now see Kant's concept of synthesis, as the
putting together of different representations and grasping

their manifoldness in one act of knowledge, to be operating

in three areas.
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2.5 ii) kant's Threefold Distinction of Synthesis

* Kant refers to the understanding, in a not altogether
clear manner, as spontaneity {in order to distinguish it from:
‘the 'receptivity' of sensibili{y) and says it is "the ground

. of a threefold synthesis which must necessarily be found in

all knowledge" (A97, my underline). It is these three
sources of knowledge which will now be briefly summarized in
order to see the crucial role of synthesis in the possibility

of knowledge.
1. The Synthegis of Apprehension in Intuition (A99-A100)

Kant begins his discuséion of the ‘'apprehension of
representations as quificéiions of the mind in intuition' by
pointing out that modifjcations of the mind belong to inner
sense and hence all our XKnowledge -is subject to time, the
formal conditiorr of inner sense. ' The manifold of intuition
_results from the mind's distinguishing the sequence of
impressions one after another. This manifold must Dbe run
through and held together. It is this Kant wishes to call
£he synthesis of apprenhegsion. The manifold can only be
represented as a ma:f§51d contained in a single

rgpresentétion due .to the synthesis.
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2. The Synthesis of Reproduction in Imagination (AlQO—AlOZ)

— - '

If things were different aii the time eg. cinnabar was
sometimes red, sometimes black, or if certain names applied
sometimes to this; sometimes to that, then imagination would
never succeed in its rebroduction. But, Kant says, if. we
' show bgr purest a Eribri intuitions yield no knowledge save
as a éombination of the manifold renders a synthesis of
reproduction possible, then this synthesis of imagination is
also grounded on a priori principles.' This is illustrated
ﬁy the drawing of a 1lide in thougﬁt which would never be
completed if ‘the preceding parts were: not reprodﬁced while
advaﬁcing to the next. 'The synthesis of‘apprehension is
thus inseparably bound up with ﬁhe synthesis- of

reproduction. '
3. The Synthesis of Recognition in a Concept {Al03-Al1l0)

I1f we were not aware .that what we are thinking now is
the same as a moment before, then the manifold of
representations would never make a whole since it would lack

the unity tht only consciousness can ascribe. Kant says that

this unitary consciousngss...

——-—-—..,__‘_‘ :ﬁ Yy
)

o
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...must always be present; without it, concepts,
and therewith knowledge of objects, are altogether
impossible.27
The necessity in the relation of our knowledge to its
object, is due in part to the object preventing our knowledge
from being haphazard or -arbitrary, in that our modes of
knowledge 'must possess that unity which constitites the
concept of an object' {AlO05). Now this, unity would be
S

impossible ifsit were not governed by ‘a rule (con ept may

serve as the rule) which made the reproduction of

~
~

anifold a

priori necessary.

Kant says all necessity is grounded in the
transcendental condition and _ 30 there 'must be a
transcendental ground of Eﬂgfﬁﬁity of consciousness in the
synthesis of the ﬁaniﬁold of. all our intuitions (Al06). This
transcendental appercept&on, or unity of apperception as

referred to in the second edition, ig that to which all the

previous material is directed.
-
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v 2.5 iii)} Unity of Apperception ‘ .

In the unity of aéperception, Kant uncdvered.that éentfe
of experience, that 'I', to which all experiences wére s;id
to belong. The unity of the object is realized only in so
far as the representations are united in one cohsciousness.
If we follow the representations to the point where they
obtaiﬁ’tht unity necessary for knowledge, we must t;egin ‘\'with
pure apperception. Kant refers to the 'L think’ which must
be able to accompany al_l of\ a persoh's repreéentations or
else he would be having the t:hought of - something that he
\could not think. |

In other words, appearances 1in experience must

stand under the conditions of the necessary unity

of apperception, just as in mere intuition they .

must be subject to the formal conditions of space

and time.28 -

\;Iust_ ag we can have no appearance in an intuition
without it being founded a priori in the manifoldness of
space and time, likewise no object may be thought that

corresponds to that intuition unless it stands under the

necessary unity of apperception. All the representations



must be seen as belbnging to each other and thereby belonging
to one single, unitary consciousness. This synthetic unity
of consciousness 1s not just a condition required in the
-
knowledge of an object but is the condition under which every
intuition must stand in order to become an object for me.
This principle of apperception, by which a person may say of
all the representations thét they are one and all my
representations, Jjoined in a single consciousness, is the
highest principle in the whole sphere of ﬂuman knowledge
(B134) . That is to say, no one could know anything without
the accompanying awareness that there was a single 'I' to
whiﬁh all knowledge beionged?' Without tﬁis there would only
be a disconnected series of bits of knowleﬁge lacking‘all
wholeness and unity which only a unified consciousness may-
impart.

We -have now looked at Kant‘é general concept of
synthesis, his threefold synthesis in the sources of
knowledge as well as his synthetic unity of apperception, in
which all of a person's representations were synthesized
{combined, if - you will) into a unitary consciousness,
expressed through 'I think'. To cement all these pileces of

Kant's theory together, one may do well to consider the
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distinction Kant drew between sensibility and understanding;
'béaring iﬁ mind, of course, that dJdespite the distinction,
knowledge.depended on the relation (syﬁthesis) of these very
two areas sensibility and understanding. °
Intuitions,'in relation to sensibility, stand subject to
the formal conditions of space and time: intuitioﬁé, in
relation to the understanding %tand subject to the-necessary
conditions of the unity of apperception. So far as the
manifold representations of intuitionrhre given to us, they
are subjecffto the former; in 'so far as they must, allow of

being combined in one consciousness, they are subject to the

latter (B136). Let us begin with the former.

L=
a4

Sensiﬁility is that which yields appearances.
Appearances are nothing but sensible presentations (Al04).
They (appearances) are the only things that we ‘are in
immediate contact with. Now in these appearances, that which
relates immediately to the object is called intuition (A109).
Each intuition is given only as appearance; it 1is a
representation given before thought. As -such, and éubject to

. '

conditions of space and time, it is the mere form of

intuition and does not yet provide any knowledge. Only when

RN
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this synthesis is brought into relation with the concepts, a
function'belonging to the understanding, do we first obtain

knowledge properly so called (B103).

This bringé us then to the latter, the understanding.

All combination is an act of the understanding (B130). in
the understanding are pure a priocri modes of knowledge, the
categorfes, the pure concepts' of understanding. It is
through these concepts that an object 1is thought which
corresponds to the in;uition. |

Kant states that the imagination brings the manifold of
intuition on one side (sensibility) into connection with the'
}unity of apperception ‘on the 6ther (understanding).
Sensibilitf and understanding must stand in necessary
connection with each other or else the former, though '
yielding appearances would give no objects of empirical
knowledge and consequently no experience (Al23). It is only
by imagination that concepts may be brought into relation
with sensible intuition (Al24). In'the-above, we have the
intuition but no concept. Similgr shortcomings are noted if

one has the concept and no intuition. The concept would

still be a thought as far as the form is concerned, but would
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not have an object and so knowledge would not be possible.
The thought could not be applied to anything (Bl46). Hence
Kant's famous dictum; concepts without intuitions are empty,

intuitions witﬂgué concepts are blind.
2.5 4iv) Criticisms

It is worthwhile to have looked at this large picture of
synthesis in Kant's presentation of the conditions for the
possibility of knowledge, in comparison to the specific fole'
of thesis in arithmetic and in synthetic judgements,
presented earlier in this chapter. It also points ahead to
later chaptefs, forAexample where Kant{s mention of time.in
the apprehension, of intuiﬁion becomes m&éf fully deve}opéd in
Husserl's temporél synthegis. | There are howevef certain
ﬁroblems wiﬁh. what Kant presentsA in his deductioﬁ of the
categories.

First of all, the fact that pure understanding is
accounted for in these and only iq these categories can not
be explained. Kant's positing of t;e noumenal realm excludes

experience of the objects themselves, thereby restricting us

to appearances. Such a situation’ requires the necessary,
/.t
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transcendental, pure a priori nature of concepts through
which we may secure both £he_ experience of unity and the
unity of conéciousnesé‘to which it must belong.

Further on this point, the fgét.that we employ synthesis
uin order to make sense of the world presupposes a chaotic
disarray of experiences ‘out there' which we mﬁst‘ pu£
together. Again this is required by the impossibility of the
unity stemming from the object; a unity which must be
supplied by the mind. ~ This is in accord .with the view
maintained in this paper but one still may caution that
although we separate the object-in—~itself from the
appearance, there still could exist the possibility thét what
we think of as the appearance, does in fact coincide
precisely with the object.

Finally, the fact %hat.the knowledge of an object is
governed by a rule whiéh is the concept of the object
suggests an element of circularity. We would seem to
already know the object when supposedly arriving at knowledge
of it. Thenpoint of the matter would then no longer bg
cognition but re-cognitidn.

In defence of Kant, let us remind ourselves of his

'Copernican revolution'. His position that nature is only an



aggregate of appearances, so many representations of the
mind, allows him to posit the understanding as the source of
the laws of nature and so of its formal unity (All4). If one
accepts the entire structure Kant puts forward, then one has
a trulf gseaworthy vessel ready £for the roughes£ waters
withéut fear of leaks or holes. To continue the analogy,
what I shall attempt in this paper is to take the hull from
Kant and building upon it, construct an entirely new vessel
that will sail different waters, but ﬁspefully will prove

‘just as seaworthy.



CHAPTER THREE

. FREGE

This section will consider Frege's work in two particu-
lar areas. The first part £;eats his logicist reduction, not
with the aim of ultimately expiaining his difficult proce-
dures whiéh demonstrate how mathematics may be inferred from
..logic,.but instead, the purpose here will be to get'a general-
feel for the reduction and highliyht. certain areas whi%h may
point to what Frege séys about the nature of numbers. The
second section considers the shift from mathematical func-
tions to propositional functions. It is hoped that while
examining these expressions of ordinary language the same
principles may be seen to operate as were found in the case
of the mathematical functions. In both sections, the
presence of synthesis will be ferretted out from what Frege
says. | ’
| ~ Frege does not expressly use Eﬁng;rm synthesis in the
direct manner of Kant or Husgserl but it is suggested here

that in order for one to make sense of hié-logical reduction

it is necessary for one to perform synthetic acts. The turn
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from numbers to linguistic expressions indicates the paper's
more general conc%;nfwith features of all experience insﬁead
of restricting the material to the domain of number. It is
further contended that the synthetic process may be seen to
operate essentially the same in both the areas of numerical
-formﬁlae and ordinary sentences.

Before dealing wiEh some of the more technical notions
-and definitioné of Frege's reduction it may be profitable to
éet a generallview of the land upon which Frege situates
himself. To this end, some views of number which Frege finds
unacceptable will be looked at first.

The view that numbers aré a physical property is
absolutely rejected by Frege.l The reasons Frege finds
such a physical explanation of number unacceptable are that
things other than physical beocdies may be . counted, such as
thoughts feelings, and angels also a physical entity may be
described in different terms thereby disasﬁociating number
from the physical aspects. Finally, Frege notes there are

extreme difficulties in adequately explaining either "one" or

"zero" as a physical property, "“one" due to its universality



.

and "zero"due to its intangibility or lack of reference. As
Frege puts it, it is unlikely ihat anyone every held zero
pebbles.

Frege was also resolutely against any interpretation
that claimed number to 'be a creation of the mind. He
strongly separated logic from psychology and rebuked any
attempt ‘to explain number psychologically. Neither could
Frege accept an abstractionist account of numbér; he felt it
was incoherent to maintain that from consiﬁering a pair of
objects and a trio of other objects one~®duld ever reach an
understanding of two to the third power.2

In Frege'é earlier works he stated that numbers may be
understood by examining the sentences in which they occur.
- This context principle by which the parts of the sentences
came to receive meaning, if the whole'sentence had meaning,
was later rejected by Frege and did not appear in his later
works. .

Frege did not accept the view that held numberg to be
attributes or predicates; such a use altered the meaning of
ﬁhe numbers and f4&r Frege, numbers were not to be used in
such a manner.3 1In everyday language, numbérs are gene-

*

rally used in this manner, as a type of adjective.
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Unfortunately, language helps to promote this misuse of
number when in fact, attributions of numbers are not
distributive in the way that attributions of other properties
are. By this I mean that when one says there are.gréen
leaves on the tree then the colour green is given as a
-propérty_of each leaf; on the other hand if one says that
there are a thousand leavés on the tree then this number "one
thousand" can not be taken as a property of each leaf.

At face value, this seems to be an obvious claim. When
one holds a leaf in hand, its property of greeness 1is much
more easily ascertained than whether it evinces a dark or
ligh£ hue of "thousandness". Personally, I feel each leaf
may be said to have the propeﬁty of belonging‘to the group of
leaves that makes up the thousand leaves on the tree. it
must be noted however that it is the mind that bestows such a
notion and such a belonging can in no way Dbe found in the

leaf. : ‘ -

— ———

Frege g}d propose that such number statements could be

made more clear if they were written:in the form of identity
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statements., By this one was less likely to consider the
number as an adjective. The remedy hinges on the two senses
of the copula "is", which is no longer to be thought of as

the "is" of existence, but instead with the sense of "is

identical to". A statement like "Five men crossed the
street", would be re-arranged to "The number of men who
crossed the street is five". In other words, one could say

ihat the concept "men who c;ossea the street" may have five
asserted about it.4 =

The view that numbers may be thought of as sets of units
was also declined by Frege.® Since this was the Buclidean
definition @f number which had prevai}g? for over two
thousand years a detailed presentat;on of yﬁy Frege-rejected
it will Dbe g;ven here. In the large frame of the guestion,
the idea of set as a spatial juxtaposition of things was
rejected ﬂecause, as mentiongd‘before, numbers couid in no
way be thought of. as physica,la. Also the idea of a_set
implied something more general than numbers. ;This points to

the idea which will be developed in Husserl, that number is

but a species of the genus plurality.
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‘More gpecifically the question of units in numbers gives

rise to three possible confusions.. The use of unit may be

taken. to mean number one or several number ones: the unit

could also refer to having unity or to be indivisible; or
finally the unit may be thought £o meén the unit or object as
any object may be regared as a unit to be counted. To the|
first position Frege proposes that sevéra% ones or {or
example one and one and one do not make the number thrée;
what one needs is one plué one plus one to equal three. It
is sﬁggested that "and" and "+" are not the same thing. The
second contention, that unit refers to an indivisible whole,
is rejected since there can be no such property as being one.
Since every object may be said to be one object this property
vanishes due to'its ﬁniversalitf; “The last cagse where the
ﬁ K\may be any object to be counted encounters the problem
of- ghether h‘f urits - are to be thought of as identical or
,f/d/ffegent. The problem is exp}essed thus: if the units are
identical, they in ef/fect collapse inté a unique unit and if
they are diffgrent, t+hen the number reached is not an

individual entity. The paradox was présented by Aristotle in
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"gimilar fashion; if two is a collection of units, then two

1]

will not be one entity, and if two is one entity, it will not

be a collection of units.

In order to see how Frege regards the development of

number concepts we shall turn our attention to some points

contained in his Grundlagen der Arithmetik, particularly

sections 55-91.% ' Frege begins with some attempts at
defining numbers.which he himself says are unsatisfactory.
The initial definitions he considers do not sufficiently
explain numbers as independent objects but rather proﬁide
explanations for the exprgggion “the number 1 applies to ..."
and likewise for zero. Frege then considers an attempt to
define numbers through abstraction. He first defines the
direction of a straight liné and then hopes to present the
number of a concept in a manner analogous to his explanation
of the direction of a line. This algo fails for reasons very
similar to the first attempt; it fails to give sufficient

criteria for recognizing number as an independent separate

entity.
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Frege continued his efforts to explain number by consi-

dering the case of the direction of parallel lines. He

\estab%ished that all that could be said about this was that

“Eheyjﬂwere equal in direction. He then needed a charac-

teristic of groups that would be equivalent to direction in

the case of lines that were parallel; +this he found in

r

equinumerosity.”’
The attempt to reformulate Hume's idea of one-to—-cone’
corregpondence i.e. groups that were equinumercus, and the

1

" claim that numbers concerned goncepts and not the objects'
falling within thesé concepts | represent two bf £he
cornerstones of Frege's approach to explaining numberér\
Consideration of these two features will provide a good frame
of reference before entering the specific steps of the
reéuction that are pertinent to the aims of this paper.-

Althouéh Frege claimed numbers wére objects and thén
proceeded to explain them by means of concepts, which may
seem a bit contradictory to some, it was nevertheless an
invaluable Fregean insight that tied numbers to concepts.

' The concept tells us which particular things we are concerned

»



with and the number tells us ho# many of -the particular
things there are. The necessity of the relation of numbe£§-
to concépts is made more %tlear in the case whkre one 1is
handed a dec# of cards and agked "How many?" Before
énswefing.one must know how many what is to bé counted. Is
it how many pairs, Jacks or red cards? On? must have a

concept, explicit or otherwise, in order to make sense of

number statements. Further on this point on may add that

the same physical situation is subject to different

interpretations, indicating that number

,

are dependent on the

"1

concept £§at is adopted; one. may say here-are five trees or

<

that thereﬁls one group of trees, our boots may be described
pe .

t

as two pairs.8

The other device employed by Frege in his explanation of
number, equinumerosity, will begin to take us into his
logical definitions. Frege wished to be able to express this
basic idea without making use of the exXpressions "the number
of £'s". He stated tha£ the number of a concept, .would be

the property of the class of all concepts equinumerous with

that concept.?
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To achieve a purely Zogical formulation of this notion,

Frege produced the following:

If d stands in relation § to a, and if d
stands in relation ¢ to e, then, no matter
what d, a, e, may be, ‘a2 is always the same as
e.

If d stands in relation ¢ to a, and if b
stands in relation § to a, then no matter what
d, g, and a may be, d is always the same as

b.
- 4
It is important to realizeh that Frege had not yet
managed to define number but rather had achieved a means of
identifying a number as ¢the same number in different
instances. It 1is interesting that équinumerosity' is more
fully legitimized upon acceptance of Frege's view that
o .
numbers are objects. As soon as one assumes this position,
if follows that ﬁhere is at least one meéningful statement
that can be made about the objecis .i.e. the idehtity
statement.

-

After Frege had this mechanism for identifying numbers
in general, he. directed his effarts towards explaining
particular numbers. He took as his starting poihts the

definitions of 1 and O. After rejecting some initial

attempts Frege decides upon the following definition of zero:

~
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Because nothing falls under the concept
"unequal to .itself", I define: 0 is the
number which, applies to the concept "unequal

to itself".ll

' Frege now feels that he has a satisfactory definition of
zero, since there can not possibly be any object which is not
equal to itgelf. He therefore has a definition of the null
class and ié now on his way to a secure foundation gor the
series of natural numbers. The next step for Frege is to
present in a logical manner, how he arrives at the first

s

number in the series. -

In what may seem to be a paradox of terms, Frege propo-

ses to define one as the number which applies to the concept

Y]
"equal to zero".l2 fThe reason a person can not simply

pfoduce an object 6f any sort and suggest that it indicates
the numﬁer one is that since all singular objects possess
this trait it becomes meahingless due to its universality.
Admittedly, Frege's approach does require a bit of
effort, but is well worth it. One may approach it in this
manner. Imagine ;bur outstretched hand with all the objects
thét‘are not equal to themselves in it, that is,. theré is

nothiné in it. ©Now anything, any object, any matter of the



- 59 -

universe that you put in ypur other hand, in the attempt to
demonstrate one, will fail for the above reason Of,
universality. One may note that everything else that exists
will in fact be rot equal to 0. There is only one thing that
equals nothing and that is nothing. Therefore Frege presents

us with' the definition that one is the number which applies

to the concept "equal to 0". _ ‘\\/
. Ny ’

. 'Frege then faced the problem\ of demonstrating, in
logical fashion, how it could pe shown that one immediately
fdllowed zero in the series of nat&ral Humbers. As a prelude
to this,. Frege presented the logical description of the

relation between any member of the series and its successor.

This he defined as follows:

'There is a concept F and:an object x falling
under it such that that number which applies
to the concept F is n, and that the number
which applies .to the concept "Falling under F
but not <identical with x" is m',

is to be synonymous with

'n immediately Follows m in the series of
natural numbers'.l3 v

-

<
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&
(In order that one may now see where Frege justified his

definitions of 0 and 1, we will now look at how he

demonstrated that thej? was mething (one) which immediately

followed 0. This he s

out in the folLowing manner:

Let us) consider the concept - or, if you
prefer /- the predicate 'equal to 0'. _ 0 falls
under this. On the other hand, no object
falls under the concept "equal to 0 but not
equal to 0," so that 0 is the number which
applies to this concept. We have therefore, a
concept "“equal to 0" and an object 0 falling
under it, for which it holds that:

‘The number which applies to the concept "equal
.%o-0", is equal to the number which applies to
the concept "equal to 0"; :

‘'The number which applies to the concept "equal
to 0 but not equal to 0" is O. ’

Therefore, according to our definition, the
number which applies to the concept "equal to

r 0" follows immediately after O in the series
of natural numbers.

If we define, then,

1 is the number which applies to the concept
"equal to 0",

then we can expreés the last statement so:

1 immediately follows O in the series of;)
natural numbers.l4
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So far we have.gegén Frege's reduction in its preliminary
steps, first was his equinumerosity, his notion of belonging
to a geries, his definition of 1 and O and now there remained

1]

for him to show that the series was infinite. To reduce such

a notion as infinity to a logical explanation seems almost a
paradox of terms and his attempt shall not be dealt with
here.  However, thé final technical definition, some may
think thankfully so, to be dealt with here is the one Frege
uses to begin his effort K to show that every number is
followed by. another number. Towards this end Frege drew upon
a basic defining trait of the number series which he had put

forward in his Begriffsschrift, i.e. the idea of belonging to

or following in a series. Such a notion was logically

defined in this way:

The statement

'if every object .to which x stands in the
relation ¢ falls under the concept F, and if,
fromthe Fact that d Falls under the concept F,
it always Follows, no matter what 4 may be,
that every object to which d4 stands in the
relatjon ¢ falls under the concept F, then y
falls® under the concept F, no matter what
conceg}“Flmight be",

is tb.be synonymous with
T .
'y Follows x in the @ series'

and with

'x precedes y in the @ series".l5
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Thus in the above one sees that -any object either
receives the property of belonging to the series, denoted by
the fact that it has a successor, di}ectly from being related

to d, or indirectly from being related to an object which is

in turn related to 4.
3.1 SYNTHESIS 1IN FREGE

It is precisely at this point that I would like to step
bacﬁ-from the techniéalities of Frege's logicist rgggption
and investigate where synthesis may be seen to be present in
wﬁat he says. The two notions I wish to focus upon are his
ideas of "belonging to a series" and the "successor rela-
tion". Either of these will be seen to amply demonstrate the

-presence of--synthesis as a necessary component in order to

come to understand what Frege offers in his definitions.

-

Let us first of all examine the definition whereby Frege
arrives at the explanation of "x preceeds y in the 0 seiies“,

the relation of any two members belonging to a series. To

-
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arrive at this he begins in the following manner- "There is a
concept F and an object x falling under it" - and this is as

far as we have to go. Already in this fragment of the

- definition we see that a synthetic act 1is required of the

person.
First of all, Frege states "There 1is a coﬁbept-F"; this
immediately requires the person to be aware of all that is

necessary to have a concept - there must be an identifiable

-trait and it must be evidenced .in the members, mind you such

a trait -doeg not have to be physical and in ‘the most
digsimilar group of objects the trait may be just that they
are so Jjoined by the coﬁbining (synthesizing) act of the
intellect. When no definite concept is specified, as in
Frege's concept F, then it is just this abstract notion of a

concept that the person must assume.

- , \

. s .
The second point concerns the phrase "an object x

‘
D
3 T

falling under it", in which "an objeact x" presupposes
understanding of one individual character; an independent
object which implicitly draws upen what is meant by, the

number one. Even more problematic is the idea of "falling

under” -~ this is never made absolutely clear but in general
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conveys the notion of belonging to a concept; being a member
of the group of instances of the concept. The act by which
an‘ébjéct is realized to belong to a concept is,. in the view
expresgéd in this paper, a synthetic act. That is to sa?
.

there is no necessity to the fact that some particular object
due go its particular characteristics falls under some con-
cept. I£ is entirely dependent upon an act of the intellect,
in each case a synﬁﬁetic act occurs by which‘the‘object is
said to belong to the concept.

" "The other area where I feel synthesis may be. seen to be
preseﬁt in the reduction of Frege is in his idea of the "suc-
ceﬁsdr relation®. Frege arrives at the position where he
feels he has demonstrated the inference from n to n + 1 which
was generally thought to be mathematical, to be
logical.16 Besides the fact that Frege makes use of "+"
an arithmetical operatiié, in his deduction of nmthematics‘
from logic, the}elafe more critical nuances contained in this
expression n + 1.

| The crux of the matter, in which synthesis may be seen
to be at the center, is to be absolutely clear on what is
required of a person iniorder that “they have an understanding

~
of what is meant by the very next number in a series or group
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or that every member has a shceessor. The gerson must have

' éhe idea of the original group represented by n and then have

the idea of the next number, represented by, n + 1. Although

thls may be presented in logical s Qbollsm what really is at
point here in (n + 1) is that by this the person understand
that onehhas‘the origial group plus one more member which
thus forms a new group. Thie is precisely the synthetic act
by which Kant explainea how a new ‘number was feached by the
synthesis of‘one unit to the original. collection. ., The same
synthesis is reqﬁired in adding one to eleVenaFo arrive at
twelve as is required to add o;e to H in order to arrive at n

+ 1. ' ‘



3.2 EXPANSION OF FUNCTIONS ' .

How then may we move from a;ithmetic to ordidary
language-and how can we carry along the notion of synthesis
with ug? The transition from numbers to expressions
comprised of ordinarny words is legitimate due to ‘the
extended use Frege made of the term function.’ Frege's
philosophical writings grew from his work in mathematics; he
was first of all a mathematician and it was his attemSé to
remove some of the inconsistencies in the field of
matﬁematics that eﬁentually develoPea . into his .
logico—-philosophical works. Oné such confused notidm~that

. . . ~%
Frege found in mathematics was that of function.l7

. /"‘\ .
Frege states that we may consider any ‘expression as a

-

function if we regard it as unsaturated. For example, the
function X2 contains an émpty spacé, expressed by X, tﬁat
must be completed in order for the function to ‘have a value.
_One sees‘that in the case of funcpions, each and every one of
them 1is charactefized. by’ this empty place, this argument

place, which needs supplementation in order for the
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expression’ to - have sense. Thus, in Fregean termns,

o Substitution of the argument 3, in the above function X2,

_ _ o, .
NN will yield the vdlug 9.

) 7 ~ \‘—\
One sees then a reésult of Frege's efforts to remedy such

(rvj ills in mathematics that beset both teachers and pupils over
such functiohs as Xzf;i_y. Frege began to treat arithme-

tical expressions in the manner that was formerly the domain

of algebraic functions, X2 = 9, Now, obviously in such a
function if &he substitutes f?r the nume?ical variable X the

number 6, one obtains a-true equation; but if one substitutes

the number 4, the’ function yields 42 - 9, which‘is False-.

" According}to Frege, 'True' and 'Falge' make. out the range of

values of the -function expression.l8 That the True and

S\_“vf’*' , the False, "as values of such expressions, are to be thought

of as objectual, is not the least difficult segment of
Frege's work to graép.

The shift to sentences of ordinary langu is the

—

functions.1® again, it is founded on the basis th one

part of the expression be considered unsaturated (the-

function), while the other part may be thought of as complete-

L

(the argument}. C
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In fact, such a manoeuvre is not really too startling if one
considers that the arithmetical expressions themselves could
have been written out in words, such as, there is a number

which multiplied by itself is equal to nine.
There are however certain difficulties encountered when

one begins to consider lingquistiq expressions. Frege himself

puts it this way:

“

We cannot avoid a certain inappropriatehess of
linguistic expression; there. is nothing for it
but to realize this and always take it into
account.20 -

The inadequacies of everyday language were the prime

motivators for Frege's attempts to construct a more reliable

logical langﬁége. His Begriffsschrift was such an effort

which tried to provide a more foolproof method of inference.
A very grave consequence of such a careless manner of
speaking or writing was that very often labels were accepted
as proper names lwhen there was in fact no corresponding
object for which the name was appropriate, eg. the extensidn
of the concept.21 Also, one could easily get 1into

difficulty by using the definite article "the" which seems
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to confer some sort of independent objectivity on whatever it

precedes.

So a great part of the work of a philosopher

consists - or at least ought to consist - in a
. struggle against language. But perhaps only a

few f?ople are aware of +the need for

this.

o Frege at this point warns against use of the definite
article but earlier.. he did advocate this article as
indicating the objectivity of numbers. Frege maintained that
numbers were objects and for one who should have been aware
of the struggle against langquage he certainly created enocugh
confusion through his claim that numbers were objects. Of
course he did not mean object in the same sense as the
‘objects that surround us in the world. Here one may point
out Frege'g weak sense of objectivity in which numbegg‘ﬁere
thought of as accessible to all minds and were the same for
all who used them.23 The fact that it made ';b sense to
talk of the location of numbers did not mean that they were
not objects, only that they were not spatial objects.

Likewise since objects could be pictured in the mind, the

objectivity of numbers was gquestioned since they were not
- ]
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picturable. In the face of these problems, Frege was asked
if he saw any difficulty with his view that numbers were
objects, to which he replied "Sometimes I seem to see a
difficulty - but then again I don't see it".é4

Bearing in mind the problems one ma? get into with
language and the inagpropriateness of certain expressions we
éhall now conclude this section by dealing with thé shift
from mathématical functions to propositional functions which
was i icated'earlier as the second important extension that
Frege made in the concept of function.

In these instances, proper names will be substituted in
the argument places of the linguistic expressions whereas
before it was numbers that wéreﬂsubstituted in the algebraic
or numerical® formulae. Now the wvalue of the linguistic
expression will be a .complete thought instead of the
quantitative result expressed in number which was produced in
the mathematical functions.

The following two examples make very clear what Frege

~meant by treating expressions in ordinary language as

functional. Recall the mathematical function x2. When the
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numbér 3 was substituted in the argument-place, indicated by

-~

x, the value was found to be equal to 9. In similar fashion,
Frege offers as example the propositional function = 'the
capital of x' - and if one fills the argument place with say,
France; then 'Q? value of the function for that particular
instances is Paris. The unsaturatedness of the function, a
characteris£ic of all functions, muéi be ;emediéﬁ by filling
the argument place in order for the expression to have any
sehse.25 : °

The second example illustrates how thé same procedure
may be applied .to the phrase e.g. ‘the cat is on the
mat.'2® Either the word 'cat' or 'mat' may be removed and
replaced by the argument place signified by x;'which would
result in a function dealing either with the cat or the mat® .
The former will be chosén‘heré, thus yielding the function -
‘'The cat is on the x' - which has its unsatuéated component
as well as the variable part Sr argument place. When the
argument place:is filled by the word 'mat', then for this
particular instance the value of the function is the True.
If oﬁe substituted for the argument place say the ‘'square

root of four' or the 'roof' or the 'Milky Way' then the

resulting expression would have the value the False. This is

Foes
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~the same~as when only 3 or -3 in the function x2 = 9

yielded the True and everything else, '4'2 or ‘'the Moon'
squared, would give the value the Falsé. Interestingly, it
was Frege's demand thatlsince the reduction was to be purely
logical, then there could be nc restriction on the range of

possible objects that may be used to f£fill the argument

- places.27 Also every expression formed in accordance with -

the rules of his system must be a meaninéful expression with
a féference. Hence, expressions like "the Moon -3" were said
to refer to the object which Frege called the False.28
It is strange that Frege's reguirement that the reduction be
logical and therefore Dbe concerned with the form of
expressions fegardless of their content was what precisely
openea up gﬁe door for the eﬁergence of nonsensical,

meaningless expressions. This lack of restriction paved the

way for the entry of linguistic expressions into his domain

“since there was logically no ground for excluding such

sentgnces from the study of functions.

- -

A



CHAPTER FOUR

HUSSERL .

rY

In this-final section, the invéétigation of synthesis £n
numbers will be direcfed towards an interpretation of the
coﬁtribution synthesis makes to consciousness as it organizes
and gives meqning to our world. In maintainingrthe general
structure of the paper we ghall first of all be concerned
with investigating where synthesis may be found ip Husserl's
approach tJ numbers. After this, the presence of synthesis
in our everyday experience will be lookea at, with parEEEular
attention being ﬁﬁfd to how synthesis figures in Husserl's
theory of intentionality. The section will conclude with a
demonstration of how the essential notion of synthesis, that
of djoining, may be seén to appear in precisely the same
manner in both our experiencing of the world in éeneral and

in our experience of numbers in particular.



Husserl's views of number are taken from accounts of his
- ”
. e . £
Philosophie der Arithmetik given by Fgrber, Willard and

- Sokolowski. Of particular interest here will be the
unravelling of what exactly is contained in Husserl's idea of
c¢ollective combination. This very important notion goes by a

variety of labels such as collective connection, collective

unification and collective liaison, but in all cases the idea
of a collection is maintained. Certain aspects of Frege's

review of this book will also be treated here.

* \

The treatment of intentionality is derived from several

Husserlian sources, as is appropriate for such a central

P .

theme of his writings. The connection. of synthesis with
} Ve

intentionality and especially the linking of synthesis with

the-phenomenon of meaning-bestowing performed by the indivi-

dual, is to be drawn primarily  from Cartesian Meditations,

with some of the supplementary material being drawn from

Husserl's IdeaS'anq\Experience and Judgement.

[

4.1 Nature of Number

- 5. - . . ‘
. Y
- o
What does Husserl present as his view on. the nature of

number? Let wus turn to his Philosophie der Arithmetik,

L]

‘\_//> . ¢



keeping in mind that Husserl essentially feels that concepts
like multiplicity, equality, plurality and number are of such

a basic, fundamental nature that they are neither capable of

nor stand in need of any definition.l In such an instance
the process is not to analyze or define the concept but
rathef'to indicate how it arises or comes into operation.

One gets an excellent overview of Husserl's approach to

numbers from Sokolowski'sl account of Philosophie der

Arithmetik. There are five)stages in Husserl's investigation

of the concept of number.2 ° The first step .considers
number - and multiplicity: Hdgserl claims the lattery is
presupposed by numbers which are thought to be.thﬁwdistinct
species of the concept of multiplicity. The difficulty then
lies in explaiping multiplicity and the next step proposes
thét multiplicity is an abstraction from groups, i.e, %ctual
concrete phenomena, determined objects.‘like a group of
trees. ‘ _ '(

The thir:/gﬁep then turns to investigate these groups.

Husserl sugéé‘@g}that the'group may be explained in terms of

relations. He further states that ‘the status of a member of

\ ' ' T~
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a group is due to its relationship to the group as a whole.
In the fourth step, the relétion which is characteristic of
and necesary for there to be a group or multiplicity. is
presented as collective combination. The fifth stage deals
with the origin of a group from the reflection upon this all
important act through which the various contents of the group
are related. It ig to this notion of colleétive combination
as the source of multiplicity and therefore of number that

our attention will now be directed.

-4.2 Collective Combination f.

-

Ahd it arises in a way analogous to that of the
concepts of other sorts of wholes, all of which are
come by through reflection upon the modes of
v combination peculiar to those wholes. From here

on, we shall use the name "collective combination”
\ to designate that sort of combination which is
characteristic of the totality.3 .
ance.Husserl deemed this notion of collective combina-

-

tion to be the essential characteristic of any group or
e,
multiplicity, it is necessary that we be absolutely clear on

what he means by it. It may be noted that it describes the
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same operation that Kant said was performed by synthesis. -

For Husserl, this collective combination described the

.relation'of thé/members of a group and solely in virtue of

this relationship did the group come into being. Likewise
for Kant, the number came into being solely due to the
P4

synthesis of the homogeneous units.

~

e

It is in the third chapter of der: Arithmetik that

Husserl investigates the ngfure of the collective combina-—
tion. The ideé that this particular relation is the same as
any ogher theory of relation is rejected. FPive theories 6f
relations, which generélly could accéunt for all cases, were
found to be unacceptable; these includéd.COﬂpresence to one
mind, temporal co-existence, temporal suqcession, gpatiai
relation and relation of difference:4 Husserl- thought
this relation to be a very special one indeed, unlike any
other type of relation. To understand how Husserl tﬁought of
this relation, one first of all has to be aware of the
distinction he drew between primary and psychical .relations.
As a result of this particular terminology Husserl opened

himself to several attacks; the charge of psychologism being‘

perhaps the most discussed.
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.

Returning to the two types of relations, we may note
that the-first, the primary relations’, are those in which the
rélation is given with the elemen£ and is inseparable from it
such as colour to surface. Other examples of these primary
-relatiéns, onéﬂméy refer to them as physical relations of
content relations, would be identity, gradation of degree,.
relations in a 51)ntinuum and combination of properties in
.physical objects. The mo important thiné in all of these

..cases is thafl the relaffon is there, contained in the

- A
elements and can jnot be separated from them. It is exactly

A9

: the opposite case when one considers psychical relations.
The psychical relation has its ‘brigin solely 1in the
| .
mental act which relates thel\elements. It iszpossible that

-

this relaﬁ%on brings the most ‘disparate ‘cdllection of -

' Namrnte .
entities into a group. In fact, the group m seem to be
characterized primarily by unrelatedness. There is nothing

in the : properties of the obje%ts that neécessitates the
grouping. It is supplied entirely by the mind, a relation
which as it were, is placed upon the contents to be Jjoined.

The contents may be varied without altering the relation.
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Thereforé’the collectlve comb1nat15\/\51nce it is entirely
separate from the nature of its content must be a psychlcal
relation.? |
.Husserl‘s éxplanation of number depends upon having éﬁé
group, that ié‘ to be counted, abstracted so as‘ﬁto be
represented by unité and then collectively combined by use of
the term “and" which Husserl clalms adequately expresses the
notion of. collective comblnatlon. How he achleves this
abstraction and forms.thé number _group b; the use of “é%q“

certainly raised a few eyebrows and two of them belonged to
. LY : .

Frege. We shall now proceed to a closer look at how Husserl

L

developed-'his number concepts as well as considering some of

the criticisms Frege directed at this area in his review of

Philosophie der Arithmetik.
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4.3 Husserl's Explanation of Number

Here we sﬁall examine more closely,the.structure pof the -
groups which Husserl says are characterized by collectiyve
combination. These groups serve to explain Husserl's view of
Kow the parficular numbers come into being.

Husserl claims that we £brm a group-by.a special type of

- . . N, . . s
noticing which is generalt;/asagglated with but not restric-

ted to enumera}tion.6 In this manner one may survey the

grpié;qs,on the desk in front of ‘him and thus serially notice
and .bring iﬁto being the group:which has as its members the
book, the pen and the piece.of'papgr. _This is‘stial'far
remoVed f;om the number three and it is a Very interesting

process by which Husserl leadd us from this noticing to the
épecific'number three. A process in which, as we shall see,

—

\ Frege notéd there were several diffigult, if not imposs%ble,

steps which had te be performed.

-

The first step that is required for us to arrive at

number is that we abstract.ﬁrom the parti%ular nature of the

' objects or contents that' are to make up the group. It is

*

through this that one reaches some sort of basic element or

e .
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N/
A
,

indeterminate unit which may be used to build.the number.
What Husserl means. by abstraction may be thought of as
inattention, a procedure which disregardg certain properties
of - the particular contents of the group.? One may, in
the case of the articles on the desk, cease to notice their
cofour, their location, their size and so on until all
dispinguishing features have been ;emoved and they can be
regarded as little more than "somethings". The only
requirement that an object ﬁust meet for it to become -a:
membef of a group that forms a number, is that it be possible
for it to become an object of consciousness.8  That one
be able to think of the object as ;something" is another way
of expressing this requirement.

Husserl considered this "something" (Etwas) to be the
most general andhgﬁgly of all concepts.9 It was capable
of taking any type of object whatsoever as its contents.
Instead of "sometﬂingh, one could also use "one" as AS
equivalent means of iﬁdica£ing that which remained after the

abstraction of all the particular defining characteristics of

the object. One then would unite the series of "ones" by use

erieee: one | ;

A
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of the word "and". This syncategorematic term "“and" was

believed by Husserl to convey in everyday language all that-

L

was contained in the idea of-collective combination.l0
Frege did not agree at all with.éuch an explanation of
number. He charged Husserl with attempting to give some sort

of scientific justification for what was a naive view of

number. The whole notion of abstraction was particulary
objectionable to Frege. He described it as the process by
which things were altered and yet remained the geme. To

Frege, such a transformation could only be achieved by
immeréing the contﬁpts, as he put it, in the "psychological
washtﬁb". Continuing the washday anﬁlogy Frege said that the
suds were provided Ey the lye of inattention. Here Frege
proPoséd the.\tr;ck__was Ctb' find iust the right egfée of
dilution not too weak that it affected nothing,-aﬁ not too
éowerful that all distinction was obliterated. \
‘Frege had equaﬂly seething criiigisms for *Husserl's use

of the conjunction "and" to arrive at number, saying that it

. completely .missed the point of number statements.ll .No

‘doubt the point‘ it missed was Frege's point of numbers
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concerning concepts and not: the objeete that fell under  themn.
1t seemed, to Frege, that Husserl had seriously distorted the
sense of number statements since in ordinary usage one does
not ;nquire "How many are England and. France?" Furthermore
Frege éuestioned what could possibly be gained from such’ a

formulation.

By.Frege’S'approach when one asked "How many moons does
, s

Mars have?", there)is.a copceét inéolved and some worthwhile
information may’ge gained through approaching numbers in such
a manner. I d;\not believe ﬁussegl intended his approach to
be expressed in. statements like "How many are England and
France?" The series of items joined by and, is used as an
eiplanatien of number after the individual, members have been
abstracted to be represented by "ones" and not while they
retain their individual defining characteristics as witnessed
by proper names 'England’, 'France' |

The difficulties that Frege has with Husserl 5 theory of
abstraction do not seem to have much significance for

Husserl's overall explanation. 1 question why Husserl even

thought it was necessary to Explain how one could get from a



‘such may be considered as entities for&\the purgm@/ﬁf

~

¥,
units such as one, one and one. Every single object, can

also be termed a thin% even thoughts,\ afigeks, ishes and

d

counting. This is self—ebidently clear and needs no

justificatz&on. Hence any critique, of what appears to be an

unnecessary” step, can have little effect on the ocutcome of

Husserl's argument.’ .
T .
I do however, agree with Frege's objection to the

employment of the term "and". Frege complained that this

t
expressed number as’" mere conjunction and missed the relation

to concepts.l? 1 feel the problem with the term "and" 1is

/i:hat it falls short of adequately. expressing all ‘that 'is.

contained in the notion of collective combination. Granted,
«

.-it does convey the idea of conjunction but this can only

result in the formation of a grodp of connected individual
elements which does not convey the idea of a unitary whole in.
whAich tﬁe members combine to form one _,entity which may be
e-xpressed' by a number. The termy "and" does indicate ﬁ;he

association of an object to another but does not go beyond

~
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this. to the combining or synthesizing of one object with

another which is required ,[for the gxperience of number.

v

-

Frege compiained “that "and" did -not properly express
what was required to explain the number thrée in "one and one
and one".l3 He suggested that "plus" be substituted,
therebyvfielding "one plus one plus one". I would agree that
"agd" is not the same _as "plus". The latter does indicate,

in mathematical fashion, that the units are to be added

iy

together. This s;ffi falls short of explaining how it is -

that the fusion of the elements comes about to produce a‘newl‘

combined totality. The problem may lie in the fact that we;

are trying to pick a word that describes the action performed

I [

by the mind in synthesis. Perhaps mixing; "and" with

synthesid’tg,préduée a new term such as, . syn—-and, would more

AN

closely approximate what is réﬁuired to explain numbers as in

"one syn-and one syn—and one" equalg-three.

~ - . I

L)



4.4 SYNTHESIS IN INTENTEONALITY: AN OVERVIEW

T
. It is at this point that we would like tf/purn from what
. .
Husserl says about numbers and consid 6%3 of his most
dominant themes, intentionality. The pxesence of synthesis

'

in the explanation of pumber has been shown and we shall now
see ‘the role of synthesis within the much broader’ frame of

intentionality.

Unlike Frege, Husserl does make explicit use of the

* >

concept of synthesis. One major distinction he makes in "the
concept, which we may mgﬁtiontin this prelude to the more
intense study of the matter to come, is thét'distinction
between active and passive syﬁthesis. ﬂzn general terms, the
.difference may-be thought of as this. ‘ﬁusserl_stifes that
active synthesis is employed in the construction o abstéact
nbtions such as groups og_gfrts; passiﬁé synthesis i;;hlts in
tﬁe experienciﬁg\ of ordiﬂ;ry' objects that confront us in

N

everyaay life.l4 -

e d ) .
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I feel that this" active-passive distinction may be
applied to the previous discussion of number in the following
manner. When we are determining a number or arriving at_ a

specific number, it is an,active synthesis that is involved.
]

It is active in the sense of combining each of the members

-

- d
and arriving at a total. However, when one later refers to
4 L -
that group, say seven, all that is required is a passive.
synthesis for the mind to grasp the number. By this I mean

that in the mere utterance df the word seven, one presents an

r—

already formed, previously determined entity which is readily

understandable to others. There Ls imméd%gte awareness of
that which may be denoted by seven. ) Q\?ﬁ

g

Besides this active-passive distinction, which among
others will be returned to in the next section, by far the

most noteworthy topic will be the question of meaning. A
‘ ‘ P

- preliminary sketch of the material may serxve to .situate the

topic andTingicate the parameters within which the role of
synthésié in me;ning will be pursued.

In what may be thought of as the opening Statement in a
legal case, I would now like to lay out what éhe objectives
are in the investigations of synthesis in.intentionality.

The motivation for, each aspect “of synthesis studiell here

rests ultimately on the question of meaning. We shall see

'how.Husserl explains, through intentiqnality, the fashion in
. | -

1 I
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which the world and its objects receive meaning. Pursuant to
this, the role of synthesis in inébgtionaliﬁy will Dbe
presented, including the major types and their contribution
to intentionality. | ’

The most crucial debate, implicit throughout th?se early
discussions, finally mes to the fore in the section on tﬁé
relation between synt sis.and meaning. It will be shown,
_through various forms of syntheses, how it is that the
composite ﬁ;ture of what things mean is arrived at and joined
té the particular person, objest or whatever that we
experience. - |

I believe" that the role orf synthesis in our development
of number concepts, as it was demonstrated in tﬁe initial
stages of this paper, is the most adequate, straightforward,
ost basic paradigm upon which to construct and demonstrate
£he processes that give meaning to our lives. This
transition from. numbers to meaning is not immediately evident
and s© I would again like to offer a preliminary sketch of
the issue as a guideline for.the discussién to fo;low.

We do not simply ' perceive the world around ds as
appearances, presénted to us through child-like innocence or
bligsful ignoraﬁce: Instead we encounter, in the case of

healthy, rational beings, a world that is replete with

significance for us, objects that are almost bubbling over

\
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with meaning. The point heye is that: we do however,
experience a singl7/ﬁﬁit{;¢3hé.perception is put ‘together and

the meaning is included in the unitary experience that we

. have. For example, I do not perceive various shades of gfhy.
with certain bright spots, 3 flat surface, sides which I know
are at right angles but do.not-appear so, legs which appear
flat even although I know they are round, and SO on; bdt

'instead, I have the éxperience of. this table. . Besides the
obvious physical ‘attribuﬁes'°that are assembled, there are
also the'iﬁtangible dimensions involved. I am aware of who
built the table, the circumstances under which it came into
my possession.and sO on. Now all thesé agpects are not‘i
present to me immediately'when I am aware -of they table, but-
they are in a sensé, contained in the meaning of the object
and do come forward if rgﬁlected upon.

L S

Just as the various units went into the building up of a
' . 1

number, in sgimilar fashion, the variety of perceptions,
o ‘ )

memories, Jjudgements go into building up the meaning of
gsomething for us. In both cases, the peréon meets a single
entity but only as the result of synthesis which has jo%ged

the members so as to p;oducé the single object we experience.
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4.5 INTENTIONALITY, SYNTHESIS, MEANING

-

In this section we shall attempt to present a full and

complete picture of the\prominent part played by synthesis in
b ] ’ .

the concept of intent*bnality. When dealing with as perva-

>
sive a concept as intentionaliﬁy, there are many related

tdpics or concepts such as constitution,. relation, meaning,

activity-passivity and so on that arise in the work of

}

vely and the amount of explanation accorded to each is based
upon the extent to which they contribute toward the
understanding of synthesis and how they help in deﬁonstrating
the ‘role of synthesis in intentionnality.

This loqk at éynthesis will have three main sections to

it. The first will congider, in its most pregnant sense, the

concept of intentipnality. Here, we will look brigfly at the

~

primary historical roots from which grew Husserl's idea of
intentionaiity. Developing this idea, the main fundamental
characteristic = of intentionality will be presented and

finally, what is felt here to be the most important aspect of

intentionality, its meaning-bestawing component will be given
®

an introductory presentation as it serves als~a bridge to the

next section, synthesis. . P
. _

. In the second seciion, the focus of attention-will be

“directed specificallj.upon synthesis. The first important

’

ﬂ:l' j‘

L]

LY .
Husserl. Each of these areas could not be treated exhausti-.

o
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issue to be dealt with will be the question of temporaldaty.l>
After that, several drfferent types of synthesis will be
investigated along with some basic divisions within the con-
.cept, such as the active-passive issue will also be pre-
sented. Perhaps thé\most importantrfeature of synthesis, for

. the purposes of this paper, is that of unity. This issue
.

will be pursued alorg several different avenues including the
unity of the perceived object, its horizons and to a lesser
extent, the perceiving ego.

In the final section, ﬁhe various strands will be-pulled'
together to completé the picture with .an examination of thé
.question of synthesis and meaning. Here it will be necessaryL

T e to consider such notions as fulfillmeht, constitution as Qell
as the term "and", almost an anachronism from the earlier

“treatment of arithmetic.

4.5.1 | INTENTIONALITY

4.5.1./ i) SOURCES

-~

it is a generally accepted view that’Husserl's toncept

'3

) : of intentionality had its beginnings. in the work of his

P teacher- Franz Brentano. Although ~Brentano's aim was to
¢ b

- clearly demarcate the menta;'fromrthe physical, he did give
: o

Husserl the raw material from which to draw his own concept;,

Wy g
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fashioned towards his own ‘ends. The original seed may yet be

noted in Brentano's presentation of the issue:

Every mental phenomenon is characterized
by what the Scholdstics of the Middle
Ages called the intentional (and also
mental) inexistence of an object, and
what we call, although in not entirely
unambiguous terms, the reference to a
content, a direction upon an object (by
which we are not to understand a reality
in this case), or an immanent
"objectivity.l®

In this brief quote one finds a rich and complex diver-

sity of issues pertaining to the concept of intentionality.

>

. Despite this, one does find contained in this guote the

cornerstone of what was later to become Husserl's full-blown
use of intentionality. Leaving aside the very problematic

nature of the intéptional object, what I am referring to here
is of course "the -<idea of "the reference to aa‘conte;t,‘a
difectién upon an oﬁject". It is thisrdirectedness.of con-
scioufness toward§ an object that was to Be characteristic of
Husserl's later approach to intgntionality.

.

4.5.1 ii) HUSSERL'S DEFINITION

The importance of intentionality to the overall program
of Hisserl's phenomenological approach to understanding man

.o s :
cannot be overstated. It is at the core of his explanation
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of how man perceives and gives meaning to his world and .its
objects. Accordingly, the notion of synthesis may be a less

studled but, as we shall soon see, a no less important or.

necessary tool to attaln a full understandlng of Husserl g

work. . In the Paris Lectures, which, in his introductory'
I

egsay Kostenbaum says, serve as thesfoundatlon of Husserl s

definitive work Cartesian Meditations'", Husserl affirms the

central position of intentionality and presents us with a

fundamental defining feature of consciousness.

The essence of consciousness, in which I

live as my- own self, is .the so-called.@ .
intentionality. Consciousness is always -
conigiousness of something.l?

{ X ‘ )
Here w9/;ave Husserl's most straightforward statement of

the importarice-of thlS key concept the essence of consc1ous—
J

ness 1is lntentlonallty. T wqpld hope to carryvthls a step
I \
further and by the close of this sect10n=shall have deﬁbn—

strated .that the essence of intentionality is synthesis. The

- o

other point of note in the above quotation, i.e. conscibus-

ness is always consciousness of something, indicates the
S o

relation in this key area to the view of Brentano presented

earlier. Husserl's teacher made mention of the fact that in

%

B

“



Wy

- 94 -

all mental acts, there was always a reference to a content,

_attention was directed towards an object.. Husserl maintained
' ' . L .
this theme that consciousness was  always directed towards

“

- something; it was always consciousness of or consciousness
about such and such. Continuing on a historical note, this
particular notion could be traced even further back. and in

fact, was given excellent description by Hume:

.

When I enter most intimately into what I -~
call myself, I always stumble on some
particular perception or other, of heat
or cold, light or shade, love or hatred,

, | pain or pleasure. I never catch myself
at any time without a perception, and can

never obgerve anything . but the
perception.l8 : .

Althoughleach of these three men had his own particular
purpose in presenting such a position, it is nevertheless
undeniably clear that each gave adequate presentation to what
Husserl -considered the most fundamental feature of
intentionality: that it, in very instance, waé directed
toward an object and this object became the singlé focus of

attention of the individual.
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4.5.1 iiid— INTENT'xo:z?L\r'rY AND MEANING

The ultimate aim, it must be remembered, of this section

on Husserl is to show the oéeration, of ' synthesis in his
formation of number concepts but more impbrtantiy. to
demonstrate the role of syntheslé in our ascribing meanlng to
things, people and other phenomena 1n our' daily llves.

So it is with the risk of getting ahead of oupserves
that this-sub=-section on meaning is included’here. Here the

: ’ ~
basic role of intentionality, as it provides meaning and

significance to our experiences in life, will be

~investigated. - One may think of this look at meaning as a

sort of preliminary establishing of the fact that the mind
does attriﬁute meanings, values,‘and so on to our world.
Whereas at the conclusi'on of this section, the return to the
examination of synthesis and lntentlonallty will prOV1de the
"how", rather thanvmerely expressxng the fact that meaningL}g
given to the worlfd.

We are not talking about meanings in ' the narrow
dictionary sense, although'thesp meanings are not excluded;

» ’

there may be some particular significance or memory that is

. .
‘asgsociated with .the meaning of a word for some person. In

general, a much broader sense of meaning is meant or intended

here. It includes, but goes far beyond the " intellectual,

.

!
|
- |
!
i
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‘ ‘rationalistic side of man, and atteﬁpts to unravaliwhy it is

that‘people feel the way they do as a result cf the meanings

they have placed upon all that’ they encounter in- thelr lives.

and more SPeleL\\ﬁly how it is that these_meanlngs become“

attached to ' that which bears them. What we hope to

investigate ispthe process or processes by which one'bnilds

up the meaning-and the manner in which this meaning i3 gidenh

to or assoc1ated with the particular Object or event, Later,
. L]

+

we shall see that the foundatlon ‘for these processes is

/ : :

synthesis{ but first let us return to Husserl's expression of

how the world and its objects attain meaning for us.

The bjective world, the world that
exists for me, that always has and always
will exist for me, the only world that
ever can exist for me - this world, with
all its Objects, I said, derives’  its
whole sense and its existential status
which it has for me, from myself, from me
as the transcendental Ego, the Ego who
comes to the fore only with the
transcendental-phenomenological  époché.l?

In this selected quote we are given one formulation of
the view that the meaning of the world and its objects
derives from the transcendental Ego. It is a view that finds
repeated expression in Busserl's works. The key fphrase in
the above is "this world... derives its whole sense,.. from

myself“. This captures the most important point of this
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sectioﬂ on meaning; it is the peréon who gives meaning to the
yorld and its contents; The other important issues mentioned
in this quote, sucﬁ as the transcendental’ Ego or the
transcendental- phenomenological époché“ (reéuctioﬁ,  or‘
perhaps more acqgfgtely bracketing) must, ‘reérétfully be
omitted from any further c¢onsideration here. Thesé are
important issues but it is-felt that any detai ed expLoratiBn
of them would take us too far from, and woui beg;n‘to blur
the main point of the person giving or bestowirg meaning upon‘

. :
the world. ) ' o

4.5.2 SYNTHESIS \ .

»

4.5.2 i) SYNTHESIS AND TIME

T

Itfis invthe second of‘the Cartesian Meditations that
Husserl directs his full effortsi*togﬂrds presenting the
e}tremély diffiéult idea of synthesis. We wilf begin our
éonsiderations with the simple idea of synthesis as
combining, reminiscent of Kant's original presentation. of
synthesis,_and then the topic will be developed along some of

the more difficult, involved areas of . application to which

2
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synthesis is put. The most essential synthesis, according to
Husserl, is the synthesis of the individual temporal moments

and we see mention of this as Husserl introduces synthesis as

the primal form of consciousness.

3

The ' sort of combination uniting
consciousness with consciousness can be
characterized as synthesis, a mode of

combination exclusively peculiar to
consciousness. .

This gquote shows Husserl agrees that the most definitive
trait of synthesis is combination.. Despite the possible

equivocations in the three instances of consciousness, the

first two may be thought of as acts of consciousness or

specific moments of consciousness, one may still note that

syntiesis is employed, in a Kantian manner to indicate the
combining activity that occurs in consciousness.- More
importantly, Husserl points out that this type of combination

is restricted to the mental realm and is excluded from the
|

physical realm. Husserl goes on, in the second meditation,

with his presentation of synthesis, bringing the perdeption

-

of objects and of course, the necessary temporal synthesis
- . "&

involved, into the picture.
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For example, if I take the perceiving of
this die as the theme of my description,
I see in pure rkflection that "this" die
is given continuously as an objective
unity in a multiform and changeable
multiplicity of manners of appearing,
which belong determinately to it. These,
in their temporal ' flow, are not an
incoherent sequence -~ of subjective
processes. Rather they flow away in the
unity of a synthesis, such that in them,
"one and _the same” is intended as *

i

. appearing. 2l - ‘ -

=« -Two major points are introduced to the discussion in

A3

this quote; the first relates to the unity of the perceived

object in its multiplicity of manhers of appearing, whic£

wiil.be.returnéd to later and the second point involves the
temporal <£low of these appearances plué their synthetic

unity; It is this particular notion that we wish to pursue

° Y

to a deeper, clearer .level of understanding. . t

It is not conaucivé to our aims here;, t6 aﬁﬁempt an

explanation of time as such. Whether one considers time as a

sort of dur#tion, or a sequential serieé of moments or tanta-

mount to change is not to the point, it will be necessary
only that all agree on the most fundamental division 04 this”™
medium. By this I mean that certain events may be situated

in time as pas;t, present or future. From such a basis,

Husserl's temporal .synthesis may be thought of in the

-

following manner.
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An indi¥vidual experiences an object in hi§ wo?ld. He
Nhasrihe'perception of it at one particular moment, éay, t.
This same object remains as the focus of his attention in his
field of experience throughout an extended lenth of - time,
which we- shall denote as . t2 to tP, Husgerl states that
the reason this person does ' not expérience a ‘static,
unconnected series of éiages of perceiving this object x at

' 2

tl, then x at t“ or does not come under the impression of

a variety of different objects, is due to the fact that as a
result of the synthesis of time, a qpity ig arrived at. Theé
object is seen to‘be "one and the same"”, enduring throughoﬁt
the different temporal phases and nét only this, but the
phases-themselves are combined to make the one “time", so to
speak, of the objecf. |
‘Husserl does distinguish objective time ({external) from
internal *time, that is to say, the time in which an object
persists outside qs‘in its’ environment is separated from the
subjective internmal time in which that object appears to us.
He fﬁrther distinguishes internal time from the consciousnegs
of internal timé but such considerations take us tdg far away

from the esséntial point concerning time to be made here.
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/
The -crucial point to be remembered is that through the

syntﬁesis of temporal phases we are able to identify objecti
in our world as enduring persisting entities and that we
perceive "one and the same" object over an exterided’ period-of
_-tiﬁé. It does ndt take Husserl long to expand this concept
of synthesis from perception of mere objects to that of £hé
entire wbrld around us. In quite,7straightforﬁard ‘terms

Husserl says that.the whole. of conscious life is unified

synthetically, and furthemore.. ‘
The fundamental form of this universal
synthesis, the form that makes all other
synthesis of consciousness possible, is

the all-embracing  consciousness of -
internal time.

o

4.5.2 1ii) ACTIVITY-PASSIVITY

After considering the question of time and seeing the

[ PR, .

position of prominence accorded to it by Husserl, as the
precondition for the possibility of all other types of

synthesis, then perhaps the next most fundamental question

that arises around the issue of synthesis is the discussion
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of the active and théz:rssive nature of the synthetic acts.

Some.- have slighted the/ issue claiming ‘passive acts to be
)
somewhat of a contradiction in terms, thus setting the ques-

tion aside. It is felt here that a more strenuous pursuit of

thelquestion will yield profitable insights into the nature

-of synthetic acts and the processes involved. Husserl'does

distinguish between active and passive synthesis but the
question of which coﬁes'fifst or whether one is the founda-
tion of th otﬁer remains a/ philosophically unanswé;able
queétiona Rathe® than one bé%g? built upon the other, they
seem‘to éperate in a more symbi}tic manner, an interweaving
of the two, in which yet~éistinct areas may be pérceiveé.
This relationship between active and passive synthesis
will.COmg to the fore in the following discussion but if a -
decision had to be.madé one way or the othgr, then it is felt
that in thHe question of which is primary betweeh, the two,

\ . .
there is a slight leaning towards passive synthesis as

. presupposed in the other type. It is for this reason that

the discussion here will commence with the examination of

passive synthesis.

(S

y The "ready made"” object that confronts us
in life as an existent mere physical
thing (when we disregard ~ all the
"spiritual’ or "cultural" characteristics
that make it knowable as, for example, a
hammer, a table, -an aesthetic creation)
is given, with the originality of the "it
itself"”, in the synthesis of a passive
experience. :

Y

~
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Husserl states that the empirical objects that: confront

us in daily life are kngwabie through passive experience.

That which we meet as a hammer, a table may be subject to an

active synthesis, to be discussed latér, by which refinements.

or more‘dgtgfl or a richer sense of appéaring'or meaning may
be reacﬁed for the object but as Husserl expresses it "the
passive synthesis that supplies all their material still goes
on" (Cart. Med., p. 78). It is as if the passive synthesis
supplies the raw material .and active synthesis contributes to
the finished product..

‘There are two areas which are said to be fashioned
throug% passi?e synthesis which would tip the scales in
févour of it being.the moFerpasid, funéamental ﬁotion, the
two areas are time a;d thé world. If ,we cénsider the
original presentation of an cbject to consciousness eg. there
is a book in front of me, then this 5wareﬂess is due to a
synthesis of moments éf timé and it precedes the further acts
by which the book becomes identifiable to me. This 1is

- 3

passive, accomplished without any particular intervention or

activity on the part of the ego. It is the first level of

encounter that one experiences of the world around him.
’ -

Husserl . describes the ego as a nexus of synthetically
congruous performances - "at:-levels, all of which £fit the
universal persisting form, temporality, because the latter

itself is built up in a .continual, passive and completely

1

[
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universal genesis." (giég. Med., p. 81)-. Thus temporality is
described aé.built.upon a passive genesis i.e. a passive
synthesis by whicH the objective time of the objeét existing
out there and the internal subjective time in which tha
object appears, are each formed from phases into a continuous
time allowing the existence of the‘object and the perception
of the object each in their own time,

Kostenbaum, in his introduction to Paris Lectures, says

that Husserl refers to tﬁe passive constitution of the world
by the ego. Without going into the issue of constitution at
‘this point, suffice it to say that by censtitution here,.is
not meant aﬁy sort of physical creation but rather a sorf of
bringing-into- being—for—a-sggject. By this, one means that
the world is already there and physically existing, this is
not ever intended otherwise by Husserl.24. The

A4

constitution of the world, a world that is already there,

Ay

however does seem to be a bit paradoxical. Especially, if it

is supposed to be constructed, synthesized, given meaning by
an ego which 1is characterized as free and spontaneous.
Kostenbaum considers the voluntaristic connotations of such

terms as intentionality and constitutjon to be unfortunate

.and misleading.
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A hint of the 'interdependency between activity and
: . . oo “ .
passivity as well as-a reminding statement of the main role

of passive synthesis in its contribution to the experience of
‘ .

.objects -in’ the world is contairded in the following quote:

]
f

Thanks to the aforesaid passive synthesis
(into which the performance of active
synthesis also enter), the Ego always has
an’ environment of "objects".25 .

-,

‘ ' . t
Prior to this Husserl presented a more complete acdount

of active genesis in which the Ego was said to function as

* . productively constitutive by means of subjective processes.

He continues:

A

Here belong all‘ the works of practigal
reason, in a maximally broad sense... The
characteristic feature is that Ego-acts -
become combined in a manifold,
specificially active synthesis and, on

the Dbasis of objects already given,
,Lconstitute new objects originally. These :
then present themselves for consciousness

as products. - Thus, in collecting, the
collection is constituted; in counting,

the numb#r. in dividing, the part; in -
predicating, the predicate’ ... and so
forth.26 '

o«

One aees that opposed to passive synthesis of objects,
"the acéive.synthesis realizes, as products of the Ego,” more
abstréct; conceptual notions such as collections, numbers.
The members of such products may already have been given in a
passive sense to the Ego and as such, any clear demarcation

of the two areas is at least questionable if not impossible.
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How much of +<he experiencg depends on ;he active synthesis
and how much is already constituted by the passive syntﬁesis
is extremely atfficult'to gauge. It is n;t a deliberate,
conscious effort by which attributes or significance is éiven
to some pafticular object. The case in which the 'Ego
5pontaneously 1d%nt1f1es a single object as the focus of its
attention can only occur when a receptlve apprehen510n and
explication have gone before. That is to séy, there must be
some material already there from which this partiéular object
is specifically_selected frpm. The active turning of*the ego

]
presupposes something already given to which the ego

,turns.27

This haziness over whether the active synthesis of tﬁe
ego-brian the objeét to be or whether there is first of all
a passive synthesis, which allows the object to spring forth,
indicates the -confusion of which underlies Jthe other.'
Husserl further contends, that this "~ field of passive

pregivenness is already a field which is constituted by

unifying synthesis.28 Any unifying synthesis would

-~

suggest an activity on the part of the ego. It is however
more to the éoint that we recognize that there are two
dimensions active and passive involved with synthesis and
that there is some form of interrelation _between the two

rather than attempting to.dete:mine which is the more basic.
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4.5.2 iii) UNITY

The topic of wunity is here presented as subject, -

although in much of what has gone before, unity was seen to

be the result of whatever was the particular éubject of

investigation of that section. In what may seem as a sort of

description of the othex side of the same coin, unity is
introduced as a subject of inveétigation to highlight thg
importénce of two unities gained Lﬁrough synthesis: the unity
of the object and the unity of the ego perceiving the object.
Not only are the manifold, variety of appearances combined to
make one épject but we must equally emphasize that- it -is one
act that thus combines 'the appearances and an act which
belongs to a single unitary ego to which all such perceptions
of the individual may be said to belong. One hears di§t}nct
echoes of Kant's unity of apperception here but befoEejthe

unity of the ego let us examine the unity of the object.

A. UNITY IN TIME

The temporal uhity of the object has already been dis-
cussed so a brief summation will be all that is required here

to emphasize this unitary aspect of the perception of an

.
S —

object. It should be noted that the synthesis of

L
’

v



- 108 -~

2
temporal phases of perception is described as paééive
synthesis. It is the uniting of the successive appreheénsions
that allow the person to realize the perception of a single
object thfoughout the successive steps of perception. The

ability to recognize one and the same object on different

occasgions is accordingly called the synthesis of

identification. The foundational level at which Husserl

places this notion is. evident in the following.

If we consider the fundamental form of
synthesis, namely identification, we
encounter it first of all as an all-
ruling, passively flowing synthesis, in
the form of the continuous consciousness
of internal time.Z29

B. UNITY IN SPACE

.
- o

We shall now direct our attention to the spatial unity
of the object, its features and characteristics which will,

in effect, reflect, the most important aspect of unity dealt

with here, that is the unity of the perceiving ego. Bearing

F=
this in mind, let us consider two examples of perception in

which the object is realized as a single, unitary entity.

LY
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: ¢
- In a quotation given earlier, which served to introduce

_the~notion of synthesis in general as well as the importance
of its temporal aspects, Husserl did suggest that he would
take the perception of a particular die as .the theme of his
description. At that point, it was noted that the die was
given as ‘an objective unity despite th; "changeable
multiplicity_ of manners of appearing”.30  yhether the die
appeared near or far, from one side or the other or whether
attention was direétéd'to one of its particular features,
such as its shape or colour, all of these appearances wére
seen to belong to a passing flow of features of the objeét in
question. All of these appearances belonged to a synthetic
unity by which the object was recognized as the saie en&uring
objeét‘ throughout these various appearaﬁces at different
times.

The difference between the perception of the die as a
multiplicity of changing shapes and impressioné, and the
person's conception of it as one, unchanging, solid, cubic
‘object is dealt with by Kostenbaum. 31 The discrepancy
between the  two is indicated by reference fo the angles of
the die which are all at right angles to each other. Most of
the time, physical location does not permit the angles to be

‘'sensorily perceived as right angles.
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Husserl also describes the maintenance of a single unity
of the identity . of ‘an object  throughout various
apprehensions. He considers the appearance of an object,
indistinctly in the field of vision, and concludes that

although the position of the eyes may change and various

prominences stand out from the oﬁject it is still the case

that the ego does not yield to these tendencies of

apprehension but "remains solely oriented on the unity of
identity of this continuous synthesié“.32

Our final ‘illustration of the unity of the object
involves a commonplace item,ra table. Husserl says éhathaé
one walks around the table while keéping it in view, the
perception of the table changes continuously. ﬁuséerl

expreééés\the situation thus.
. Ay

// Unider no circumstance does it (perception

) of the table) return to me individually

e the sanme. Only the table is the same,

known as identical through the synthetic

consciousness which connects the new
perception with the rqu;lection.33 :

P[\

Just as in the case of pqrcgﬁving the die, the table,
which actually was perceived as a variety of changing shapes
and shades depending upon perspective position,_degree‘of
illumination and so on, was yet grasped by tﬁé mind, due to
the synthesis performed, as a single, objective unity. It is
very difficult to single out one particular area for

discussion in this material. , The preceding material, aiming

-
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at a treatment of unity fouched upon such related areas as
passive temporal _ synthesis, continuous synthesis and
synthesis of identification. The closeness of ali these
topics makes their exclusion from each other next to

impossible. There is ag area, even more strongly related to

the unity of the object and that is what we sha%k turn to

now, the unity of the ego. . A

- - : »

C. UNITY OF EGO
3

Perhaps more important‘for a phenomenological approach
to understanding man, or the uq%tary consciousness of man, is
what Husserl presents as the unified ego, a single entity to
which all the previously described experiences belogg. It is
not only necessary to present the comblnlng of various
fgatures of an object into the exéerience cof a sinéle object
but one must' also present ‘the unity of +this act.
Furthermore, it must be made clear tha£ this act is
experieﬁceﬂ by a single egé; a consciocusness to which these
experiences belong and which is related, through these
experiences, to the objects‘in its world. .

Hopefully the example of temporal synthesis has not yet

been used to the point of overkill, but i%s place of

Y

'importance in the work of Husserl merits 1ts use once again

-4

© to demonstrate its key role in arriving at the unity of the

A
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ego. Husserl states that the connectedness of appearances is

such that it makes the unity of one consciousness.34 fThe

cése is also made for various modes of consciocusness i.e.
v

perception, recollection, expectation, valuation and so on

- again ‘being united by a synthesis, "that as a unitary

consciousness" makes possible any knowledge of identity:

The case of the perception of a table as a single object

is also seen to reflect the unity of the ego or consciousness

that experiences it.

"...an empirical consciousness of a self-

- same . thing that 2looks "all-round" its

object, and in so doing is continually

confirming the unity of its own

nature.35

The perception of an object, as a single experience is
then seen to belong to a single, unitary ego which makes up
the core or centre to which all these experiences are direc~ -
ted. The memory of objects or .experiences from the past
brings one to realize that this past is the past of this very
same subject, that it is his own past that is remembered.36
I would like, at the close of this section, to calm any

objections to the interchanging of the terms ego and cons-

ciousness. Most people are familiar with the more common
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usage of the term consciousness as the all-emcompassing,

ubiquitous label used. to desigﬁate the totality of man's
mental activities. The term ego, on the other hand, is more
likely to bring to mind the psychological "I", the active

agent directing experience, bearing personal identity and so

¥
on.

It is maintdined here, that for this discussion, the two
notions be thought of as- essentially inseparable, Any
mention of an ego necessarily suggests that it stands for
some consciousness, whereas mention of a consciousness
impiies that there is an“ego, albeit unspecified, which may
be thought to fepreéént the person of such consciousness.
Although distinguishing one from the other may be beneficial
for other purposes it is felt that in this case it would be a
superficial, artificial device which would cantribute nothing

to the theme of unity being pursued here.

4.5.2° iv) HORIZONS

The last feature, that figures prominently ' in any
questions of intentionality and synthesis, to be treated here
is the issue of horizons. Husserl contends that each expe-
rience, in its intentionality, goes beyond the mere

givenness, to anticipatory, as yet unfulfilled expectations.
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‘\ L]
Every experience can be extended in a.
continuous chain -of explicative indivi-
dual experiences, united synthetically as

a single experience, open without limit,
of the same.

)

In the experience of some object there are its internal
horizons i.e. the features that are not at that moment being
perceived such as the underneath side of it, the back of it
and such. Husserl expresses it as “eYery actuality involves

its potentialities" (Carxrt. Med., p. 44). Whatever is

perceivéd, the mind does not rest content with éucn a state
but, as i£ were moves on to consider what if, or begins to
imagiﬁe, as if such and such. Each conscious process has.the
ability té envision the object of perception in relation to

either its past or future. Each process thus-has retention

o

or protention.38 Every perception has its horizon of

before and after.

Thus, as consciousness of something,
every consciousness has the essential
property, not just of being somehow able
to. change into continually new modes of
congciousness of the same object (which
throughout the unity of synthesis, is
inherent in them as an i1dentical objec-
tive sense), but of being able to do so.
according to - indeed, only according to
those horizon intentionalities.39

Besides tHe horizons belonging to the specific object
which have not been realized by the person as modes of
consciousness of experiencing the particular object, indeed

there are an infinite variety of possible experiences of the
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object, there is a further dimerision of the.topic of horizons
that we have not yet mentioned. As well as the internal
horizons of the object, there is also an external horizoﬂ.
that is given with every experiénce.40. By. this is meént
the surrounding objects that are present in the field of
perception along with the particular object-that istthe focus
of attention. A person's attention may turn to any of these
objects in thé background, for a varieéy of reasons, and thus
shift the object from the external horizon to the centre of
attention in which the object's internal horizons may bel
uncovered in further detail. The attention, may however be
fleeting, and_quickly move on to further objects in what ié
an open infinite possibility of experiences for the
individual.

More pertinent to the direction of this paper-are the
internal horizons _by ﬁhich an object 1is disclosed in a
richér, fuller more explicated.level for the person. ‘This
does involve the question of how objects come to be for the
person; the question of constitution which Husserl admits is
the most difficult problem facing consciousness. As mention-—
ed earlier,. this idea must be distinguished from creation.
In relationlto uncovering new horizons: of some object there
are two asﬁects of constitution that should be noted.! First
of all, the synthesis of features of an object that result in
the possibility of it being known by a consciouéness'is not a
mere random or accidental process.: It is a rule goGerned

' process in which an "essentially necessary conformity to type
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prevails and can be apprehended in =strict concepts". The
second point concerns the possibility that if conéciousness
moves continually from one horizon of an object to another of
its features; or even outwards from the object to other ones
in the external horizon; or if in the temporal flow of every
“now" flowing into the past, while a new moment 1is
synthesized to permit the enduring experience of the same
object, then éhete must surely be a general ongoing state of
chaos and séatteredness characteristic of conscious
processes, ?he answer to this is definitely not. The
brocesses of Qynthesis and constitution result in a world of
objects and experiences that have relevance and meaning for
the persons that undergo then. - The next section _deals

extensively with this question of meaning and the role of

synthesis in it.

4.5.3 SYNTHESIS AND MEANING

©

In the.most genéral, broadest_sense of meaning, it, is
the individual who éosits meaning upon the world. In the
earlier discussions of intentionality, as well as in many
instances where Husserl considers any type of transcendental,

-

pPhenomenological beginnings for his study of man therxe is



/™

- 117 -

genérally ample referénce to this placing or detérmining of
meaning upon the world by the individual. . In his efforts to
find an indubitable starting point for his philosophy (in
Cartesian manner), Husserl determined that the jﬁstification
for what he accepted as "being", had to be foﬁnd within his
own intentionality and more to the point ‘heré, ény‘ other
meaning of béing was also to be 3o determined.4l 1t wyag
through”such.positions, in which the world received its whole
sense, meaning and existential status, that Husserl ¢oncluded
the priority of the ego-with its cogitationes (cognitive
mental act/processes) over the natural being of the world.-
To begin to concéntrate our study from the meaning of
the world in general to-that of particﬁlar objects the point
at which we hope to arrive, we sﬁall, as-.intermediary, -

consider the tripartite formula Husserl gave to describe the
conscious processes. = The expansion of Desqartes' “cogito
ergo sum” (I think therefore I am) into Hussejl's description

of %fperience "ego cogito cogitatum" (I think an -object) was

.thought to more accurately describe experience and more

'closely reflect language as well as noting the intenti®nal

facet of experience.42 In every mental act there was the

object to which the meaning was directed:

1

f
1
Each cogito, each conscious process, we
may also say, "means"  something or other
and  bears in itself, in this manner
peculiar to the meant, its particular

cogitatum, 43
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We thus see this meaning component of mental acts was to
be included in all acts. It is contained in "each conscious
process"” and is not restricted to just one particular act of
meaning inﬁélving a single particular objegt. Yet it is of
intertst to us here to investigate how such specific objects
come to bear the meaning that they do acquire. One prominent
‘notion @n such occurrences ‘is that of £fulfillment. Iﬁs
specifi; natufe and how synthesis contributes to it will be

dealt with in the next section.

4.5.3 i) Fulfillment
' S s

A much deeper level of clarity, about how the meanings
of things are arrived at; is gaiﬁed through'éiscovering what
" takes place during the fulfillment of experiences of objects.
'The evidence we have for the existence of ohjects in our
world, how they.appear to us, may be graded according to i
greater or lesser dégree of perfection. Husserl éays that as
a rule, imperfection signifies incombleteness- and thatﬁ
perfecting them requires a synthetic course of harmonious
experienceé in which the meanings become fulfilled in actual
experience.4%* This completion results in more perfect
evidence which yields a fuller, more complete appearance OXx
perception of the object. ., Referring to the evidence of

particular objects with their unfulfilled horizons, Husserl

4 | '.. | \\



<

- 119 -

writes that although through synthetic transitions from
evidence to evidence, the imperfect may become more perfect,

they ° will never become completely adequate.43 The

appearing of an object may at first be unclear and .

indispinct, as not xet understood, and through successive
.synthesis it may be brought to a more diséinct and
understandable position. However, no objgct will ever be
présented to anyone as totally and completely knowaple for
Qhai it is; there necessarily are always unfulfilled,
expectant meanings in any such synthesis,46

. Husserl elaborates further on this idea of how the sense
ox meaning of an object of cognition is achieved FhrOugh a
step by step progression in a developing cognitive context
if, he cautions, it has the proper forms bélongiﬁg to the
objecti_of experience.47 it is in this sense that the
object becomes progressively constituted. The expression
constitution, +thought of as the piece by piece putting
togeﬁher of an object, matches quite well here with the Amage
of fulffllment prgsented as the idea of an object becoming
morxe knowable, definable through stages of‘ fulfillment in

which what was at first a'vague and almost indiscernible

perception is then realized in a much more clear and distinct

manner.
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4.5.3 1ii)' Overlapping -

-~
F

This particular expression "overlapping"” is, t6 mf mind,
a most suitable description of the s&nthgtiq process that I
wis£-tp @escribe in relation to, the buildiné up of meaning.
It repreéénts quite adequately, as if borréwed'from a Venn
diagram, .the imdge of one or more attributes, properties of a
thing flowing over .into each other and merging as unified.and
combined in the eventual experience of the object. Such
activities. are presented by Husserl in his discussion of
explicativé synthe;is in which the perception of an object
and its determination are anlt‘with. ‘

Explicative sfnthesis comes into play due to the

interest of the ego refusing to be content with simply

looKing at and apprehending an object. It is, in a sense,

7

. the pursuit of what was previously described as the internal

horizons of the object. fmagine one‘has an object S, and its
internal determinations a, b; the process of [explication

maintains or holds-in-grasp the interest in S

know it more fully through*the détermina;ions a,

Husserl notes that such overlapping is common to all

-

transitions from a substrate §, to its determination a.
¥
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For such an overlapping of’ ‘all apprehen- .
sions is common to all cases of explica- - /
tion and all cases in which the ego. ad-

vances from apprehengion to apprehension

in a synthetic activity unified by the

bbnd of a single interest.

k7

There can also be the cage in which the substrate § is
further enrlchlched by\ﬁp P We thus move from the
orlglnalfflrst fomn of predication S is p, on to further

expllcatlons g, r. Each of these is apprehended not only for

\\_ " itself but attached to what precedes it and "as belonging to

S, they enter passively with ocne ancther 1nto'é synthetic
overlapping". Husserl states that the coincidence of the
members, based on their %g}ncidence with" s, may be expregsed
by "and",, figlding S is p and g and r.sp‘ fhis use of
"and" is labelled collective linkaée; and brings to mind the
collective combination through the use of “and" in the

earlier sections treating arithmetic.

It is possiblé for éhése dete;minations to become sub-
strate themselves rather than being c¢ollectively linked as
above. If the transition from S‘to a2 is further enriched by
b, it may be expressed as (Sa) b, in which a is retained not
for itself but as something of S, as belonging to it.5l
Husserl states that the synthesis of transition is no longer

accomplished when the predicative adjective of the subordina-

te clause (S is p, read as S ‘which is p}. becomes an
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N

attributive adjective S$p. Then in such cases where there is

—_

transition to q, Sp is g (eg. The cold air is refreshing)

there is only synthetic transition to q whereas p is taken
along with S, as the character of the result.32

I do not feel that shifﬁing from "The air is cold" t&”\;
“The cold air" in the expression "The cold air is refreshing"
in any wayﬂalters the synthesis which is perforhed when the

property cold is combined or joined to "“air", the ordering or

re-arrahgement does not alter the underlying process of

.synthesis.

In the explicative synthesis, dealt with at the begin-
ning of this section, in which an object S, say a house, was
progressively enriched by attention being directed to its
various determinations a, b, such as its roof, its coloﬁr, a
particular spot or area of its surface, it may be easy to
confuse this with the experience of a plurality.

Husserl does require a "rigorous differentiation” be-'
tween explication and the apprehension of a plurality such as
a cluster of stars or a clustef of dots. He concedes that a
plurality may be conéeived unitarily but insists that in
general the individual memﬁers are joined.thematically and
linked together as interegt follows therlikeness of each of
the members.®3 The difference is that in explication the

-
substrate or general theme S, is grasped in advance and is
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held onto as that to which the explicates belong.. The
plurality on. the other hand, has its source not in activity
itself, but in connection arising from passivity.54 If

+

the members of a blurality are actively taken up, then this

//

is quite another matter-and‘results in the'plufality being
constituted as a set.?>

To conclude this secticn it will .be sufficient to oﬁt-
line the steps that have been taken to show the importance of
synthesis in intentionaliﬁy and how synthesis predominates in

. the ascription of meaning to our world. Fifst_of ail, an
overview of Husderl's intentionality was given in which the
mind's cogﬁribution to the experiencing of the world was
indicated, along with the role of synthesis. Nexﬁ, a more
detailed examination of gsynthesis was given with‘emphasis on
fts f@ndamental types and its contriﬁhtio; to our
experiencing of one world by one individual ego. Finally,
the relation of synthesis td‘meaning concluded the section.
Here -the operation of syntﬁesis, in the combining of
different featureé or pfoperties of things, was presented.

It has been demonstrated'in this paper that the synthe-
sis of qualities in objects and the synthesis of units iq :
numbers is, at the core of the matter, essentially the same.
Just as in the case of the number four, there is the infinite

variety of members that could be represented by four, in
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similar fashion there exists thé‘ infinite wvariety of
constitutiﬂg members that could go into makin? up the
;xperience of a die. ‘it is essential to realize that the-
process remains the same, .irrespective of .the particular
nature of the contehts., In each case the individual membe;s
are joined aﬁd a unity is produced; The perception of the
single éntity has within it, the implicit awareness of all
that has gone into mdking up the resﬁlting experience of one
single object and not a Qisconnected chaotic series of
perceptions. One may Nadd ‘that a synthetic activity 1is
required in orxder to perceive the uniﬁy of this essay itself
so that the various seétions which may at £first seem

disparate, in effect coalesce into a unified whole. It is by

doing synthesis that we may hope to_,ever fully understand

synthesis.’

J



CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusion

In this coﬁclusion we sﬁall briefly summarize the main
points arrived at in each of the sections dealing with Kant,
Frege, and Husserl. Such a manner shall provide é means oi;
seeing how synthesis operates in an almost identical manner
.whetherl-it. is involved with coni}';)ining_uniis to form numbers
or joining meanings to- objects so tl;xe.tt our world becomes
relevant and meaningful for us. Finally, some recurring
themes will be note‘d: themes which servé to jusi';ify the
choice of the Fhree rhilosophers seléctéd for the purposes of

this paper.

-

5.1 'Recapitulation

5.1.1 ;<ant pre-sented us with the basis for our
inve-stig'ation into synthesis. He gave us the notion of
synthesis in its most elementary guise, that of combining.
Throughoﬁt the paper this e;sential core of the concept was

held onto with the elaboration and complexity arising from

-
’
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. N
the different elements that went into the combinations and

the pature.of the results produced through theisynthesis.
Kant held that a number, say that which described the
length of a room, depended upon our choosing a particular
unit and determining how many ' applications of it wére
necessary to co;er tﬁé length of the room. It was upon each
successive placing of the unit, that a synthesis was required
on the part of- the pérson so that by the final application
one was also aware of the accumulation of units’ represented
by the final number.
5.1.2 The section on Frege c¢ontains the pivotal and
perhaps most important, transition forhthe more general éim
of the paper, i.e. to demonstfate the parallél naturé of the
oberation of synthésié as it applies to our undexstanding of

numbers and to our comprehension of ithe everyday world around
o .

i
us.

Admittedly, the symbolic, logical definitions of Frege
are not easily grasped, especially on first reading, and do
appear 'to be in sharp contrast to the rest of the paper.

They had to be dealt with, .so that the reader could meet the
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very same notion of synthesis dressed in logiéal_garb. The
success or failure of Frege's account of number (cf.
Russell's paradox)} is not at the centre of the question here.
Rather the aim was to tease oﬁt.the strands of synthesis in
such notions as “beionging to a geries", which were part of
the logical framework of Frege.

As mentioned, the crucial turn in the paper was contai-
ned in the shift from logical functions of a mathematical
nature to propositional functions. The belief that this
adequately expressed the aim of tﬁis paper was based upon the
following argument: synthesis was sbéen to be operative in
the logicist definition of numberlgiven by Frege; plus the
structure of algebraic-mathematical functions coﬁld be
directly transferred to sentences of ordinary words and
therefore the features of the functions such as concepts,
arguments as well as the presence of synthesis, would
likewise be transferred and accordingly would play?a part in
everyday language.

5;1.3 Husserl's view of ‘number which was given here was

to a large extent revised in later writings after Philosophie

der Arithmetik. He.did\géintéin a key element of this early

4 ~
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exposition, collective combination, as the characteristic
defining élgment of groups. It was this idea of collective
combinationawhich was believed to best express the presence
of syn@hesis. Husgerl indicated that this relation could not
be found in the objects but had to be contributed by the
individual and only then could the group be said to come into
being.‘ - Husserl considéred numbers to- be determinable
portions of an undefined multiplicity and defined them by one
and one ahd one, say for number three. He further believed
we could not envisage or have any kind of clear representa-
tion to ourselves of any number larger than twelve. Again,
this is not al paper in philosophy of mathematics émd to
attack gny'material contained herein with questions of how it
could explain ten thousapd, or infinite numbers is off the
mark.

The culmination of Husserl's section where attention is
shlfted to his theory of intentionality is really the heart
of the matter. It is through intentionality that our.world
comes to have meaning for-usﬂand it is the thesis here that

it is through synthesis that meanings are attathed to objects
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persons, phehomena in our world. It is the same combining of.
many into one that occurs whether it is units that'gb into
making a part;i.cular. number orx whethexr it is perspectives,
experiences.and whatever else that eventuate in partichlar
meanings for us. The other dimension, awareness of the many
in the perception of one item, is also qontained in each syn-
thetic act. Although we are aware of a single unitary experi-
ence, whether the number twelve or the cup on the table, we
are at the same time cognizant of all that which is contained
in the -original awareness. Of course, it is extremely
difficul£ to express in what manner one has this awareness;
as a sort of catch-all one may say”thé subconscious but this
'is scarcely an-acceptable‘exPlanation. -Unfqrtunately, I am
not able to'better express .the notion at the present time.

1
5.2 Themes There are several themes which run through
this paper providing uniey to‘tﬁe overali project. The most
obvious being that there ié orflly one series of natural
numbers. Regérdless of how each of tﬁese men approached the
issug and despite thé divergence 1in methods employed to
explain numbers; they were'all dealing with the same series

of natural numbers. When either Kant, Frege or Husserl; on a
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warm sunny day, had a glass of water and still thirsty pro-
‘ceeded to have another,. they all would have said they had two
glasses of water.

Another important theme which resurfaces in various con-
téxts i; the - idea thgt'since anything at all. may be counted
then there caﬁ be no restrictions placed ué;; that which
makes up the meﬁbers of any particular number. It receives
its weakest formulation in Kant where he merely referstﬁo the
homogenous units, which in the examples of measurement may be
specified but if not, then the person is at liberxty to choose
a suitable unit. With Frege, the lack of restriction is
demandedlby the nature of his logical approach. As soon as
he employé the symbol x to express a variable term in a‘
theorem oxr definition then it is the‘nature of the beasﬁ, =Te)
to speak, that anything may be substituted ?or it. Husserl
;ikewise felt that anything at all could be utilized as the
ingredients before an abstraction was performed to reach the
basic indeterminable unit "Etwas", one or something. Husserl
oppeosed any view that limited the domain of numbers such as

Mills's empiricist view that restricted numbers to physical

entities.
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Perhaps, thé most important thread which holds ' the
material together is the ld;a of synthesxs expressed by means
of the image of combining. Whether lt_ls Kant's suggestion
that number is a representation which compriéeé the succes-
gsive addition of homogenous units (CPR 183) or simply Frege's
n+l or expressions like "“n immediately follows m" -in a series
(GRL sec. 76).or more ‘obviously in Husserl's explanation of
three. as "one and one and one," (PA -85) these all point
inescapably to the general theme of joining or combining
which is so prevalent énd so important throughout the entire
paper.

I would like to finish this conclusion.with a brief look
at two themes which, rather than remaining constant for.the
entire paper, oscillate in pendulum fashion returning to a
similar position at the end of the paper as;that from which
they began albeit, an improved or ﬁbre inclusive position at
the end. | The first such example I would like to offer is the
use of s8entence as a vehicle for presenting synthesis.

Indeed, Kant's firt presentation of the notion was in his

contrast Dbetween analytic and synthetic statements or’

s
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sentences. | F}ege's section seemed a reversal from the
treatment of everyday sentences as he attempted to show how
drithmetic {therefore numbers) could be inferred solely from
logic. Finally, in Husserl's section the importance of
treating.sentences as expressiqns of our experience of the
world around us reappears full strength to the centre of the
explanation of synthesis. -

The last issue involves people, appropriately enough, as
the paper is an attempt to bettex understand how people give

the meanings that they do to that which makes up their lives.

The paper essentially attempted to unravel the role of

sfnthesis and the part it plays in our understanding of all
that we experience from numbers to everyday articles around
us. r

Over the entire paper I would suggest that the rolé of
the individual may be thought' of in this perhaps over
simplified manner. Kant revitalizes the part played by the
person in ordering and structuring his experience, he in
effect, takes us into the person. ~ Contrary to this, frege
takes us out of the person into the realm of 1logic,
independent of any subjectivity. Husserl then takes us back

into the persoﬁ reaffirming the importance of the individual

b |
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and the contribution made by consciousness towards organizing

and giving méénings to our lives.

'

This shifting of emphasis in and out of the person, may
be thought of as analogous to breathing, if you would permit.
It is in this manner that such issues as those contained ié‘
this paper may be said to breath life into the controversies

surrounding not only synthesis but the very life of man

himself.'
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