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Brentano introduced intentionality into the modern philosophical landscape. In order to evaluate his position, we first take a look at current discussion involving the relation between consciousness/phenomenology and intentionality. Phenomenology of intentionality is introduced as a thesis against separatism. A natural question imposes itself about which kind of phenomenology is able to support intentional directedness. One view about phenomenology asserts its narrowness with the help of aspects, which may be introduced through possible worlds in opposition to the realist referentialism. This view of phenomenology does not enable an appropriate support of intentional directedness. It is argued that the whole actual experiential world narrow phenomenology is needed in order for intentionality to be there. On this basis, the following questions about Brentano's position are addressed: Does Brentano defend phenomenology of intentionality thesis or does he prefer separatism? Does Brentano buy narrowness in the broad sense of my and my brain in a vat equivalents' experiential world identity? If he defends the phenomenology of intentionality thesis – does Brentano conceive narrowness of phenomenology to be of the aspectual, Fregean senses or possible worlds indirect kind, as against the realist referential relation presumption? If Brentano does not accept the aspectual or possible world keyed indirect narrowness – what is then his criticism of the aspectual sense indirect narrowness, and again of the possible world keyed indirect narrowness? What pushes Brentano from local and global to the transglobal conception of narrowness, keyed to the experiential actual holistic world? It is the support of the intentional directedness by the active phenomenological narrow background.
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0. Brentano's thesis deserves an evaluation in respect to the relation between consciousness/phenomenology and intentionality.

It is well known that Brentano introduced the thesis of intentionality into the modern philosophical landscape. In every though, something is thought about, and in every desire something is desired. So there is intentional directedness at some content or object characterizing mental phenomena. The very fact that intentionality is the characteristics of mental phenomena brings consciousness into the forefront of discussion, for mental phenomena are generally thought to be of conscious nature. So there has to exist an important link between intentionality and consciousness.


Consciousness is a topics which is recently widely discussed. Many times, it is characterized as the qualitative what-it's-like experience, say the qualitative experience of tasting this particular brand of tea, the qualitative experience of looking at that shade of green, and again the experience of being myself, or maybe the qualitative experience of being a bat. Conscious experience is recently also referred to as phenomenology. This may appear confusing at first, for phenomenology is a historical philosophical movement that was promoted by Husserl but actually may be traced back to Brentano. Phenomenology as applying to the mental is rather the qualitative what-it's-like dimension of experiences. In other words, phenomenology in this sense is consciousness, so that one may talk about consciousness/phenomenology.


Brentano introduced both intentionality and consciousness into modern discussion, thereby combining medieval aristotelian and cartesian traditions. Recently, a debate about the relation between intentionality and consciousness/phenomenology developed in philosophical community, without that Brentano would be necessarily studied in this respect. (Horgan, T., Potrč, M. and Tienson, J. eds. 2002 Southern Journal of Philosophy issue on Origins may be one of the exceptions though.) Here is the agenda for the ensuing short exercise. We will first introduce the debate about the consciousness/phenomenology and intentionality relation such as it appears in the recent philosophical discussion. We will be attentive at some ways of how to interpret consciousness/phenomenology, and we will ask which of these would be appropriate for the needed support of intentionality. We will concentrate upon the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality, such as it has been articulated together with the thesis of intentionality of phenomenology. We will not mention Brentano in the first part of the paper. Precisely in this manner we will prepare the ground for sensibly asking questions about how Brentano considered the relation between consciousness/phenomenology and intentionality. We argue that he defends the genuine phenomenology of intentionality thesis. Let us turn now first to the articulation of this thesis without explicitly mentioning of Brentano. In fact, as we will try to demonstrate in the second part of the paper, this first part of the paper may also be read as an argumentative reconstruction of Brentano's view about phenomenology of intentionality. 

1. Phenomenology of intentionality is introduced as a thesis against separatism.

Intentionality is understood here as intentional directedness. If I think about the cat, I happen to be mentally directed at the cat, and not at something else, such as a dog. The nature of this directedness may be understood as the one involving the object cat or again the content cat. We are sympathetic to the content friendly interpretation of intentionality. But this comes later. At this introductory stage we can assert intentionality to be mental directedness at an object or at a content.


Phenomenology is understood here as qualitative or what-it's-like experience. If I see green grass, there is qualitative what-it's-like experience of seeing green grass, different in respect to the qualitative what-it's-like experience of touching white snow. The intentional object or content is then the green grass in the just discussed case, whereas intentional directedness is the qualitative feeling that comes along with the specific content which happens to be entertained. Many times, phenomenology or conscious experience is presented by cases involving such experiences as what-it's-like to feel pain, or qualitatively experiencing the presence of green color. 


It is often presumed that phenomenology, as it was just said, accompanies intentional directedness. This is then the basis for what may be called the separation thesis, according to which phenomenology and intentionality tend to come into existence together, without that there would exist any substantial link between them. As I think about the cat, according to this point of view, there is my intentional directedness at the cat. Quite without any real substantial or even constitutive relatedness to the intentional directedness though, there also appears an accompanying phenomenological quality, which typically goes with entertaining thoughts about cats, and that happens to be different to qualities coming along as you entertain cognitive or emotional experiences related to dogs or again to spiders, as the case might be. According to separatism thus there does not exist any substantial relation between intentionality and phenomenology. In respect to phenomenology itself, separatism presents it as being without any intentional directedness. (Potrč 2002) Separatism is thus a combined thesis affirming that phenomenology is separated from intentionality and that intentionality comes as separated from phenomenology.


Separatism is countered by the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality and of the intentionality of phenomenology (Horgan and Tienson 2002). This one asserts that each intentional act is basically supported by phenomenology, and also that each phenomenological act is basically supported and enabled by its intentional directedness. So my intentional thought about the cat is constitutively supported by phenomenology or qualitative consciousness. The phenomenology coming along with the cat-thought does not just accompany this thought, but in fact it enables it. There would not be any intentional directedness without its phenomenological basis. If noticing of the color green or feeling of pain are examples of what-it's-like phenomenological experiences, then these are not themselves without intentional directedness. Phenomenological experiences actually come along with directedness at the experiential space: I feel pain at a specific location of my body. This intentional directedness of phenomenological experiences again is not just something that somehow not very clearly accompanies them. Intentional directedness rather happens to be the supportive ingredient that enables phenomenological experiences to be there. There is no pain without the intentional space at which its experience happens to be directed. This is what the thesis of intentionality of phenomenology claims, in a short outline. In the following, we will concentrate upon the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality, tackling first of all the question which kind of phenomenology is adequate for the support of intentional directedness.

2. Which kind of phenomenology is able to support intentional directedness?

Once as we appropriate the thesis that phenomenology is basic for intentional directedness, and that it does not just somehow contingently accompany it, the question arises about what kind of phenomenology it is that supports intentional directedness. We will take a look at some possible candidates in a moment. Before going this way however, a specific characteristics of phenomenology should be briefly introduced. Phenomenology, we claim, is narrow: the qualitative phenomenological experience may well be shared by myself and by my brain in a vat experiential duplicate. Let us presume that I have an external world and that my brain in a vat experiential duplicate hasn't. But we can both still perfectly well share our experiences, so that in this respect the external world happens to be put under parentheses, as one can argue. Perhaps one may initially claim that intentional relation is wide, and thus that it relates to the external world. This is at least the manner in which causal or teleological renderings of intentional relation tend to proceed. It seems more plausible on the other hand to assert that phenomenology or qualitative conscious experience may be characterized by what is proper to my inner psychological life, without recourse to the just mentioned external world. And if one takes a slightly further look at how matters stand, then it may be the case that intentional directedness, if it is constitutively supported by phenomenology, will itself turn out to be narrow, thereby subverting the formerly mentioned wide interpretation of intentionality. Once as one buys this assertion as well, the question is then which kind of narrowness one should appropriate in order to enable intentional directedness, i.e. which kind of narrowness is such that that the phenomenology of intentionality comes into the picture, thereby allowing intentionality to be effectively there.


We will take a look at two manners according to which one may interpret narrowness of phenomenology. The first interpretation of narrowness of phenomenology is motivated by its opposition to the realist referential view, against which it argues by making usage of the phenomenology's aspectual nature, recurring to possible worlds in this direction. But there is yet another view of narrowness of phenomenology, which is opposed to the just mentioned one. This approach appropriates the actual world. The whole experiential actual world then underlies the kind of phenomenology which can effectively support intentional directedness. We will indeed argue that just this second holistic and actualist view of phenomenology is able to support intentionality, thereby underlying the very possibility of the phenomenology of intentionality. Be it as it may – the question can be put as the one about what kind of narrow phenomenology fits the phenomenology of intentionality thesis.

3. One view about phenomenology asserts its narrowness with the help of aspects, which may be introduced through possible worlds in opposition to the realist referentialism.

Here is a plausible looking proposal about how to construe narrowness that can be agreed to function as the feature that is needed for phenomenology. If there is a cat out there in the world, so this has to be a fact about the external world. There is a causal externalist relation then in which I am positioned in respect to the cat. Such external causal relation also supports my utterance of the word “cat”. If I say “cat”, then I try to refer to the cat. Obviously this externalist and referential view about how language functions does not support phenomenology and narrowness, it is not made with narrowness or phenomenology in mind. In fact, just to the contrary and by exclusion of the former theme we have to do with a realist interpretation of the world. According to it, I can always check in the external and causally effective world whether there exist correspondents of the terms to which I try to refer in my language. If I say that “There is a cat over here”, but then I check whether this is the case, and I find out that it isn't the case, i.e. that there is no cat in the targeted region of the world right now, one may talk about referential failure. Obviously, all this stuff does not support either narrowness or phenomenology. So it may be recommended that the just sketched referential and realist picture of the language-relation should be opposed if our wish is to bring narrowness and phenomenology into the picture. Direct relation between language and the world, or between mind and the world, if we talk about intentional relations, will not do. So we may rather wish to introduce an indirect relation into the picture. Aspects seem to offer themselves well in this direction. Instead of “the cat”, which here functions as a direct referential expression, we may introduce descriptions, such as “the nice animal here in vicinity”, “my pet creature”, “the feline inhabitant of our house”. These descriptions do not capture the referent directly, but rather, as just mentioned, they provide several aspects, which point to the feature in the world in an indirect manner. We can claim that we do not have to do with the referent anymore, but with several senses, capturing aspects and not the referential relation between language and the world. This indirect relation to the world, from the side of language or again from the side of the mind related intentionality, seems to be much more adapt to narrowness and therewith to phenomenology than is the direct realist world related picture. The main thing to avoid for someone concerned to promote phenomenology or consciousness is a realist picture of the world and the referential direct relation to the world which language and thought are supposed to engage in. In other words, the real actual world and reference to it should be avoided, in profit of the more indirect possible worlds. These possible worlds are able to capture the referential or intentionally directed aspects and through this, they may lead the way towards narrowness and phenomenology. Why would possible worlds be fitting to narrowness? Because they are away from the actual world and from its direct relation, and narrowness seems to be rather an indirect relation, in that it is not aimed at the external referents. Why would possible worlds be close to phenomenology? For similar reasons: phenomenology is narrow and therefore it is indirect, at least it does not seem to consist in a direct relation to a realist external world and to the entities that reside in it. So possible worlds seem to be appropriate for rendering of narrow phenomenology, in the aspectual sense. Possible worlds namely take actuality to be just one of several mediated realms. And in these mediated realms at least there seems to be the place for narrowness and phenomenology that get excluded from direct external relations.


The story may be told in such a manner that we try kind of indulge into history of philosophy. Although in the next lines, there will be mentioning of some historical figures, no meticulous textual adequacy is intended. Terms will simply be explained and used in the manner as we understand them. But the overall historical adequacy in respect to the main ideas and figures that represent them still seems to be there in the broad outline. The aspectual way to go may be captured by embracing Fregean senses, as against the Russellian referential relation. The Morning Star and the Evening Star present two aspectual senses of one worldly referent, the planet Venus. The first one shows its aspectual characteristics of appearing in the sky in the morning, and the second one shows the aspect of the same planet appearing in the evening. In this respect, both of the mentioned senses are rather epistemic, and they are therefore not ontologically centered. They do not aim at what realistically exists out there, quite independently of observers, in the world; they rather aim at the epistemic access of whatever is there in the world. Putting stress upon these aspectual features somehow treats the external world as if it would be in parentheses, so that the epistemic aspectual characteristics are in the foreground. Anyway, this seems to go into direction of narrowness, as against an externalist approach. This is why Fregean senses, as against Russellian reference, seem to be more adapted to rendering of narrow phenomenology. Notice that Russell, in his theory of descriptions, embraced realist approach. The point of theory of descriptions is that it takes a look at the world, in the referential realm, in order to adjudicate whether there really exist entities that happen to be mentioned in language by a certain sentence. A sentence such as “The actual king of France is bald” seems to point to, or refer to an entity which is an actual king of France, attributing a certain property to him. The analysis of language such as proposed by the theory of descriptions is a tool helping to decide whether the sentence is meaningful. It certainly is meaningful in that it articulates and transmits an idea, the one that the sentence's content expresses. But the task of the theory of descriptions is to analyze this and to see whether the analyzed ingredients correspond to reality – whether whatever the linguistic reference aims at has a correspondent in the world. Analysis reveals that the sentence has three ingredients which are presupposed in it: that there exists an entity, that this unique entity is the actual king of France, and that this entity possesses a certain property, namely that of being bald. The analysis lays bare the ingredients that were presupposed in what the sentence asserted, without that these presuppositions would be explicitly stated. Now as these ingredients are explicitly stated by the help of the analysis, we may undertake the task of checking out whether there really exists an entity such as the king of France in the actual world, just as the sentence has presupposed. Turning to the realist environment of the actual world, we then discover that there is no such entity around. We may thus say that the existential presupposition has proven to be misleading. Now, this shows that Russell sticked to criteria of realistic actual world as the underlying stuff at which philosophical analysis points. We are not looking at some fictional world thus, but at the actual world, the world of realist nature, to see whether assertions in language have any weight. Notice that by this stress which he put on actuality, upon the actual realistic world, Russell was in dispute with the view that there are also other kinds of existence present, besides to the actual realistic one. The view that Russell attacked is promoted by Meinong, who introduced other kinds of existence besides to the actual realist world hooked existence. According to the Meinongian theory of objects, each intentional directedness has some object, and just a small subset of all objects is actual. So, there are not just realist actual objects or entities around, but also possible objects and narration-introduced ones. The actual king of France is a case in point, for he has existence as an entity that came into being through narration. Although that he is a fictional entity, he still has a kind of existence, namely the existence in the realm of fiction. There are fictional objects, and possible objects as for this matter, besides to the realistically present actual objects. Meinong thus expanded the realm of existents which now encompassed a lot more than just the realistically present actual stuff. But the directly present actual stuff certainly does not seem to be narrow – and notice that this is the direction embraced by Russell. As against this, the fictional stuff, possible worlds realms and similar are closer to the indirect and aspectual nature of narrow phenomenology. This is why, if we wish to be phenomenology-friendly, embracing first of all its narrow nature, we should prefer going along with aspects, with Fregean senses, and with possible worlds, including other non-realist realms, such as fictional multi-layered entities, staying thus with the indirect features and not with the direct referential stuff. This is thus a story about how to appropriate access to the narrow phenomenological stuff as against the realist actualist view of the world. 


Notice that such an anti-realist and ultimately narrow phenomenology friendly proposal is embraced by some proponents of consciousness. So, Chalmers defends “Ontological Anti-Realism”, where he is eager to embrace abstract entities, possible worlds and similar features, claiming along with this that all things considered he is not committed to their ultimate existence. He also defends the Fregean account (“Propositions and Attitude Ascriptions: A Fregean Account”), as against the Russellian realist account, in direction of narrow phenomenology affirmation, and in opposition to the actualist realism. And in the Index of his The Conscious Mind (1996), Chalmers gives possible worlds, without mentioning the actual world. We think that in all this, he aims at an account of narrow consciousness or phenomenology, as this one is opposed to the Russellian ways to indulge into matters. So Fregean senses and possible worlds go against the Russellian reference. 

4. The aspectual possible world asserted narrowness of phenomenology though does not enable an appropriate support of intentional directedness.

We should now return to our main question, namely whether this aspectual and possible worlds friendly anti-realist approach to consciousness or phenomenology is able to provide such a kind of phenomenology that would enable intentional directedness. Our answer to this question is negative. In order to see why matters turn out to be like that, we can come back to our phenomenology of intentionality thesis. We have claimed that, according to this thesis, phenomenology does not just accompany intentional directedness – which is a mark of separatism – but that it rather is constitutively there as the very possibility of intentional directedness. 


The narrowness as conceived by the anti-realist aspectual phenomenology rejects the impact of the actual world. The actual world is thereby understood as realist and external world. So, the aspectual view of narrowness and phenomenology gets promoted in opposition and therewith in respect to the realist actual world. This kind of narrowness is obtained by its property of being indirect, just as Fregean senses are indirect in respect to the Russellian reference. Now, the realist world certainly does not offer a basis for the phenomenological support of intentionality, for the simple reason that it does not care about phenomenology at all. The question is whether aspectual narrowness is able to provide such a support, i.e. phenomenological support of intentional directedness. If we look at aspects, such as Fregean senses, we can see that these aspects or senses, close to descriptions as against referents, are just indirect in respect to these referents. But there is actually no significant impact of phenomenology or of consciousness involved into this indirect approach. Fregean senses accord quite well with their referential basis in that they do not provide any qualitative phenomenological stuff. But notice that even if there would be phenomenology involved into the aspectual indirect approach, there would still be no necessity that it would need to be there in order to enable intentional directedness. In the best case it would just accompany intentional content. The description “our feline pet” which indirectly catches its referent cat, has phenomenology as it seems just in an accompanying manner.


Notice that the recourse to aspects, such as senses, provides local targeting of the referent. Each description or sense captures just one local manner of pointing at the referent. But such a local environment does not provide a powerful enough phenomenology that would push in direction of intentionality. On the other hand, the aspectual approach has shown that the global support would not do either, where the global world is understood as an external realist one. This is what the aspectual way of approaching matters has shown.

5. The recourse to the whole actual experiential world narrow phenomenology is needed in order for the appropriate support of intentional directedness to be there.

What is needed for the relation of intentional directedness to get off the ground? If there is just causal relation present, between a thought and its referent, there does not seem to be any real support for the agent to be intentionally directed at the referent. So we may say that in fact we are not intentionally directed at the referent or at the external object, but at the content. And the question is then what pushes us to engage into this kind of directedness. It certainly does not seem to be the external relation, for we cannot see any push to the intentional from the purely causal and externally conceived forces. The external causal relation seems to bee too restricted and locally constrained in order that it would be able to deliver the needed intentional aiming. 


Let us now turn to aspects as candidates for support of intentional directedness. Aspects with descriptions as their linguistic and with senses as their mental equivalents are broader in their nature, for they enlarge the involved local environment. Aspects or senses are indirect as opposed to the immediate directness of causal relation, and thereby they involve a larger chunk of the environment as a possible support of intentional relation. But it is still questionable whether they provide any real support or the needed push for somebody to think about something else. Perhaps the aspectual senses invite you to be intentionally directed at a certain aspect that they involve, but this is not to say that they provide resources for someone to be able to be directed at all. As we just noticed, there is no special phenomenology involved into aspects or senses. And also, if there would be such involvement, it would be too local in order to provide the needed push. Senses that involve aspectual story perhaps took us away from the needed engagement for intentional directedness, by their very indirect nature. If this is the case, then we need something more directly involving and engaging for the intentional relation to get off the ground. And this agrees with the common sense intuition that there should be some background for intentional directedness to come off the ground. Such background may well be specified in terms of morphological content (Horgan and Potrč 2010; Potrč 2008). But although this move is important by its very promotion of cognitive background in the just considered matter, it would in overall just specify some cognitive mechanisms related to it. The supportive role of phenomenology in what we call phenomenology of intentionality would not yet be specified though. So we need the background, and namely the phenomenological background, in order for phenomenology of intentionality to function. 


Such a phenomenological background, with the engagement that is needed in order for intentional directedness to be there, may come if we retreat from the indirect approach coming along with the aspects or senses as a manner in which we tried to escape direct externalist referentialism in direction of indirect phenomenology. In order to accomplish this move we had to reject externalist referential actualism, thereby approaching aspects and possible worlds as against actual worlds that are friendly to these aspects and senses.


How to break out of this story so that we can proceed along the path that is needed here? At this point we can take another recourse to history of philosophy, similarly as we have engaged into it a while ago. The previous first attempt at how to obtain phenomenology and its narrowness came out as a reaction to the externalist referential and actualist view of the world, along the lines of the Russellian theory of descriptions metaphysical underpinning. As against possible worlds and their metaphysical grounding Russell cling to the actual realist world and to the provable existence of the referred to/described entities in it. Now, in his theory of descriptions, Russell certainly defended a realist externalist view of the world the recourse to which he needed in order to verify the existential presuppositions that are involved into descriptive phrases. It is usually forgotten though that at the same time Russell developed an epistemological approach, going along with the former view – that of acquaintance. It is thus not only the matter that entities should exist in the world in order for referential expressions to be true. One also has to have a direct epistemic access to these entities, and this is exactly what the relation of acquaintance is about. Notice that acquaintance involves epistemic engagement of the concerned agent. Now, what does the current situation amount to? On the one hand we have Russell's realist externalist referential and actualist view of the world. But on the other hand and together with this we also have acquaintance as the epistemic direct engagement relation to the world. Theory of descriptions substantially involves the acquaintance story. But why? Here is a possible answer, which will also provide a different story about the narrow phenomenology, and that will hopefully be adequate for our purposes. We said that the aspectual and sense involving trial to provide narrowness which is needed for phenomenology went against Russell's metaphysical realism and actualism. But through the epistemic ingredient of acquaintance now, we can pull actualism back into the picture, and this means that we can appropriate the world. This goes against the aspectual and the senses involving account of narrowness which exactly was introduced in order to expel the realist world from the story. As the world returns onto the stage now, it is not the realist world anymore. Rather, it is an acquaintance related experiential world. Such a world is narrow indeed, because it is an experiential world. It is a global matter as well, as it is a whole world – and this is the trait that we missed with the aspectual or Fregean senses leaning account of narrowness and phenomenology. Being holistic and narrow, we may then claim that this acquaintance induced experiential world is an actual phenomenological world, and that exactly such a world can provide the needed environment for intentional directedness to get off the ground. The narrow holistic phenomenological background then does not just accompany cases of intentional directedness, such as my thinking about the cat. Indeed it forms the very presupposition for such intentional relatedness to be there. It is the background that enables me to think about the cat, or to possess any other intentionally directed act, as for this matter. The phenomenological background is not the content itself. It is rather the qualitative push that makes one to be directed at a specific content. We have actualism again. But it is not realist, and rather it is an experiential actualism, going along with the guidelines of Russellian acquaintance. This is an actualism involving the whole world, a holistic actual experiential world. Such a world is transglobal, for it is not a local, and moreover not just a global world. Rather it is phenomenology constituted narrow actual world. By introducing this transglobal actual holistic experiential world, we have obtained the needed environment, the phenomenological narrow environment, which makes the directedness of the intentional content possible. Nothing less is needed in order for intentional directedness to be there. The experiential transglobal phenomenological environment is the appropriate story concerning the phenomenology of intentionality. Common sense would also agree that an act of directedness at the intentional content is not possible without the whole world implicitly supporting it in the background, a point that Wittgenstein would agree with. Just the agent who inhabits the whole experiential world is able to be intentionally mentally directed. The whole world though is not there explicitly for each occasion of intentional directedness. It rather implicitly supports such a directedness as the needed experiential background. The transglobal approach to narrowness encompasses the whole experiential world, transcending local and global environment, providing the appropriate phenomenology for phenomenology of intentionality.

6. Sam and Dave in the actual world

People sympathetic to consciousness or phenomenology made mistake to conceive of its narrowness as aspectual and Fregean senses related narrowness. Consider that there are Sam and Dave in the actual world, and that I see them slightly in the distance, without recognizing which one of the figures is Sam and which is Dave. But I am in a direct relation to them, in the actual world. Now I just know that either Sam is the father of Dave, or that Dave is the father of Sam. What do I do? I am referring to whoever I do in a direct manner, and I am attributing a property to him, which may be misguided or again which may fit. As I am in the actual world, no aspect or Fregean like sense twist can help me out here. This story is just a criticism of the local aspectual phenomenology narrowness. Another story that is needed for an adequate account of phenomenology of intentionality proceeds along the holistic experiential world actualism.

7. Brentano and the Phenomenology of Intentionality thesis

After having taken a look at the thesis of phenomenology of intentionality in the broad overall framework of the reconstructed current philosophical discussion, we may now ask some questions in this area in relation to the work of Brentano. Here they are:

· Does Brentano defend phenomenology of intentionality thesis, or does he prefer separatism?

· Does Brentano buy narrowness in the broad sense of my and my brain in a vat equivalent's experiential world identity?

· If he defends the phenomenology of intentionality thesis – does Brentano conceive narrowness of phenomenology to be of aspectual, Fregean senses or possible worlds indirect kind, as against the realist referential relation presumption?

· If Brentano does not accept the aspectual or possible world keyed indirect narrowness – what is then his criticism of the aspectual sense indirect narrowness (Frege), and again of the possible world keyed indirect narrowness (Meinong)?

· What pushes Brentano from local and global to the transglobal conception of narrowness, keyed to the experiential actual holistic world? The answer is that this is the ability to support the intentional directedness by the active phenomenological narrowness functioning as the background.

These questions follow a decision tree of several positions leading to the reconstruction of Brentano's view about phenomenology of intentionality. They can serve as our guide into the investigation of the central Brentano's notion of intentionality, pointing out the need for its gradual phenomenological enrichment. Our claim is thus that Brentano defended the phenomenology of intentionality thesis, and not just intentionality thesis. His intentionality thesis is actually phenomenology of intentionality thesis.

8. Does Brentano defend phenomenology of intentionality thesis, or does he prefer separatism?

We may start with the basic question, which introduces the difference between the bare intentional thesis and between the phenomenology of intentionality thesis. At the outset one needs to state again that Brentano is the very person who introduced intentionality in the modern discussion, rejuvenating thus an aristotelian and medieval theme. In every thought, something is thought about, and in every desire something is desired. There is no further question thus whether he is committed to the intentionality or mental directedness thesis. But it is interesting that he combined the aristotelian intentionality relation with the consciousness centered cartesian take on things. This may be historical testimony for Brentano embracing not just intentionality, but the phenomenology of intentionality. There is not just the bare intentional relation around, whatever this may mean. Intentionality comes onto the stage as supported by consciousness/phenomenology. You cannot separate cartesian Brentano from the aristotelian one.


The question whether Brentano defends just the intentionality thesis or the phenomenology of intentionality thesis may be therefore asked as the question whether he considers consciousness or phenomenology to be important for intentionality. The answer to this question is affirmative, for Brentano considers intentional relation to be constitutively and reflexively intertwined with, as one may say, reflexive consciousness: intentional relation cannot come to fulfillment, or better to say it cannot get off the ground unless there is the constitutive reflexive support of consciousness through which the intentional directedness gets enabled. If I am intentionally directed at the cat, if I have a cat-related thought, this can only happen because at the same time as I am intentionally directed at the content or at the object, I am reflexively conscious about this directedness.


This is the picture about Brentano's intentional relation which was repeatedly pointed out to me by Wilhelm Baumgartner. There is this intentional relation. But as we are in the realm of the mental phenomena, as we can talk about the mental intentional directedness, this can only succeed in the case where the intentional relation is constitutively supported by the fact that it is entertained by the agent dealing with conscious reflexive directedness at the very moment where there is an act of intentional directedness. As one analyzes the intentional phenomenon, one may thus talk about the mereological constitution of mental phenomena. Brentano's reistic phase in respect to this may be reconstructed in the following manner: phenomenon is an accidental whole with substance as its only proper part. Take any of my intentional acts, such as my thought about the cat. This kind of thought is accidentally there; there is no a priori necessity for me to entertain it. But the necessary condition for me to be able to entertain it is the very existence of substance-support in the center of each mental phenomenon: the substance involves phenomenology/consciousness as the very possibility for a mental phenomenon such as my thought to be there. (Potrč 1995) This very fact proves Brentano's adoption of the phenomenology of intentionality thesis. Brentano says the following about the intentional relation: “As in every relation, two correlates can be found here. The one correlate is the act of consciousness, the other is that which it is directed upon” (Brentano 1995: 23).


The just announced close intertwining of intentionality and of consciousness/phenomenology shows that Brentano's conception of intentionality avoids separatism. For Brentano intentionality and consciousness/phenomenology come together or they would not be there at all. So it would be wrong to concentrate just at the intentional relation, without any consciousness being involved into the story. For this would bring in such separatist conceptions of intentionality as is the causal or teleological account of intentional directedness, which does not assign any crucial role to consciousness/phenomenology. But such ways to go are certainly not embraced by Brentano. Also quite clearly for him phenomenology/consciousness is not just an accompanying feature as separatism requires. The whole experiential world is involved into phenomenology, with its actualist and implicit effectivity. Brentano is clearly opposed to separatism as he explicitly stresses the importance and the grounding role of consciousness in supporting intentional relation. Here is the famous passage where he introduces intentionality:


“Every mental phenomenon is characterized by what the scholastics of the Middle Ages called the intentional (and also mental) inexistence of an object, and what we would call, although not in 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. Each one includes something as object within itself, although not always in the same way. In presentation, something is presented, in judgment something is affirmed or denied, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire desired, etc. This intentional inexistence is exclusively characteristic of mental phenomena.” (Brentano 1874: 115-116)

The just quoted passage may support various interpretations. We will here just point out what fits our phenomenology of intentionality approach. Yes, there is intentional directedness. But Brentano repeatedly stresses that it is a matter appearing in the realm of the mental. So, whatever is presented, thought or desired is a part of the mental realm. It has its existence inside of a mental phenomenon. And mental phenomenon may exist only if in its essence it is supported by consciousness/phenomenology, or in other words if it happens to be entertained by a conscious agent. The object Brentano is interested in thus only exists as inhabiting the mental, phenomenology supported realm. If the just quoted passage is attentively read, it supports the view that Brentano introduced the phenomenology of intentionality thesis, and not just a bare and perhaps separatism friendly intentionality thesis. Concentrating upon the mental phenomena, Brentano's approach may be further given a narrow interpretation, we may argue next.

9. Does Brentano buy narrowness in the broad sense of my and my brain in a vat equivalent experiential world identity?

The very importance that Brentano assigns to phenomenology/consciousness shows that he does not embrace external relations and that he to the contrary rather embraces narrow perspective, i.e. a perspective that puts stress upon conscious experiential world and that so he actually affirms the equivalence between my and my brain in a vat duplicate experiential world. As we just stated, Brentano is engaged into the story involving mental phenomena. These are mental phenomena whose very existence depends upon the fact that they are consciousness/phenomenology supported. Nothing in the just stated famous quote refers to the importance of the external world. If there is objectivity, it is immanently there, namely it comes as immanent to the mental phenomena. But these, as we argued, need to be grounded in phenomenology/consciousness for Brentano. This all more than proves that it is sensible to interpret Brentano as buying the equivalence of my experiential world to the world of my brain in a vat experiential duplicate. The brain in a vat setting excludes external reality, at least in the methodological sense so that one may genuinely concentrate upon the realm of the mental. If such is the case, then each intentional act will be seen as consciousness/phenomenology constituted experiential act. And this is then the basis for centering at the mental experiential realm. So Brentano's way to go buys a narrow story, excluding the external world, and thereby the equivalence of my and my brain in a vat experiential duplicate.


An additional explanation may be helpful here though. I like the passage in which Brentano says something like this: After all, he says, we should not deny the existence of the external world that is there independently of our experiences. (“Die Existenz einer von uns unabhaengingen Welt werden wir uns aber nicht leugnen lassen.”) In this manner Brentano somehow ironically affirms  methodological limitation to what is internal to our experiences and to the equivalence between my and my brain in a vat duplicate's experiential world. Brain in a vat, after all, does not need to deny the existence of the external world, a point which was exploited by Putnam. It just helps us to concentrate at what is essential in the mental phenomena story. Brain in a vat has an experiential world, and therefore it possesses all the phenomenology and intentionality, it possesses phenomenal intentionality, just as I do as well, all in hoping that I myself do not inhabit the brain in a vat situation.


Yes, Brentano buys narrowness, and he is committed to the complete phenomenology of intentionality as it is possessed by a brain in a vat. We do not need to indulge into the realm of the skeptics at this moment; it is just sufficient that we mention her.


Here is a quote from Brentano confirming our interpretation: “Not only have we shown that in fact none of our evident perceptions relates to the external objects. We also have shown that such perceptions are not possible at all, be it in our own case or in the case of some other thinking being.” (Brentano, 1981)

10. If Brentano defends the phenomenology of intentionality thesis – does he conceive narrowness of phenomenology to be of aspectual, Fregean senses or possible worlds indirect kind, as against the realist referential relation presumption?

We have seen by now that Brentano defends phenomenology of intentionality thesis, thus the intertwining of phenomenology/consciousness and of the intentional relation. As he puts stress upon conscious experiences, he also defends the thesis of narrowness, i.e. of absence of the external world's involvement into phenomenological and/or into intentional relation. 


The question is now in what manner does Brentano construe this narrowness. If he would argue against the importance of direct relation to the external world in the intentional construal, he would have recourse to senses or aspects as rather indirect construals that would lead to narrowness. But this is not the case, as among other things, he explicitly rejects existence of all dependent entities, such as aspects or senses, most clearly in his reistic phase. According to his reistic view, there are just things, such as “there-is-this-thinking-thing”, or “there-is-this-cat-thinking-thing”, where the mentioned thing is conscious or content centered entity. Thus again, there are no dependently existing entities, such as presentations or thoughts. There are just conscious things, such as “a-thinking-think-right-now-and-here”. As both Fregean senses and possible worlds are dependent entities, Brentano does not adopt them.


Brentano does not argue agains the existence of an external world, existing independently of our experiential and mental realm. As we have mentioned he ironically admits the existence of such a world, all in concentrating upon an analysis of mental phenomena. This is why he is also not interested in promoting mental phenomena as several aspects that would be there in respect to the worldly externally existing entities. Each mental phenomenon is substantially phenomenology endowed. It is to be studied independently of the external world, whose existence again does not need to be denied. But this is not a big deal. The essential part is adoption of the phenomenology of intentionality. So there is no big arguing agains the realist referential presumption in Brentano.


What about possible worlds? In the view of Brentano all possibilities are to be measured upon the actuality of the immediate experiential phenomenological world. Each mental appearance needs to have phenomenology in its basis, the conscious what-it's-like quality of being entertained by an agent, by a conscious substance. Possibilities are thus measured by the actuality of phenomenological experiences.

11. If Brentano does not accept the aspectual or possible world keyed indirect narrowness – what is then his criticism of the aspectual sense indirect narrowness (Frege), and again of the possible world keyed indirect narrowness (Meinong)?

Adopting phenomenology of intentionality thesis, Brentano is an actualist. He is interested into mental phenomena and into the actual consciousness-supported experiential world. So he does not accept possible worlds. Notice that possible worlds introduce indirect narrowness, indirect if measured with the actual world.


We have also stated that Brentano rejects the existence of dependent entities. This may mean that he only takes on board independent entities, such as mental phenomena. Brentano's reistic phase is perhaps clearest in this direction. Whoever embraces reism does not buy indirectly, i.e. independently existing entities, and these include Fregean senses. Fregean senses are aspects, and namely they are aspects, perhaps potentially infinite in their number, in respect to the existence of referents. Morning Star and Evening Star are two senses that aim at the referent, which exists independently of them in the external world. But senses are dependent in respect to this referent. Notice also that Brentano does not argue against the realist external world; he is just not concerned  about it, and he kind of puts it under parentheses, which allows him to adopt not an indirect form of narrowness but an engaged narrowness. Aspects, senses and possible worlds do not accord with the actualist evidential engagement such as it is dealt with in Brentano's analysis of mental phenomena.


Brentano does not agree with the Meinongian theory of objects either, for he does not think that objects are what intentional relation is directed at. We have seen that objects for him are inexistent, that they inhabit phenomenology supported intentional relation. They are not external objects though. Rather, the intentional relation targets contents. We can point out an important fact at this stage. Similarly as Frege presupposes the existence of the referent in the external world, in relation to which senses come as dependently existing entities, Meinong perhaps is not committed just to the externally existing referents, but still he tries to preserve a direct referential relation to objects. Meinong namely sticks to the objectual relation of direct reference, no matter what. He takes seriously the hint in Brentano's intentionality quote according to which each mental phenomenon is directed at something, which means at an object, according to Meinong. Brentano however was not committed to the existence of objects. He was interested in an analysis of phenomena on the basis of phenomenology of intentionality thesis. This is why the difference between content and object ultimately did not really matter to him. Brentano was also not interested in defending a view of truth as direct correspondence with some ultimately real support. This is different for Meinong though who really sticks to just such a project. There has to be a direct referential relation, a direct relation to an object, even if this objects does not exist in external reality, as Meinong says. Precisely in order to safeguard the conception of truth as direct correspondence Meinong introduces several strata of objects. These objects may be conceived as possible worlds, with their ontological reality. It is acceptable for Meinong that these objects are evidentially, consciousness supported. But they are still dependent ontological entities, there is no independent realm that would have an actualist existence only, as this is the case for Brentano. By introducing several strata of objectual realms, Meinong introduces possible worlds as dependent entities, in counter-distinction to the one actual world – which would rather agree with (monistic) reism that Brentano proposes. At the end of his Theory of Categories Brentano namely presents a monistic view of the world.

12. What pushes Brentano from local and global to the transglobal conception of narrowness, keyed to the experiential actual holistic world? The answer is that this is the ability to support intentional directedness by the active phenomenological narrowness functioning as the background.

Back to basics again. One may say that Brentano really introduced intentionality into the modern philosophical discussion, just as it is obvious from the previously reported quote. But in order for the intentional relation to function at all, Brentano needed an appropriate support. This support may perhaps first tried to be obtained by the external referential relation. But this goes against Brentano's concentration upon the mental phenomena. So external world should be put under parentheses at this stage, and a more indirect approach should be tried out. Aspectual approach involving Fregean senses or Meinongian objectual strata is proposed here. Aspects do not carry phenomenological quality along with them, and they are possibilist, countering thereby Brentano's evidentialist actualism. A more engaging and broader phenomenological environment is needed so that the intentional relation could be supported. In the end it turns out that just the really broad transglobal experiential world is able to support intentional relation. In other words, a cognizer should inhabit the whole experiential world in order for him to be able to entertain intentional relation. Zombies are without intentional directedness. 


The first narrowness that one meets while searching for the the support of intentional relation may be local, the separatist kind of narrowness, where phenomenology comes in independent accompanying chunks. But this will not do. So one tries to broaden the search for an appropriate phenomenology in the direction of aspects and other dependent entities. This is a local environment again. The whole world will not do either. Only if the whole world is conceived to be experiential, the intentional relation can start to function. This is the transglobal world, which is needed for intentionality. Such is our reconstruction of Brentano's itinerary, proving that phenomenology of intentionality is really needed for intentionality to be there.


Let us rehearse some points that we encountered in our inquiry. As Brentano does not buy the aspectual narrowness, which is neither phenomenological nor really narrow – for it is a case of indirect narrowness – he must buy the other kind of narrowness: the holistic actualist phenomenal experiential world related narrowness. The phenomenology that is really involved here is transglobal: it does not just encompass the world, but the experiential holistic world, which means that phenomenology/consciousness is really implied into it. Just this kind of phenomenology is able to get the intentional directedness off the ground, confirming therewith the basic and constitutive phenomenal intentionality to which Brentano is really committed. In order to get intentional directedness off the ground, Brentano needs the kind of phenomenology which involves the whole experiential world, functioning as the implicit background in support of intentional acts. This again proves that Brentano defends phenomenology of intentionality thesis.
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