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Abstract:

Reism or concretism are the labels for a positiontology and semantics that
is represented by various philosophers. As Kazimigjdukiewicz and Jan
Wolenski have shown, there are two dimensions with whicl abstract
expression of reism can be made concrete: Theamitall dimension of reism
says that only things exist; the semantic dimengbrreism says that all
concepts must be reduced to concrete terms in ¢odee meaningful. In this
paper we argue for the following two theses: (1jhAr Schopenhauer has
advocated a reistic philosophy of language whigfs g¢hat all concepts must
ultimately be based on concrete intuition in ortiebe meaningful. (2) In his
semantics, Schopenhauer developed a theory of Wiggrams that can be
interpreted by modern means in order to concrdtizeabstract position of
reism. Thus we are not only enhancing Jan W&Keés list of well-known
reists, but we are also adding a diagrammatic deémento concretism,
represented by Schopenhauer.

Keywords: Semantics, Reism, Reification, Abstraction, Plupdsy of
Language, Logic Diagrams, Jan Witdki.

1. Introduction

In his article published ifhe Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosopdty the doctrine of reism, Jan
Wolenski remarks that it has been anticipated by a nunobephilosophers from antiquity to
modernity. The list includes names such as Thonwsbels, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, and Franz
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Brentano, and eventually points at the Polish gbider Tadeusz Kotafski as the one who has
presented the “most developed version” of the doef31]. Kazimierz Ajdukiewicz and Waiski
concretize the abstract concept of reism by digdinnto an ontological (only things are real) and
a semantic dimension (concepts must be reducddngs) [1], [31]. In this paper, we argue (1) that
the above-given list should be enhanced by the rafrttee philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer, who
was born in Danzig in 1788 and died in FrankfurtlB60, and who is for example known for
having influenced Wittgenstein [18], [7]. Moreovere argue not only for reism in Schopenhauer’s
work but also for the fact (2) that in Héerlin Lecturesof the 1820s Schopenhauer has developed a
diagrammatic method of concretization.

Argument (1) may seem quite unexpected, given doethat Schopenhauer is known as a
thinker who holds that the whole world is a martdésn of a metaphysical and irrational will [30,
p. 34] — a stance that seems to be nowhere lessatheomplete odds with e.g. Kotabki's reist
program. To prove this not fully adequate, we wdkcus in Section 2 on Schopenhauer’s
methodology and offer a reading of it which givea®isg foundations for viewing him as a reist. In
this section, we will also reconstruct the most amti@nt elements of his philosophy of language of
his Berlin Lecturesas, until recently, they have not drawn much étteramong scholars.

Argument (2) is addressed in Section 3. Here, wedegvelop a diagrammatic method that
Schopenhauer used in Bgrlin Lecturedo illustrate his reistic doctrines. For Schopeargralogic
diagrams are the best way to concretise what camally only be expressed in abstract terms.
Therefore, we argue that they can show anotherglyadiagrammatic dimension to understand the
position of reism or concretism. These diagramshalveady been introduced in [8] as a general
tool for philosophy of language. Although the demmatic method has certain similarities to the
diagram systems of e.g. Leonhard Euler, ImmanueitKand even John Venn, we use the term
“Schopenhauer diagrams” to avoid further clarifyitige relationship to already known logic
diagrams.

2. Schopenhauer’s Reist Philosophy of Language

In this section, we will first give an introductida Schopenhauer’s philosophy of language (2.1),
then present his theory of concepts (2.2), andlfirague that Schopenhauer’s theory can be called
reistic (2.3). In this presentation (2.1 — 2.2) angumentation (2.3), we refer mainly to the wgsn
from Schopenhauer’s Berlin period (1818 — 1830) espkcially to hi8erlin Lectures

2.1. Introduction to Schopenhauer’s Philosophy of anguage
81 State of Research

Despite the claim of Jan Garewicz, the Polish tedos of, among otherg,he World as Will and
RepresentatioWWR that Arthur Schopenhauer’s philosophy “has foargtrong resonance in the
period of scientism and positivism” [10, p. 32]eterman philosopher’'s work on philosophy of
language and logic seems to remain almost unknowthé researchers currently concerned with
these topics. This might be somehow connected thighfact that it is in the manuscripts for his
Berlin Lectureq23], [24], written in the 1820s, that he dedicatés attention to these issues in the
most systematic and profound way. The lectures wat# recently only available in an edition
published over 100 years ago, during the endirg périod which might be considered the peak of
interest for his philosopRy[3, p. 13 f.]. However, it is not that Schopenhadees not work on
these topics in his other works. In fact, the tep€ language and concepts appear in his writings
throughout his career, starting from his dissestat(1813) until his final workParerga and
Paralipomena(1851), and seem to constitute an object of higaerring philosophical interest
which plays an important role for his philosophisgstem [6, pp. 11-12].
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82 Hierarchies of Language

In a recent paper, Matthias Kol3ler argued that Schapen’s theory of language cannot be simply
reduced to a nominalist, instrumental theory, inclwHanguage is treated as a tool for describing
empirical objects. However, Kofdler admits at thed eof his paper that “[n]evertheless
Schopenhauer talks about language as a tool [..d"aalls: “He [sc. Schopenhauer] does not reject
these aspects of language but places them interartinic order of different uses of language” [15,
p. 23]. Without further discussion on whether thetiumental theory of language is the core or just
one of several uses of language distinguished bgi@mhauer, it certainly is present in his analysis
of Ianr%guage and, significantly for our purposeyritvides a framework which seems to concur with
reisnt.

83 Language within Schopenhauer’s System

As the titles of his main workThe World as Will and Representation = WW4Rd the more
detailedBerlin LecturegThe Doctrine of the Essence of the World and then&iuSpirij suggest,
Schopenhauer assumes that there are only two Wwayswing the world that can be attributed to
humans — as representation and as will [25, p.,J29] p. 41]. Whereas the parts of his writings in
which he discusses the world as will can be, byoadeaking, interpreted as the presentation of his
metaphysics, the examination of the world as regmtagion contains elements of his epistemology
and methodology. Not surprisingly, Schopenhaudyath works quite early in the presentation of
his system already discusses the problem of larguagd specifically the possibilities of
application of concepts for the description of i@ and mental facts. This discussion can be
found in the rather short paragraph 9 of the fidtime of WWR(about 10 pages long) and is then
significantly enhanced in the notes for Schopenhaugerlin Lectures which encompass more
than 100 pages on language and logic.

84 |dealism and Empiricism

The starting point for the construction of Schoprer's system seems quite paradoxical. On the
one hand, he assumes the Kantian, idealistic vimatvthe “being of things is identical with their
cognition” [Das Seyn der Dinge ist identisch miteim Erkanntwerden] [23, p. 113], which he
expresses in his claim that all the world is mepresentatior(i.e. the world that we perceive is not
the thing-in-itself). On the other hand, Schopemhagees the framework of the phenomenal world
with its a priori forms of cognition as somehow the natural way afvking the world and the only
possible foundation for any further philosophicatlanetaphysical investigations. He opposes any
possibility of deducing the truth about the wonldrh reason alone and instead makes the claim that
any metaphysics should be founded upon the immangmrience of the subject or even ,empirical
sources of knowledge” [23, p. 152], cf. also [14,363]. Thus, Schopenhauer simultaneously
assumes (1) the idealist stance that empiricaityeala creation of the subject’s cognition angl (2
the empiricist distinction of empirical sources dhd subject’s knowledge. This is possible because
he treats the empiricist dualism as the startingtgor the construction of a philosophical system,
which eventually is monist.

85 Ontological and Epistemological Interpretation

Consequently, the distinction of empirical soureesl the subject’'s knowledge should not be
interpreted ontologically, but epistemologicallgh®penhauer does not claim that what is empirical
is ultimately real. He only claims that we expecerthe subject-dependent phenomenal world as
having two dimensions, namely intuitive objects afdtract thoughts, and this is the outlook we
need to assume as the starting point for philosapheflection, as from it we get out data for the
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investigation of the world. We need to do so, eveme are philosophically aware of the idealistic
character of human cognition.

2.2. Schopenhauer’s Theory of Concepts
86 Two Classes of Phenomena

According to 85, philosophical reflection sets with considering the world as representation or a
collection of representations (phenomena). Thesmqnena can be grouped into two classes: (1)
intuitive and (2) abstract phenomena. The charaafténis classification is epistemological, as the
reason for it is provided by the different modescofnition of both classes of representation: (1)
intuitive representations are recognized by undadihg [Verstand] [23, p. 207], (2) the abstract
ones by reason [Vernunft] alone [23, p. 242]. “Alr representations”, Schopenhauer says, “can
generally be divided into visual [anschauliche] ameérely thought-like [gedachte], intuitive
[intuitiv] and abstract, into images and conceg®3, p. 118]. As can be seen, this distinction is
also equated with the differentiation of phenomena “images” (which can be “seen”) and —
significantly! — “concepts” (which can be “thougtit). Obviously, this must lead Schopenhauer to
provide a solution to such questions as the cheniatits of these two classes and their mutual
relation.

87 Intuitions

From a systematic point of view, intuitive phenomeme contrary to abstract phenomena. That is,
if something is an intuitive phenomenon, it canalsb be an abstract phenomenon wicd versa
From a historical point of view, Schopenhauer digstes from the theories of mere sensory data of
ancient and modern rationalists and empiricists ashapts a reduced Kantian theory of intuition:
the intuitive phenomena provide theaterial data which we can then express in terms of coscept
However, the reception of this data is conditiobgdheform of space, time, and causality [23, p.
57, cf. also pp. 146, 172], which allows us to eipee, i.e. to absorb sensory data. Therefore,
space, time, and causality age priori valid and they generate th@c et nuncof intuitive
representation. In the end, it seems plausiblessurae that Schopenhauer understands intuitive
representations as reality [Wirklichkeit] [23, @72 which is empirical and gives immediate, direct
knowledge. However, we need not forget that thislidm between intuitive and abstract
phenomena is only epistemological, but not ontaaki

88 Concepts

Concepts, the second class of phenomena, are tdvéagad as “a very peculiar class of
representations that exist alone in the human mamf which are tbto generedifferent” from
intuitive representations. This difference is exgeal above all in the fact that concepts can aaly b
thought of abstractly, but not observed in int@tikepresentation [23, p. 242]. In other words:
concepts are not empirical, intuitive objects, thay are experienced by the subject as something
like — using modern terminology — mental statesititarmore, Schopenhauer holds that “every
concept as a general, not a specific, represenths what is called a sphere, a circumference”,
which refers to a set of objects (both other coteag well as real objects, see below) that can be
conceived by it [23, p. 257].

89 Abstraction and Concept

How, then, are concepts made? Reason producesptsrmeabstracting from the many properties
of objects that are given in intuitive represemtatiThe concept therefore contains less than the
[intuitive, JL&MD] representation itself*; it is eated by “seeing away from what is unique in the
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individual [Wegsehn vom Besondern der Individud, pp. 249, 252]. Thus, a concept “does not
contain everything” that is given or contained t® intuitive basis. Because of this “innumerable
intuitive objects” can be thought of with the healpa concept [23, p. 249]. On the basis of an
intuitive representation an abstract, mental reitaoson of it can be formed, which is generally
applicable to many other objects in intuitive reyamatation. This generalization, which consists of
the liberation from théic et nunoof intuitive representation (87), thus enablesrttental grasp of
abstract, past and future facts, and these indamrbecome human motives for action.

810 Generality of Concepts

Schopenhauer points out that the general applibabil concepts for intuitive representation is not
the result of the process of development of corscepte. abstraction from one or many intuitive
objects or concepts (89) — but it is a result efrtsubstantial nature, i.e. their being merely takn
which is characterized by the absence of tempgatia determinations. It is, therefore, possible
and even necessary that a concept that has anseatdiracting from properties of one single
intuitively given object can potentially be applitnl several objects [23, p. 256]. Schopenhauer
says: “a concept is always general, even if therenly one thing that is thought by it; and only a
singular intuition that gives it content, is a probit” [23, p. 276 f.].

811 Classes of Concepts

Concepts, as abstract representations or thoughtsalso divided by Schopenhauer into two
general classesconcreta and abstracta Concreta are abstracted directly from intuitive
representations, arabstractaare formed by abstracting from some characteristicsoncepts or
genera [Gattungen]”. According to his examplesncretaare for instance red, dog, house, and
abstracta color, relation, friendship. He strongly reitesitthat this classification is, strictly
speaking, inauthentic or wrong, because all corscerd in fact abstract and only “what is intuitive
is actually concrete” [23, p. 252]. By using theaithentic) termgoncretumand abstractumhe
seems to refer to the original Latin meaning, whabstraherestands for “taking away” (cf.
Schopenhauer’s claim that all concepts are anteffes “seeing away” above) amdncrescerdor
“growing together”. The classes are only helpfuluimderstanding the relation of concepts to the
empirical world. Schopenhauer uses an allegomyeithink all concepts that we have as a building,
then the ground on which it stands will be intwtivepresentations, the ground floor will be
concretaand the higher floors will babstracta[23, p. 252]. The more general a concept is, the
further away it is from empirical reality.

812 Intuition-Concept-Hierarchy

By reference to the classes of concepts (811), (@sfitauer claims an epistemological hierarchy, in
which intuitive objects (87precedeconcepts as a source of knowledge. He also deniekiad of
innatism, i.e. the presence afpriori concepts in the human mind: “the whole abstractlfs of
reason [sc. the conceptual] is a secondary oneshampiesupposes intuition” [23, p. 235]. The
dependence of concepts on intuitive representaimm@sconsequence of how he understands the
process of the development of concepts, namelyrggrdduction, repetition, of the archetypal
intuitively given world” [23, p. 251]. Consequentlgoncepts become dependent on intuitive reality
as the source of information or data that they @on{89). This finds its expression for instance in
the following quotation: “the whole world of reflgan [...] rests on the intuitive one as its basis
cognition” [23, p. 252]. This is the reason, whyh8penhauer repeatedly refers to concepts as
“representations of representations” [23, p. 240¢ncepts have meaning only in relation to
empirical reality and the more abstract a concept is, the less mgpérias®
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2.3. Schopenhauer’s Reism
8§13 Reism

This leads to the core claims of what could beecafbchopenhauer’'s reism. As has been shown,
within his basic idealistic outlook (84) he devedaptheory of two types of cognition, intuitive and
conceptual (886-8), and puts them into an epistegicdl hierarchy (812), as he holds that concepts
have meaning only in reference to empirical, imgitobjects, without which they would be
nothing. But even more crucially, he also holdg tencepts can be understood if and only if they
can be referred back to intuitions. For a conceyitet distinct and meaningful [deutlich], it must be
possible to fill it with empirical content. The “eonon explanation that the concept is distinct if it
can be broken down into its characteristics isamatugh” as long as these characteristics cannot be
traced back to intuitive representation, i.e. teacl perceptions [23, p. 254 f.]. Schopenhauer
concludes: “From our entire inquiry it has beconmwdent to everyone that the origin of all
knowledge and the foundation of all science lieglinect knowledge, that is, in intuition. Intuition

is the last source of all truth: all abstractioals,concepts, are only substitutes and only foirthe
other use, are they the substance of our knowldatige;truth is always an indirect one: the source
of all evidence is intuition. All knowledge, allittking, which does not eventually lead to some
kind of intuition, is empty” [23, p. 539].

814 Reist Language Criticism

For Schopenhauer, we only have meaningful [dewd]icdoncepts if we are able to replace our
abstract concepts with references to intuitiveingalt follows that we should be able to break
abstractadown toconcreta so thatconcretarefer [hindeuten] to empirical reality [cf. 23,2564 1.].
This idea is also one of the foundations, if n@ thost important one, of his repeated criticism of
Scholastics and German idealists, whose proporaetgriticized for their abundant use of very
abstract concepts [32]:

“Especially in philosophy, the danger is great thia¢ rises so high from abstraction to
abstraction that the way back to intuitive phenoangiickweg zum Anschaulichen] is
no longer to be found: then the whole knowledgenspty: one operates with mere
concepts that are no longer based on intuitiorh $mowledge is like paper-money that
cannot be cashed anywher§23, p. 539].

Obviously, Schopenhauer is criticizing here thernoper use of language, and the problem, which
he refers to, is that these philosophers’ termigpldoes not allow a clear reference to redlj4j.
Putting it into reist terms: such abstract termagyl cannot be reistically translated.

815 Kotarbinski’s Reism

The stance that abstract concepts need to be brdé&emn intoconcreta which again can be
referred back to intuition is strongly reminiscefitwhat Kotarbhski says about how a reist should
proceed: “for every declarative sentence (state)rteat includes abstract terms he tries to find an
equisignificant statement including no such termdds0, definitions of abstract and concrete terms
are provided: “By abstract terms | mean here als¢éhwhich are not concrete, and by concrete |
mean all, and only those, terms which are nameakiofis” [16, p. 441]. This formulation of the
reist program is almost identical to Schopenhaukxgyuage criticism and even uses similar
terminology. However, one important difference dtobe pointed out. In Kotarfiski's reism
concretaare “names of things”. This seems to at leastyonesthe ontological statement that the
world, which we conceptualize in language, consi$tthings. Indeed, soon after its presentation,
Kotarbinski's reism was subject to a debate regardinghierpretation as either (1) the ontological
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claim that “every object is a thing” or (2) a semarprogram which states that “every ‘name’
which is not a name of a thing” should be held “for apparent name” [1, p. 610 f.]. It was also
pointed out that ontological reism uses abstraohdefor expressing its main theses and in
consequence should be disqualified according towts rules [31]. After this criticism, Kotaniski
himself reformulated his reism into a semantic,nmative program to free language from abstract
names for clarity [31].

816 Between Ontological and Semantic Reism

If we try to consider Schopenhauer’s languageatsiti according to this classification, it seems
obvious that his postulate that we should be abledncretizeabstractaand eventually refer
concepts to intuitions can be interpreted as a sBeprogram (2) which formulates criteria how
language should be used. It can indeed be unddrsi®something quite similar to Kotaibki's
semantic reism, as a “program with the aim of thgio ‘de-hypostatization’ of humanities” [or
better: philosophy], with the goal of “turning ittd a discipline which uses clear, simpler and more
comprehensible language, even if less ‘sublimeétdeep’™ [33, p. 564 f.]. The question of whether
Schopenhauer could be interpreted also as an gtalaeist is more complex, given his steady
claim about the idealistic character of repres@ma84), which from a transcendental point of
view denies the existence of things.

817 Epistemological Concretism

For this reason, the distinction into ontologicaldasemantic reism seems not appropriate for
analyzing Schopenhauer’s reism. In fact, the ctymriablem is that whereas in Kotaifibki’s reism
concreta are “names of things”, Schopenhauer understands ths direct abstractions from
intuitions (813). It has to be underlined at th@np that the original term for intuition which he
uses isAnschauungenwhich in German strongly connotes visuality, as e seen in 86, where
abstract concepts are confronted with “images”sThaiterates the fact that his understanding of the
distinction into intuitions and concepts is epistdéogical and not ontological (85). Thus it seems
plausible to leave out the ontological question artdrpret his semantic reism from 816 as an
epistemological claim, which could be reformulagsdfollows: “in order to be meaningful, abstract
concepts have to be replaceable with concepts wtachbe intuited [or better in this context:
visualized ‘veranschaulichen’]”. Or more simplyn order to understand concepts we need to
visualize them This is strongly founded upon Schopenhauer’'s ragiec claim that all new
knowledge lies in intuition [Anschauung] (812) athét only intuition is truly concrete (811). For
this reason, the term “reism” seems inadequateitaisdmore suitable to refer to Schopenhauer’s
doctrine as “concretism” — a term, which Kot&dki used synonymously with “reism”. However, it
should be specified that this is an epistemologivail an ontological concretism [31].

8§18 Visualization

To sum up, with recourse to [23, pp. 251-256], aoalld define the following claims of
Schopenhauer’s epistemological concretism: (1) dhb objects in intuitive representation are
concrete; i.e. language is always abstract and thiolye terms are called (inauthentioncretathat
directly correspond to concrete intuition (811)) ([2concepts are to be meaningful [deutlich], it
must be possible to break them down into incre&gingncrete concepts (813), so that one can
finally use these concrete concepts to indicatéogpoint to intuitive phenomena [hindeuten]. It
follows that in order to make concepts comprehdasiwe need a theory of visualization. And
indeed, Schopenhauer makes several attempts talprsuch theories for different fields. He does
so e.g. for mathematics (cf. his visualizationhd Pythagorean theorem, which he holds to be self-
explanatory [23, p. 425]) or for poetry [24, p. B1Fut it is for the visualization of concepts and
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language that he formulates the most developedythecthe Lectures This theory is based on
diagrams, which we discuss in Section 3.

3. Schopenhauer Diagrams and Epistemological Condrem

In this section, we will first give a short introction to Schopenhauer diagrams (3.1), then develop
a so-called level theory for concretism (3.2), vitik help of which we can finally provide a toot fo
Schopenhauer’s epistemological concretism, a semardgram in many ways similar to reism, in
form of intuitive diagrams (3.3).

3.1. An Introduction to Schopenhauer Diagrams
819 Schopenhauer’s Diagrams

In his Berlin Lectures Schopenhauer develops a diagrammatic logic tatbe used to illustrate
semantic positions, topics, and problems. The dragrthat Schopenhauer uses in his treatises on
language, logic, and eristic are for him the magpartant method of concretizing abstract topics
since diagrams intuitively illustrate what can ohlyformulated by using abstract concepts or signs
[19]. For Schopenhauer, even abstract algebraimonceptual theories of mathematics and logic
must always be based on an intuitive representaianhas an isomorphism to certain diagrams.
Although Schopenhauer explains the function ofdaljagrams in more detail [20], [5], he does not
give precise rules for their application in philpky of language. In what follows, we will sketch a
theory of Schopenhauer diagrams based on four praiciples (Cl, PIl, CE, PE) with which two
diagrams given in Schopenhauer’s philosophy of vage (Fig. 1 and 2) can be analyzed and
further developed.

- ‘

Fig. 1 (PL I, 258): Figur = figure; Dreieck Fig. 2 (PL I, 257): griin = green; bluthetrag
= triangle; Thier = animal; Vogel = bird = flower-bearing; Baum = tree

8§20 Complete Sphere Inclusion (ClI)

Let us assume that in Fig. 1 we see a diagramstiaws at least four terms in the form of four
spheres. Two concepts are assigned to a Cl, whishdwn as a subsa)f in the diagram:Cl-1)
The sphere that denotes the condejaingle is completely contained within the sphere of the
conceptfigure, i.e. triangle < figure. (Cl-2) The circle denoting the concepird is completely
contained within the sphere of the concepimal i.e. bird < animal. In Fig. 2 we find no
representation of CI.

8§21 Partial Sphere Inclusion (PI)

Pls exist when two spheres have an intersectiprn(the diagram. In Fig. 1 we find two PIs, since
the two larger spheres are partially containecha gsmaller spheresPi-1) The concepfigure is
partly contained in the spheretatingle, i.e.figure N triangle. (P1-2) The concepanimalis partly
contained in the sphere bird, i.e. animal n bird. In Fig. 2 we find even more PIRI(3) The
sphere that denotes the concéme partially intersects the sphere of the concegpgen i.e.

tree N green (PI-4) Also green and flower-bearing intersect, i.egreen N flower-bearing, and
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(PI1-5) flower-bearingandtree, i.e.flower-bearing n tree. Furthermore, we see in Fig. 2 that Pl can
also occur with more than two terms, sinB&§) the sphere of the conceggieen tree andflower-
bearingintersect in such a way that there is a commarsettion in the middle of the diagram, i.e.

greenn treen flower-bearing
§22 Complete Sphere Exclusion (CE)

However, Fig. 1 also shows that two of the fouresph with the other two remaining spheres show
neither Cls nor PlIsA): (CE-1) The sphere of the concefigure has neither Cls nor Pls with
animal i.e.figure A animal (CE-2) Due to (CE-1), (CI-1) and (CI-2) must also apglgttriangle
andbird possess neither Cls nor Pls, tgangle A bird. From (CE-1) and (CE-2) it is now also
evident that one of the larger spheres with onthefsmaller spheres has neither Cls nor Pls, i.e.
(CE-3) figure A bird and CE-4) animal A triangle.

§23 Partial Sphere Exclusion (PE)

PEs are present when Cls or Pls exist between omoeptual spheres, but a relative complement
(\) remains that is not described by Cls or Pls behnhese two concepts. In Fig. 1 we find two
PEs, namely where the inside of the larger spremot covered by the smaller one, ilRE(1)
figure \ triangle and PE-2) animal\ bird. Since Pls were found in Fig. 2, we see here tRiee
with two concepts: RE-3) The sphere denoting the concéyge does partially not intersect the
sphere of green i.e. tree\green (PE-4 Also green and flower-bearing i.e.
green\ flower-bearing and PE-5) flower-bearing and tree, i.e. flower-bearing\ tree If one
thinks about the unionu) of all three spheres and subtrad®-§) from it, the result is one of
several possible PE ratios including three concepms (PE-6) (greenu treeu flower-bearing \
(greenn treen flower-bearing.

8§24 Relations

Based on §82-5 we can already establish someawesator the individual principles: For Cl it is
transitive so that for all spheres y, z applies: IfCIxy andClyz, thenCIxz. For Pl it holds that it
is symmetricalso that for all spheres y holds:PIxy impliesPlyx. Also, CE issymmetri¢ so for
all spheres, y: CExy impliesCEyx. For PE it isnot symmetricbecause for some spheresy is
valid (e.g. PE-1, PE-2): RExy, then notPEyx.

§25 Regions and Frames

Concept development normally starts with only opleese of aconcretum(e.g.bird, animal), but

in relation to other spheres they form new oneg. E-1:animal\ bird). This is done by the four
principles that form different regions (R) insidedaoutside a given conceptual sphere. In order to
understand this concept formation more precisebyydver, it is first necessary to examine the
syntax of the respective diagrams with regard eéogpecific regions. These regions are marked in
the diagrams D1 and D2, which structurally correspto Figs. 1 and 2. To make it clear exactly
what belongs to a diagram and what does not, wee@aquare frame (F) around the diagram.
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D1 D2

8§26 Semantics of Regions

If we transfer the semantic meanings that we hameegl in Fig. 1 and 2 with the help of the four

principles to the syntactic designations of theiaeg in D1 and D2, we can make the following

assignments. For Fig. 1 and D1: (CI-1) = {R1}; ®I= {R3}; (PI-1) = {R2}; (PI-2) = {R4}; (PE-

1) = {R2}; (PE-2) = {R4}. For Fig. 2 and D2 it appk: (PI-3) = {R1, R2}; (PI-4) = {R1, R3}; (PI-

5) = {R1, R4}; (PI-6) = {R1}; (PE-3) = {R4, R5}; (B-4) = {R6, R2}; (PE-5) = {R3, R6}; {R5} in

D1 must also be present, otherwise (CE-1) and (Céosld not be displayed. But if we assume

{R5} in D1, we must also consider {R8} in D2 to lbseful, since both are constructed according to
the PE principle(figure U animal) A F ={R5} in D1; (treeu greenu flower-bearing A F ={R8}

in D2.

3.2. A Level Theory for Concretism
8§27 Abstracta and Concreta

For Schopenhauer, concepts are not uniform; rakieedistinguishes concepts into different levels,
which are classified according to the degree ofrabBon or concretion. As described in 811, the
reference to various levels is justified by theegdiry of the building: Terms with different degrees
of abstraction are assigned to different levelghefbuilding. Although all terms are abstract, they
can be divided (inauthentically) intabstractaand concreta Since we will see below that the
division into abstractaand concretais too imprecise, we add a level degree for cotsc€p, in
short: C-level, which is determined by the number of alustom steps1® level G 2™ level G n
level C

8§28 Law of Reciprocity

Each concept has a certain circumference and dof&8np. 258]. From a modern point of view,
one can call the circumference the extension aactdmtent the intension. Extension and intension
of a concept(Cg,:, Cin:) Stand thereby in an inverse relationship: Thegdarthe extension of a
concept, the smaller the intension amck versalf, for example(g,; can be described by a natural
numberx of a sequence fromton ([0,n] := {x € Ny| 0 <x <n}), thenf(x) = n — x applies

to C;,:. This relationship can be called the Law of Remifily, which became prominent through
Kantian logic [11], [21]. If the number @-level is known, then a suitable quantity can hesgifor

n with the following formulan = number of C-levels- 1. Let us take the following example: If
we set the number of C-levels 6, thenn = 5. FurthermoreCg,; =5, if Cipe = 0. If Cgyr = 4,
thenC,,; =1, etc.
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§29Building Scheme

With the building allegory given in 8811, 27 Crxe =5 Cme =0

we can now set up a scheme (Fig. 3) that

. Conceptuz | A Conceptual
|IIusFrates_ thg example_ of_ a Law of Concretion § . Abstractiol
Reciprocity withn = 5 given in 828. Due '

to the lack of space, the scheme is . =1 - Crnp = 4
abbreviated betweez” level Cand6™ level 2" level C "

C, as indicated by the dotted arrows. Here Conceptuz 4 Conceptual

3% level C (Cgpr =2 and Cpp = 3), 4" Concretion Abstractior
level C(Cgye =3 andCpye =2), 5" levelC ¢, =0 1% level C Cong =5
(Cgxt = 4 andCy,,; = 1) are missing. At the Objectua Objectual

very bottom is the object that is given in

A . Concretion Abstractior
intuitive representation. AIlIC levels are _
abstractions from intuitive representation. Object

Therefore concepts are also called abstract _ .
representations or representations  of Fig. 3 Building Scheme
representations (8811, 12).

830 Abstraction and Concretion

We see in the building scheme (Fig. 3) that betweaoh level processes of abstraction and
concretization take place. If one takes up the modkstinction [9], [29] betweenbjectualand
conceptual abstractionfor concretion), one can also make a correspondiagsification of
processes, as can be seen in Fig. 3. Only for ptmaleabstraction and concretion applies the Law
of Reciprocity (828): If conceptual concretion tak@ace C loses a degree of extension but gains a
degree of intension. In the case of conceptuakatigin,C gains a degree of extension but loses a
degree of intension. Note that the sequence fidmn (828) is a degree and does not indicate the
actual number of given objects. Since conceptsalwvays general (810), we can only indicate the
degree of the relation betwedh,; and C,,;, but never the exact number of possible objects
designated b¢.

831 Designation®f C-levels

By the building scheme (Fig. 3) it is well recogeuzthatbeing-abstraceindbeing-concretare in
most cases relative designations: A term has &velabstraction and concretion if it ha€devel
above and a term below it. For exampl@"Hevel Cis more abstractompared td* level G but
more concreteompared to th8™ level C In such cases we speakAffstract-Concrete Concepts
or ACC for short. In our example (§828 et setiJand5™ level Care no ACCs, because they have
no C-level either below or above. Thus, we can calf'devel Cas aBottom-Level Concreturar
BLC and5" level Ca Top-Level Abstracturor TLA. These designations cannot only be justified
diagrammatically but also by using the degreeS;of andC,,;. For TLA, Cg,; = n andCp,; = 0;

for BLC, Cg,; = 0 andC,,; = n; and for all ACC(g,; andC,,; must be> 0 and< n.

832 Concept and Object

According to 889, 30, a concept is an objectuatrabson of certain objects given in intuitive
representation. According to the building schen6)8this definition applies directly to a BLC or
1% level G while all other concepts on a higi@ilevel are abstractions from the low@devels, i.e.
conceptual abstractions (830). A concretion of acept at a higheC-level (ACC and TLA) can
therefore only be achieved by its reduction to &RBir 1*' level C What this concretion of BLCs
might look like, however, is only indicated in Sgemhauer’s work: One can say that that objectual
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concretion is made for instance through deictienesices (“Hindeuten”, 814) accompanying speech
acts'® For example, pointing to a certain object whemgdLCs such aged, dog, or house(§11)
may be an act of concretion. Anyway, we have repmesl objectual concretion and abstraction by
a simple line in Fig. 3 to illustrate the differento conceptual concretion or abstraction illustlat
by arrows.

3.3. Concretion of Concretism with Schopenhauer Dgrams
833 A Level Theory for Schopenhauer Diagrams

But how can the level theory established in Secldhbe applied to the Schopenhauer diagrams
outlined in Section 3.1? A key to this attempt akimg concretism more concrete with the help of
a diagrammatic dimension is to focus on the etygiold meaning of abstraction and concretion
(811) and its isomorphism with the four principtEsSchopenhauer diagrams, i.e. Pl, Cl, PE, CE
(88 20-23). In the following, we assume that th@rikciples Pl and CI correspond to concretion,
but the E-principles PE and CE to abstraction. Tais be seen in the design of Schopenhauer
diagrams since in the case of I-principles sphgrew togetherdoncrescerg whereas in the case
of E-principles they are subtracted from each ofhlestraherg.

834 Definitions

We now use the Law of Reciprocity (8812, 28) angt e more a region (8825-26) is restricted
by I-principles (, ), the higher is the degree of intensidh,f) and the more concrete is the
concept. But the more a region is defined by Eqpies @,\), the higher the degree of extension
(Cgxt) and the more abstract the concept. We further eefiat the C-principles have a higher
concretion (CI) or abstraction (CE) than the P-gptes (PI, PC), if the concepts determined by
them are related in one diagram.

8§35 First Example: D1

In D1, according to 826, we find five regions tlzain be described by all four principles. By
referring to 822, we see that the regions {R1}, JRfR3}, and {R4} are in a balanced CE ratio:
Each of these four regions is completely excludethftwo others. Thus, for {R1}, {R2}, {R3} and
{R4}, the level degree cannot be determined by &&tording to 826, this does not apply to {R5}:
Since {R5} =(figure U animal) A F and sincdriangle < figure (ClI-1) andbird < animal (CI-2),
according to the transitivity-relation of CI (82#)applies that {R5} =(triangle U bird) A F. Thus
{R5} is completely excluded from all other concegitspheres. {R1} and {R3} must be considered
as1® level Cor BLC according to the definitions given in §3Ace they are the only conceptual
spheres to which CI principles can be applied Gke& and CI-2 above). For {R2} and {R4}, they
partly exclude and partly include terms, i.e. (PEXR2}; (PI-2) = {R4}; (PE-1) = {R2}; (PE-2) =
{R4} (823).

8§36 Evaluation of D1

Let us summarize the results of 835. For {R5} isnptetely excluded from all other conceptual
spheres, {R2} and {R4} are partially included, pally excluded, but {R1} and {R3} are
completely included, then applies: {R5} = TLA'{ level Q, {R2} and {R4} = ACCs @" level O,
{R1} and {R3} = BLCs (I*'level Q. So since D1 denotes@levels, it makes sense to set 2
(825) and determine that for {R%}g,; = 2 andCp,,; =0, {R2} as well as {R4}Cg,; =1 and
Cit =1, and {R1} as well as {R3¥XE,: = 0 andC,,; = 2 applies.
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837 Second Example: D2

According to 826, we find eight regions in D2 tleah be described by three principles, i.e. PI, PE,
and CE. Furthermore, 826 says that the only CEore {R8}, which is excluded from all other

regions, i.e(tree U greenu flower-bearing) A F. The regions {R5}, {R6}, {R7} are each formed

by two PE and one PI, e.g. {R6} (green\ tree) n (green\ flower-bearing. The regions {R2},
{R3} and {R4} are each formed by one Pl and one REQ. {R2}= (greenntree) \
flower-bearing {R1}, however, is constructed without E-principlenly by PI, e.ggreenn treen
flower-bearing

§38 Evaluation of D2

Let us summarize the results of §37. For {R8} isnptetely excluded from all other spheres of
concepts, {R5}, {R6} and {R7} are partly include@artly excluded, but {R1} is partly included by
all spheres, then applies: {R8} = TLA level Q, {R5}, {R6} and {R7} = ACC (3" level Q,
{R2}, {R3} and {R4} = ACC (2"level Q and {R1} = BLC (1*'level Q. So since D2 denotesG
levels, it makes sense to set 3 (828) and determine that for {R&;,, = 3 andC;,, = 0, for
{R5}, {R6} and {R7} Cg,; =2 andCp,; =1, for {R2}, {R3} and {R4} Cg,; =1 and(,,; = 2
and for {R1} Cg,; = 0 andC;,,; = 3 applies.

839 Concretization

According to 813, there must be a way back to imeiiphenomena in D1 and D2 if concepts are
meaningful [deutlich]. In D1 this means a way b&zkhe two BLCs, either {R1} or {R3}. In D2 a
reduction to {R1} is required. For {R1} in D1, fa@xample, we can say that it is a BLC to which
not only the conceptigure but alsotriangle applies. In {R1} in D2 we can say that the BLC
designates an object that can be described witkxpeessiongreen tree, andflower-bearing All
terms or regions in D1 and D2 which are connectitd &t least one BLC by an I-principle can be
traced back.

840 Top-Level Abstracta

However, TLAs cannot be traced back to BLCs as #reyassociated with all other terms by the
CE-principle. TLAs are therefore characterized lgy flact that they are negations of all other terms
that are marked in a diagram. From {R8} in D2, éample, we know that it denotes all objects
that are not green, not a tree, and not flowertbgaiThe amount of objects that it denotes is
immeasurable, especially when compared to the thipat are trees, or that are trees and bear
flowers, etc. But other thamon-tree non-greenandnon-flower-bearingwe know nothing of {R8}

in D2. For Schopenhauer, these TLA are not meaningeutlich], since there are no positive
characteristics. Its extension is very high, bsitifttension is completely low. Because of the only
negative relation to all other concepts in the diag a TLA can therefore not be traced back to a
concretum BLC or intuitive representation. According to theistic criterion (814) TLAs are
therefore only confused [verworren], [23, p. 256hweaningless words.

4. Summary and Outlook

In Section 2, we have presented Schopenhauer'ssophy of language and in particular his theory
of concepts as given in thgerlin Lectures It has been shown that Schopenhauer’s theory of
concepts can be described as reistic in the wiskrsse: Without intuitive representations, there
would be no abstract representations, so all mgéurlimbstractamust be reduced tooncreta

which indicate to intuitive representations. Reisself, however, is a concept that remains abstract
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if it is not concretized, as e.g. Jan Wikl does, by pointing out an ontological and a sd#a
dimension. For Schopenhauer’s theory, howeverdigtenction into ontological and semantic reism
seems not appropriate. Rather, it seems to malee $ercall his approach epistemic concretism due
to the role ofconcretaand their relationship to concrete representatidancretism’, however, is a
term, which Kotarhiski used synonymously with ‘reism’ therefore th@icle of words to describe
Schopenhauer’s theory plays only a minor role. Mucbre important is that Schopenhauer
introduces a further dimension that helps to urtdats his reistic or concretistic philosophy of
language: Schopenhauer uses diagrams to conctkézgegrees of abstraction and concretion of
concepts and their relationship to the intuitivpresentation. We have introduced and discussed
this diagrammatic dimension of his philosophy efgaage in Section 3.

However, research on Schopenhauer’s philosophgirgjuage and Schopenhauer diagrams
is still in its infancy: As already indicated in B8 et seq., for example, we have not yet beentable
elaborate on all dimensions involved in Schopenhigueism. A more precise attempt at
clarification, which we cannot undertake in thipea would have to discuss, for example, the role
of phantasm as a possible reference pointcofcreta (832), but also take into account
Schopenhauer’s idealistic-transcendental philos@pblpiosition with regard to intuitive phenomena.
Furthermore, we have reduced Schopenhauer’'s pbihgsof language here to an instrumental
theory (82). We have also ignored certain contdigiu@approaches in SchopenhaueBsrlin
Lectures

However, in connection with Schopenhauer’'s conemgtithere are many more historical
and systematic questions for future research: langeexplained is Schopenhauer’s influence on
the philosophers and logicians of the early 20thtwwey mentioned in 81. Furthermore, it can be
assumed that Schopenhauer's philosophy of languwzged be made clearer in a critical
comparison with other prominent reists such as tarenor Kotarhiski. Furthermore, the question
remains open whether Schopenhauer’s criterionisf language philosophy also does justice to the
controversial concepts of his own theory, e.g.wiie Platonic idea, etc.

Finally, research on Schopenhauer’s logic diagr@nalso in its infancy: Since Schopenhauer
formulated principles of diagram use mainly for theory of judgement, but not for the philosophy
of language, other further interpretations, develepts, and applications of his diagrams are
conceivable. Of course, the results presenteddiereld also be applied to more complex diagrams
that have more than four spheres and where altiptes are involved. Furthermore, the question
arises as to the relationship of Schopenhauer ahagito historical ones, e.g. Euler, Kant, Krause,
Venn, Peirce diagrams, or to modern systems ofrailag in semantics or logic. This raises the
guestion of which ‘observable advantages’ Schopasthdiagrams have and which principles and
notations are best suited to describe them [28],Ifi2this paper, however, it was our sole aim to
show Schopenhauer’s reistic position in MBerlin Lecturesand its concretization through
Schopenhauer diagrams.
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Notes

1. A slightly modified re-print was published by Volk8pierling in 1984ff. A new edition of the
lectures by Daniel Schubbe is currently being miigd at Felix Meiner Verlag. The publication of
the part containing Schopenhauer’s considerationsiroguage and logic is currently scheduled for
December 2020. An English translation does noeyasit.

2. Beiser points out that the interest in Schopenhaeaked between the years 1860 and 1914.
Significantly, this is also a period in which theuhding texts of modern philosophy of language
appear. Whether there is any relation between ttvesdacts, however, needs further examination,
even if it has already been pointed out that Schiopger’'s philosophy had an impact on
Wittgenstein [18], and there is an obvious receptid Schopenhauer in Logical Positivism (e.g.
Béla Juhos wrote his PhD-thesis on Schopenhaue} &2l Moritz Schlick lectures on
Schopenhauer [22]) and in the Lvov-Warsaw Schagl @chopenhauer was quoted at various texts
of Kazimierz Twardowski and Kotanski wrote the introduction to the Polish translatiof
Schopenhauer’Eristic Dialectic[17]).

3. In this respect, Kotarhski is very precise: “Thus it is obvious that rejson concretism, is a
variation of nominalism” [16, p. 442].

4. In his Lectures he states for example that this is the way of kngwthe world by the
“philosophically crude” people, who have not yeilpsophically reflected upon the world [23, p.
463].

5. In his Berlin period, Schopenhauer found the temattiral education” for this, by which he
postulated that empirical experience precede attdtrmwledge [26, p. 260; 27, pp. 562-563].

6. For a more detailed explanation of this, encompgssome terminological problems of
Schopenhauer’s theory, see [7, p. 33 ff.]

7. It has to be pointed out here that Kotashi uses a very similar allegory of paper-money in
reference to abstract concepts and their role enréist outlook: “Every banknote, cheque, and
promissory note must be exchangeable into goldemmaghd, which does not mean that all payments
are made in gold” [16, p. 444].

8. Interestingly enough, the founder of the Lvov-Wars&chool, Kazimierz Twardowski, also
formulated such criticism of German Idealism [13162].

9. Schopenhauer diagrams are not diagrams of setytHmarnevertheless the notation of set theory
is suitable for describing Schopenhauer diagramscointrast to naive set theory, however, we
normally assign only one principle, and thus onetlseoretical sign, to each relation of two
diagrammatic elements. A detailed study of the timtaof Schopenhauer diagrams is planned for
the future.

10. Schopenhauer assumes that there are also othebilitoss, e.g. though phantasms [6, p. 43
ff.].
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