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Brentano and Italy
Among the famous people related to Italy one would probably not find a frequent association to the name of Franz Brentano. Already “Franz” sounds German, doesn’t it? I did not think about Brentano as an Italian most of the time as I studied his work at the Brentano institute in the beautiful Residenz building in Würzburg, Germany. So, was Brentano a German? Yes, to some extent. The Brentano family lived in Aschaffenburg, close to Frankfurt am Main. In addition to the philosopher I am talking about, the family produced a story teller and writer, one of the pillars of German literature Clemens Brentano, known to each German. Then there is a known scientist in the field of economics, and several more Brentano people that left their important marks in the areas of their work. 


How did I come to be interested in Brentano? I am a Slovene philosopher and I set as my goal to study the neglected Slovene philosophical tradition, Franc Veber
. In order to understand it, I also read work of Veber’s teacher, the Austrian philosopher Alexius Meinong. And this lead me to Brentano.
 I realized the strength of the scholarly bond at the time I reconstructed a work by Veber to the chair of the Würzburg Brentano institute Wilhelm Baumgartner, and as he told me: “Now, this is almost identical to Brentano.” I realized that Slovene philosophical tradition really has its roots in Brentano.

Is Brentano a Slovene? Well, there is a strong link of Brentano’s late reistic philosophy to Slovene linguist Miklošič, who wrote on sentences without grammatical subjects, such as “dežuje” in Slovene language (“it rains”). In his philosophy Brentano argued against the existence of dependent entities, and the paraphrase that these grammatical constructions enable just brings home the point. Otherwise, Brentano was not Slovene. But he was Austrian (he moved to Vienna to teach), and Slovenes were Austrians as well at the time. So this is a link. 

During his Vienna teaching, Brentano had big success. But was he an Austrian? After some years, he could not continue with his teaching, and he wrote some desperate thoughts about Austria (“Meine letzten Wünsche für Österreich”). But Brentano’s influence was big in Poland. Not just Twardovski and Ingarden are influenced by Brentano, there is also Tarski and his influence on American and English philosophy. Brentano’s archives were in Prague, Czech republic, and later they were transferred to USA. Brentano is the starting point of most of twentieth century philosophy. His pupils include Meinong with his nonexistent objects, Husserl’s phenomenology and consequently Heidegger. And many more. Brentanian tradition was seriously studied in England, by Bertrand Russell and others. This wide international and worldly influence of Brentano is almost neglected, but I co-organized a symposiums on “origins” of both traditions in philosophy that are now known as analytic and continental.

Considering what was said, Brentano was a German, and he was Austrian, and Czech, and Polish, and Slovene, and English. He was a citizen of the world by his work, a real international mind. But towards the end of his life, Franz Brentano found his Italian origins, and he took this seriously. Brentano family namely came from Italy. And at the mentioned time Brentano traveled to Italy and stayed there. For some years he stayed in Palermo, and had interaction with some scholars there. Brentano’s Italian links are documented in a book entitled “Brentano in Italy”, edited by Poli and Albertazzi from Trento (1983). Poli and Albertazzi came to Slovenia, and I visited them several times at international conferences they organized in Italy, working on integration of contemporary scientific investigation into Brentanian tradition of scientific philosophy. 

So, is Franz Brentano an Italian? Yes in the sense that he found his family roots and returned to Italy in his older age. No in the sense that he was a really internationally minded citizen of the world. But is not such a kind of cosmopolitanism exactly what it means to be Italian?

Knowing Brentano
Brentano’s writings have a wide range. Actually, he understood himself as the continuator of Aristotelian work that, in his words, should be considered as a kind of renaissance in respect to the disastrous state of the contemporary philosophy, including such figures as Hegel. In opposition to this, Brentano proclaimed return to Aristotle and to scientific philosophy. Similarly as Aristotle, Brentano was almost encyclopedic in the range of the areas that he covered as part of his scientific description. He also worked as a scientist, by defending psychophysics grounded hypothesis of green as a phenomenal color. (Brentano, 1979; Potrč, 2002a) And because of his work related to the explanation of the phenomenon, the Müller-Lyer illusion was known in his times as Brentano illusion. Brentano’s work comprised many areas, such as metaphysics and most notably philosophy of mind. He understood his engagement to be of scientific nature, as it is clear from the title of his most famous book, “Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint” (1924). 


In this short exercise I would like to concentrate on one perhaps not so well known chapter of Brentano’s work, namely on his theory of knowledge. In other words, I will take a look at Brentano’s epistemology. From one point of view, his account of knowledge is central. I remember that when I took my first steps in the direction of the study of Brentanian tradition, I came to Graz Austria, where the department, then lead by Rudolf Haller, proclaimed its main interest to lie in epistemology, because of Brentanian philosophy in the wide sense that it tried to promote. Graz visitors, such as Roderick Chisholm and Keith Lehrer stressed both Brentanian heritage and epistemology as the main engagement of philosophy. On the other hand, Brentano did not himself write an extended and systematic book on the topics of epistemology, although in his “Versuch über die Erkenntnis” (1970), there are some important passages related to knowledge. But in general, Brentano’s approach to knowledge has to be reconstructed. Being both central and perhaps not transparent enough for immediate inspection, the reconstruction of Brentanian epistemology seems to be a commendable task. So my plan is to look shortly at the question where Brentanian epistemology comes from and what role it has. 


Allow me to start the discussion with the memory of reading Veber’s manuscript “Moja filozofska pot” (My Philosophical Itinerary). I prepared the manuscript for publication in Holland, Andrea Zemljič translated it into German, but then it was never printed. Veber tells us that in high school he was struck by reading Descartes, about the basic importance that he assigns to consciousness. This later helped him, Veber, to smoothly approach and understand Brentano’s pupil Meinong. So reflexive consciousness and its certainty seems to have an important role in Brentanian tradition. I say that this is a grounding role in philosophy. Chisholm later developed a theory of knowledge, where the departure was from the first person’s view, and his Brentanian epistemological approach is now widely known as foundationalism. This is an approach that takes conscious experiences as founding knowledge. It differs from coherentism, defended by Lehrer, which claims that founding is not done by individual epistemically infallible contents, but by a whole coherent system of beliefs that supports epistemic excellence of the belief that is under scrutiny in a certain case.


Here is this Brentanian legacy thus, which underlies the main trends of epistemology as we know it nowadays. It is then important for us to see what Brentano believed about knowledge. And what Brentano knew here is related to the discovery he is mostly known for: intentionality.
Intentionality
The focus will thus be on answering the question what is that Brentano knew, what he believed he knew, what was his conception of knowledge. The first step in answering this brings us to Brentano’s main discovery, intentionality, the directedness proper to mental phenomena.

In my thought concerning a cat I am mentally directed at the object or at the content cat. So here is one basis of intentional relation:

I ---------------------(  cat

This is just a basis because the relation as depicted here does not need to be mental at all. It figures myself on the one end, and an object at the other end. This is an objective relation between items in an objectively existing space. It is not clear why intentionality would be involved into it at all. The depicted relation may be rendered in causal terms, or in terms of co-variation, for all that we know.


This is why the basis of the very thought about intentional or mental directedness needs another ingredient: consciousness, phenomenology or qualia, qualitative experiences. Experientially, one may say that a thought directed at a cat always comes with a certain quality, a quality that is quite different from the thought concerning a spider, say. 

It is curious how people working on intentionality stayed just with the above depicted objective point. Causal or co-variational theories of reference and intentionality are a case in point. Dretske was trained as an engineer
, and Millikan wrote on Language, Thought and other Biological Categories (1984). Their approach is just an objective relations approach. Because it does not consider qualia, consciousness or phenomenology to be inherent into the intentional relation, it simply cannot be an account of intentionality at all.

Brentano knew better. As already mentioned he considered phenomenology to be inherent and constitutive for intentional relation. Here is a concise summary of Brentano’s teaching in this respect: 
Each act, whilst directed towards an object is at the same time and besides this directed towards itself. Being presented with a ‘primary object’, e.g., a sound, we are aware of being presented with something. A psychological phenomenon as such always includes the consciousness of itself as the ‘secondary object of perception’. As certain as it is that no consciousness ever is without an intentional relation, so it is certain for Brentano that the consciousness also, besides its object of primary relation, has itself as a secondary object. This secondary inner perception is a true, self-referential, evident perception in the strict sense. (Baumgartner, 1996: 32)
Brentano thus considers reflexive consciousness or qualitative phenomenology to be a constitutive ingredient of the intentional relation. The reason is simple: without such inherent constituent, the relation would not be mental at all, it would stay objective. Here is the depiction of the above situation:

@

I ---------------------(  cat


   Intentional relation
In a way, the depiction is very similar to the preceding one, just that the ingredient @ is added, the reflexive conscious directed secondary object. At the time as I am related to the content or object cat, I am also reflexively directed at my act of directedness at the content or object.


In other words, intentional relation has to come with reflexive consciousness as integrated into it in order to be an intentional relation at all, and not just some objective relation, accountable by causal means. It is curious how the relation between physical (brain) and the mental is many times depicted as a causal relation, and I think that the underlying presupposition is that the intentional and the reflexive consciousness come as separated. As against this, the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality may be spelled out, which is really the precondition for mental or intentional directedness at all, in Brentano’s view:
Phenomenology of Intentionality: Mental states of the sort commonly cited as paradigmatically intentional (e.g., cognitive states such as beliefs, and conative states such as desires), when conscious, have phenomenological character that is inseparable from their intentional content. (Horgan and Tienson, 2002: 521).

The experiential interpretation of the phenomenology of intentionality thesis is a well confirmed view that intentional states come along with the specific qualitative conscious or phenomenological experiences. But the actual reach of the thesis, and Brentano’s intent as well, is to state the metaphysical necessity that phenomenology or reflexive consciousness comes as the precondition of intentional relation.
Knowledge
We have seen that the very possibility of intentional relation as an act of mental directedness at an object or at a content requires simultaneous reflexive directedness at the act itself, the reflexive consciousness or quality.


Reflexive directedness of phenomenology, inherent to the intentional act, does not just enable intentional directedness; at the same time it furnishes a case of evident knowledge. Here is a simple thought: if there is this reflexive qualitative phenomenology inherent to my act of intentional directedness, I am also aware of this quality. The very fact of reflexivity leads to the experiential evidence. Here is the summary of Brentano’s view on this count:
When an intentional phenomenon occurs to us, we (in inner awareness) know that it occurs; and in knowing this we grasp its essential nature. Whenever we judge we know what it is to judge. (Baumgartner, 1996: 33)
It is all the matter of a reflexive @ added to the objective relation (of the causal nature, say). The reflexive consciousness or phenomenology is not just the very stuff that enables intentional relation as a piece of mental directedness. It also provides a basis for evidential knowledge for someone to be engaged into the intentional act. Because of phenomenology, one possesses evidential knowledge of being engaged into the intentional act.

We may also call @ inner awareness. It is claimed that

(i) Inner awareness is inbuilt in that it is the component of experience itself (if this is the case, then higher-order theories of consciousness miss the point).

(ii) Inner awareness is peripheral, and only occasionally focal, as compared to the awareness of the intentional content.

(iii) Inner awareness is constitutive of phenomenology, so what-it’s-like of smelling flowers or the respective phenomenology is constituted by the inner awareness of the same. (Horgan and Kriegel, In press)
By these counts, inner awareness presents a basis for evident knowledge. 
Evidence
If one has inner awareness of something, then the bet is that this is evident to him. Brentano’s account of knowledge is derived from the essential qualitative nature of intentional acts. Because of the reflexive consciousness inherent into them, intentional acts are evident to their beholder.

Is one evidently aware of presentations (contents, objects) of intentional relations? This seems to be a natural way to go. Brentano certainly does not deny the existence of an objective world. But he also seems to concentrate upon whatever is presented before one’s mind. And these seem to be presentations. But the very existence of presentations would be opposed to the requirement of evidence, tied to the inner awareness and reflexive consciousness, which enables these presentations to get off the ground, and to start the intentional relation. It is thus evidence as a part of inner awareness deal that goes against appropriating of presentations and all other sorts of epistemic intermediaries. This is the basis of the so called Brentano’s reistic phase, whose main claim is that one stays away from dependent things, such as presentations, contents and other epistemic intermediaries. What stays on the stage then?
What we can say is that the person who thinks is real and the very act of thinking is a reality that the person is directly aware of. (Baumgartner, 1996: 33)
Just the thinker and the reality may be admitted. This enables epistemic evidence or inner awareness. And this one, as we have seen, is also the very precondition for intentional relation.


Evidence thus goes against appropriating of epistemic intermediaries. This is also the basic claim that something is evidently given: no intermediary is then needed. J.J. Gibson in his ecologist psychology and Donald Davidson in philosophy may be cited as rejecting the existence of epistemic intermediaries.

Here is an illustration of what an epistemic intermediary is. Take the Mueller-Lyer illusion. 
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There are three things involved into it:


(a) My belief that lines are of the same length.

(b) My (perceptual) experience that the lines are not of the same length.


(c) The (objectively measurable) situation in reality showing that the lines are of the same length.


The illusion is there because of the mismatch between (a) and (b). In fact (b) may be held to be an epistemic intermediary.


This is different for the case of intuition that provides an evident knowledge. If I have an intuitive knowledge, then I have just the belief and reality, in an evidential relation, just (a) and (c). This gives me an evident knowledge of whatever I am aiming at. The evident knowledge in question is infallible. It is close to the a priori, where belief directly touches reality, without the intervention of the possibly misguiding epistemic intermediaries. 
Infallibility
Now the issue is infallible knowledge. This is the knowledge where you cannot miss, where you have to be certain. But about what can knowledge be infallible?


Infallible knowledge cannot be gathered about everything in the world. The primary candidates for such knowledge are evident experiential acts. And these acts are narrow, i.e. they do not include the check-up in the external world. So the conscious experiences that one has provide an infallible knowledge.


One possible objection here is that experiences cannot lead to knowledge at all, for knowledge is justified true belief ( Kap = p & Bap & Jap: the person a knows that p just in case p is true, person a believes that p, and she is justified in her belief that p). Now, if one builds upon the knowledge involved into evidence of reflexive consciousness and inner awareness, there is the possibility that nothing will be true. But as truth is a basic requirement of knowledge, then in such a narrow account one cannot know anything at all.


The answer to this is that one knows nevertheless. One knows (cannot fail not to know) that one has this experience. This is the evident knowledge of the experiential narrow world.


The objection to this is that this may perhaps be the case, but such a knowledge is very limited. What about the knowledge of what happens in the world? Finally, most of knowledge that interests us belongs into this category.

The answer is that the experiential world is also a world. One can be certain and have knowledge about it. This is already important. On the other hand, if you wish to embark on knowledge of the external world, things become tricky: then you seem to be before the task of being in charge of everything in the world. But this just does not seem to be feasible. You seem to want to be a revolutionary, but these guys always mess up the world, they do not arrange or master it.
Brentano proposal of infallible knowledge is limited to the inner awareness, to the phenomenological beliefs that directly touch the reality of the whole experiential world, it is limited on the evidential basis. This is a bold, important and sensible thesis building on the kind of knowledge that we can really achieve.
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Notes
� And also a not too far known heritage of Veber’s, such as the work of Ludovik Bartelj from Dole pri Litiji, who elaborated the “hitting of reality” teachings, with the aim of shifting the accent from the peripheral presentational to the transcendent reality (the intuition part later in the paper will tackle this theme).


	The important Slovene philosophical tradition (from twenties and thirties in the twentieth century) still continues to be widely neglected, and I think the main reason is that the work of Brentano as the background to it is not studied by Slovene philosophers. People that did some work on it are mostly my friends: Seppo Sajama from Finland, Wolfgang Gombocz from Austria, my former pupil Bojan Žalec, and my younger colleague Vojko Strahovnik. They all did some study of Brentano.


	I decided to plunge deeper into Veber’s work at the time of war for Slovenia in 1991. Just before the short war started, I came from San Marino where I attended the conference on “Dasein and its brain”, including people such as Daniel Dennett, Hubert Dreifuss, Paul Churchland. With the support of Wilhelm Baumgartner from Würzburg, I conceived a TEMPUS project “Phenomenology and Cognitive Science”, which also included universities from Berlin, Graz, London and Trieste, Italy. In Italy, my main collaborator in this project was Paolo Bozzi, an important psychologist in Italian and Meinongian tradition (Kanisza, known for his nonexisting triangles, used to be one of his colleagues).  


� One of Slovene philosophers who knew Brentano’s work was Cene Logar, who studied in Brentano institute in Prague before WWII, being invited there by Kraus and supported by Brentano pupil president Masaryk. I met Logar in his old age. I asked him to write something and he sent me a paper on Brentano. I gave the paper to my teacher Franc Jerman, designed to appear in a collected book figuring Slovene Veber philosophy associates. Unfortunately, the book was never published, although the manuscript was ready. (By the way, Jerman took care of translating Brentano’s book “Psychology from an Empirical Point of View” into Slovene language, and he also wrote some studies on Brentano, including a study on Brentano’s logic that he conceived in Würzburg.) Logar was a tragic figure of extraordinary strength. During the WWII he was almost killed as partisan fighter. After the war, he began teaching philosophy at Ljubljana University, but was soon imprisoned in Tito’s Goli otok concentration camp for several years. He told me that the psychological torture to which he was exposed there was the worst that he lived through: “Your generation just cannot conceive the brutality of experiences we had to endure”. Returning from the imprisonment, Logar was prohibited to teach, and he earned his pay as statistical institute employee. His extraordinary strength is obvious in many books that he published, criticizing Brentanian tradition from the Marxist perspective. As a victim of the regime, he curiously finished to identify himself with his persecutors’ views. A tragic figure: his works were read by nobody: they were much too scholarly for Marxists who did not care about Brentano anyway, and if the phenomenologists saw Marxist criticisms, they shuffled the books away from their shelves. It is interesting though that Logar’s short swan song writing was dedicated to the pure Brentano. 


� Some years ago I had occasion to meet Fred Dretske at an international conference, and I asked him why his writings are so clear. He said that this must be because he was first educated as an engineer, and only later he turned to philosophy. His approach to the referential and intentional relation was influenced by the theory of information. Now I wish to stress that this explains the absence of phenomenology in his approach But I remember that my friend the originator of identity theory in the philosophy of mind, Ullin T, Place, once sent to me his discussion of consciousness with Dretske.


� My thanks for his help in preparing this paper go to Vojko Strahovnik.
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