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Abstract:
This paper examines Edmund Husserl's revised account of expression in his 1913-1914 revisions of the Logical Investigations. Rejecting the Investigations' thesis that linguistic meanings are constituted in a distinctive class of essentially non-intuitive meaning intentions, Husserl develops a new conception of empty intention, a new analysis of the intuitively fulfilled discourse and a phenomenology of the indicative tendency. While these revisions have been acknowledged, their motivation, connection, and significance remain under-explored in the existing literature. By comparing the Investigations and the Revisions, this paper shows how these developments fundamentally alter Husserl’s understanding of the relationship between language, thought, and intuition. The revised account of expression illuminates the dynamic interaction of these elements in the process of meaning-making, offering a balanced account of the interplay of presence and absence in our use of words. 
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1. Introduction
One important strand of the semiotic inquiries of Husserl’s Logical Investigations is an examination of the elements that comprise linguistic expression. According to that classic account, what transforms verbal sounds into meaningful words and sentences is a special class of intentional act, called meaning-intention, that is always and essentially empty of intuitive content. This bearer of meaning remains the same whether it stands alone or blends with a corresponding intuition; in the latter state, the empty meaning-intention is fulfilled and its referential relation to the corresponding objectivity is realised.[footnoteRef:1] According to this analysis, what an expression expresses is, strictly speaking, the content of the act that fulfils the signitive act that constitutes the meaning of the expression.[footnoteRef:2] To give expression to a perception, for example, is to make a “judgement grounded upon such acts, which does not demand their objectification”.[footnoteRef:3]  [1:  Hua (=Husserliana) XIX, 552. I cite Husserl’s work by giving the volume and page number of Husserliana. I also provide references to the corresponding English translation where available, following a slash after the Husserliana page number.]  [2:  Hua XIX, 45/192.]  [3:  Hua XIX, 548/194.] 

This well-known account of expression is, however, not Husserl’s last word on the subject. In fact, in his revisions of the Sixth Investigation and the related research manuscripts (1913-1914),[footnoteRef:4] Husserl subjected his previous theory to rigorous scrutiny and proposed a new account that differed from its predecessor in several significant aspects. These changes concern the nature of meaning-conferring and meaning-realising acts, the structure of meaning-fufilment, as well as the mode of connection between words and meanings. Although this new analysis is principally documented in texts that remained unpublished during Husserl’s lifetime, and although even in these texts it is never given a systematic and definitive statement, it nevertheless remains a serious effort on Husserl’s part to clarify the “unclarities and half-truths” in the analyses of expression developed in the first edition of the Investigations and to raise them “to the level of the Ideas”.[footnoteRef:5] This paper is motivated by the impression that this effort produces phenomenological insights worth taking seriously.[footnoteRef:6] In my attempt to reconstruct and develop some of these insights, I give them a more systematic form than they have in Husserl’s manuscripts. While this means that I have to be selective in the materials to use and theoretical options to pursue, I hope that the internal coherence of the result can compensate for the inevitable incompleteness.   [4:  These are now published as Husserliana XX/1 and XX/2. Volume XX/1 contains the revision (Umarbeitung) of the Sixth Investigation, and XX/2 contains the research manuscripts for a planned new version (Neufassung). When I speak of the Revisions without further specification, I refer to both volumes. ]  [5:  Hua VIII, 10-11. As Husserl acknowledges in this foreword for the second edition, the Investigations is not really “one book or work in a literary sense” but “a chain of investigations” that ascend “from a lower to a higher level” (11). A major source of its unclarities and half-truths is precisely this unevenness of level. A particularly striking symptom of this unevenness is that the account of expression developed in the earlier parts of the work does not take into account the insight into categorial intuition reached at its end. As we will show in this paper, a major move in the Revisions is to bring the analyses of expression up to the level of the doctrine of categorial intuition.]  [6:  As evidence for the fact that Husserl himself takes it seriously, we can point to the concise outline of a theory of expression in the “Preparatory Considerations” of Formal and Transcendental Logic, in which the position of the Revisions is presented in a positive and confident manner. See Hua XVII, 26-28. For a more extended version, see Hua XVII, 360-370.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk172987993]The changes in Husserl’s account of expression as presented in the Revisions have been carefully documented in the existing literature.[footnoteRef:7] It has also been observed that these changes align with the transcendental turn initiated by Husserl in the Ideas, characterised by the introduction of the noematic conception of meaning and the generalisation of the notion of sense.[footnoteRef:8] Nevertheless, despite the valuable insights offered by these studies, it appears that the considerations and arguments that underpin one of the pivotal shifts in the Revisions have not been sufficiently appreciated. I am referring to Husserl’s rejection of the thesis, fundamental to the Investigations, that linguistic meaning is constituted in a specific class of meaning intentions that are essentially non-intuitive. For some, this sense of a radical gap between meaning and perception, which cannot be filled even by the fulfilment that connects them, constitutes the crucial insight of the “original theory of meaning” in the early Husserl.[footnoteRef:9] It is therefore unsurprising that his new position in the Revisions has been described as a “nominalistic-sounding” reduction that denies the spiritual function of expression.[footnoteRef:10]  [7:  Bernet, “Theory of Signs”; Melle, “Signitive und Signifikative Intentionen”; “Rätsel Des Ausdrucks”.]  [8:  Drummond, “Pure Logical Grammar”; Vandevelde, “Unpleasant but Felicitous Ambiguity”.]  [9:  Benoist, “Linguistic Phenomenology,” 200-206. Derrida’s celebration of this “original theory of meaning” is well known. Drawing on Husserl’s distinction between Widersinnlichkeit and Sinnlosigkeit, he argues that for Husserl “the absence of intuition … is not only tolerated” but also “required by the structure of signification in general”, a point that he then dramatises by saying that “the death of the writer and/or the disappearance of the objects” … “gives birth to meaning as such” (Voice and Phenomenon, 79). For Derrida, Husserl’s dissociation of signification from intuition constitutes the moment in his phenomenology that attains the outer edge of the metaphysics of presence – before falling back again into metaphysics due to “the intuitionist imperative” (Ibid., 83-85). Marion then outdoes Derrida in the celebration of the autonomy of meaning by arguing that Husserl consistently holds on to this position without falling back to the primacy of intuition (Reduction and Givenness, 22-28).]  [10:  Melle, “Signitive und Signifikative Intentionen”, 179-80; “Rätsel Des Ausdrucks”, 15.] 

There is no doubt that Husserl largely eliminates that gap by the new analysis of empty intention and fulfilment, but this is counterbalanced by an increasing awareness of the difference between the sensory and the categorial.[footnoteRef:11] It is also true that the new analysis no longer regards meaningful expressions as essentially animated by a special class of acts that is essentially empty, but it describes the complex and dynamic interplay of indicative tendency, vague thought and categorial intuition. Before a balanced assessment of the payoff of Husserl’s new position is possible, it is crucial to gain deeper insight into the rationale that prompted him to fundamentally alter his conception of meaning-intention. On closer examination, this change can be seen to have two aspects: [11:  Byrne, “Meaning Intentions and Perceptions,” 28-30.] 

Firstly, in the Revisions, Husserl identifies a flaw in the line of argumentation that leads to the identification of meaning-intentions with essentially empty acts. It is undoubtedly the case that meaningful speech can occur with or without the corresponding intuition. However, this simple observation does not necessitate the assertion that only empty signitive acts confer meaning, for it is equally compatible with the thesis that empty and intuitive acts are equally meaning-constitutive, which is Husserl’s new position. The two positions describe the case of intuitively fulfilled expression differently. The old position states that “the same act of meaning-intention which occurs in an empty symbolic presentation is also part of the complex act of recognition”.[footnoteRef:12] The new position asserts that “the empty consciousness is replaced by the intuitive, which now functions as meaning by itself, without being mediated by the continuing presence of the empty”.[footnoteRef:13]  [12:  Hua XIX, 592/223.]  [13:  Hua XX/2, 151.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk172988460]Secondly, with the constitution of verbal meaning no longer regarded as the province of a distinct class of acts, a more dynamic understanding of the relation between thoughts and words is now possible. Husserl tells us in the First Investigation that the two “form an intimately fused unity of peculiar character,”[footnoteRef:14] but provides minimal elaboration on this character. The Revisions fill this gap by developing a phenomenology of indicative tendency (Hinweistendenz).  [14:  Hua XIX, 45/193.] 

This paper aims to elucidate the considerations and arguments behind Husserl’s change of position. Following the introduction, the two middle sections will address the two aspects of Husserl’s new account. The conclusion will then demonstrate how these aspects are interrelated and constitute a rethinking of the meaning of expression.
2. Empty intention and fulfilled expression
The basic tenets of Husserl’s account of expression in the Investigations can be stated in two propositions which, upon closer examination, are interdependent: 
Thesis 1: Only a signitive intention, which by definition lacks intuitive content, can function as the bearer of (linguistic) meaning;
Thesis 2: In an intuitively fulfilled discourse, an intuition is unified with a co-present signitive intention, and the two are united by an additional act-character.
In both the First and the Sixth Investigations, Husserl’s basic argument for Thesis 1 is to appeal to the following simple fact: a judgment of perception can have the same meaning not only when associated with different perceptions, but also in the absence of any relevant perception.[footnoteRef:15] Now this fact can only be taken to speak in favour of Thesis 1 on the condition that, in a judgment of perception made in the presence of a relevant perception, there is, unified with that perception, a signitive intention that would retain its identity even when standing alone, i.e., not unified with any relevant perception. In other words, to claim that only signitive intentions (which by definition lack intuitive content) can function as the bearer of meaning is to claim that they do not lose their identity when unified with intuition, which in turns means that we can identify a separable component of signitive intention in an intuitively fulfilled expression. This is not to say, of course, that a signitive intention does not undergo any change when unified with an intuition; instead, it is transformed from a “free” state into a “bound” state, but this modification does not affect its identity. It remains the same; or, to use Husserl technical term, it retains the same semantic essence.[footnoteRef:16] Now this is precisely what is asserted in Thesis 2. Thus, Husserl’s basis argument for Thesis 1 actually presupposes Thesis 2.  [15:  Hua XIX, 43-45, 550-1.]  [16:  Hua XIX, 571/209.] 

What are Husserl’s reasons for accepting Thesis 2, then? Why does he find it necessary to say that, when I verbally describe what I see, there is, in my lived experience, apart from my awareness of words and my perception, a third intentional component that essentially lacks intuitive content? Husserl would first point to a certain “inner relation” between the word and the perceived thing, or a “descriptive character” of unity. Using the example of naming an inkpot standing in front of him, he writes: “the name ‘my inkpot’ seems to overlay the perceived object, to belong sensibly (fühlbar) to it”.[footnoteRef:17] The point is that words and things (or the word-consciousness and the perception) are not simply juxtaposed, nor are they merely externally related, as if by some hidden mechanism.[footnoteRef:18] Rather, their unity is conscious (it is “felt”) and meaningful.  [17:  Hua XIX, 559/201]  [18:  Hua XIX, 561/203] 

So far, so good. But the crucial question is: why does the inner relation between word-consciousness and perception (or intuition in general) require the mediation of a signitive intention (and, on top of that, an act-character that unites them)? It is important to clarify at the outset that our question is not identical with the question of whether cognitive fulfilment is a founded act that involves a relational identification.[footnoteRef:19] In §§6-8 of the Sixth Investigation, Husserl presents a description of the static and dynamic unity between expression and intuition. This description can be understood as a dual account, encompassing both a description of cognitive fulfilment and a description of the intuitively fulfilled expression. While these topics are intermingled in the Investigations, the Revisions suggests that they can be separated. Not only does cognition (Erkennen) “have nothing – at first – to do with expression”[footnoteRef:20], but expression as such also does not inherently involve cognition. In fact, the Revisions work with a three-fold distinction: [19:  This latter question is a crucial issue at stake in the debate between the conceptualist and non-conceptualist interpretations of Husserl. For the non-conceptualist view, see, e.g., Hopp, Phenomenology, 102-104; for a conceptualist critique, see Zheng, “Is Husserl a Conceptualist?”, 257-8. ]  [20:  Hua XX/2, 265] 

The remarkable thing is that before the expression we already have two layers: 1) the layer where there is no cognition at all, even though explication and its forms are already present; 2) the cognition that occurs at the terminis and then characterises the whole (cognition through concepts), whereby the apophantic object arises as a conceptual unit of cognition (unit of judgement). 3) And now comes the expression.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Hua XX/2, 299. See also 271-2, 280-1, 304-5, 307-8, 313-4. This three-layer model is also Husserl’s position in the Ideas. See Hua III/1, §118, §124.] 

In terms of this three-layer model, the problem of cognitive fulfilment is primarily about the relation between the first and the second layers, whereas the problem of fulfilled expression is focused on the relation between the second and the third layers. This distinction between the layer of expression and a pre-expressive layer of cognition is documented in Husserl’s expansion of the “concept of proposition” in Ideas I, which is written roughly during the same period as the Revisions.[footnoteRef:22] According to this “extraordinary and perhaps off-putting” expansion, there are one-part (eingliedrig) propositions (e.g., intuitive propositions of sensory perceptions), multi-part synthetic propositions, predicative doxic propositions as well as wish-propositions, command-propositions, etc. What is important is that all these propositions do not necessarily “contain anything like an expression”;[footnoteRef:23] in other words, they all pertain to the layer of pre-expressive cognition.[footnoteRef:24] [22:  Hua III/1, 305]  [23:  Ibid.]  [24:  For more about this distinction, see my discussion below.] 

Let us return to our question. It is noteworthy that, in §7 of the Sixth Investigation, at the very point where we expect him to tell us why the inner relation between words and things requires the mediation of a signitive intention, he brings up the fact that constitutes his basic argument for Thesis 1: that an expression can have the same meaning with or without the corresponding intuition.[footnoteRef:25] As we have seen, however, this fact supports the monopoly of signitive intentions over the constitution of meaning only if Thesis 2 is presupposed. It is thus question-begging to appeal to this fact at this point of the argument. [25:  Hua XIX, 561/203.] 

Now the mediation of signitive intention would be necessary if we assume that perceptions cannot directly unify with words, and this assumption is indeed legitimate if we consider only simple sensory perceptions. A simple, sensory perception does not involve “exercise[ing] a concept, neither an individual nor a general concept”; it is, therefore, essentially different in its “matter” from a judgement.[footnoteRef:26] It follows that simple sensory perceptions cannot be directly unified with words in their generality; they cannot confer meaning on words. But what justifies the restriction to simple, sensory perceptions? In the 1901 text, this restriction is simply “justified” by the thematic order of the Sixth Investigation, for the idea of categorial intuition is still to be introduced at this point in the text. [26:  Mulligan, “Perception,” 170.] 

This is, of course, no genuine justification. Rather, it points to a deficiency in the compositional decision of the Sixth Investigation to place the entire discussions of expression, fulfilment and truth before the thematic introduction of categorial intentionality. It is a consequence of this decision that these discussions can only draw on examples of nominal presentations (considered in abstraction from their propositional context) and the corresponding sensory intuitions. To be sure, Husserl explicitly and repeatedly acknowledges this limitation and the resulting “gap”[footnoteRef:27], but by 1913-14, he came to realise that this limitation was so disabling that the revised Sixth Investigation should introduce the theme of categorial intentionality right at the beginning, in the discussion of expression in the first chapter.[footnoteRef:28] [27:  Hua XIX, 558/201, 649/262, 657/271.]  [28:  See Hua XX/2, 2. Such a new arrangement would radically change almost any topic of importance in the Sixth Investigation and would thus amount to a total rewriting. This might be a reason behind Husserl’s decision to drop the original plan of (a more conservative) revision (Melle, “Hussrel’s Revisions,” 115).] 

Now if we follow Husserl’s suggestion and take in account categorially informed perceptions in our analysis of expression, it is far from clear why such perceptions – or acts of “thinking” performed “on the ground of” sensory perceptions[footnoteRef:29] – cannot unify directly with words, without the mediation of an additional layer of signitive intention. Indeed, it is an important thesis of the new account presented in the Revisions that categorially informed intuitions “enter into a peculiar intentional fusion” with word-consciousness “directly”, in just the same manner as empty significative intentions do.[footnoteRef:30] In other words, an intuitively fulfilled utterance does not necessarily contain a significative act as a separable layer alongside the intuitive act; as Husserl puts it, “in the ‘coinciding’ stage, no actual ‘coinciding’ takes place”.[footnoteRef:31]   [29:  Hua XX/1, 72]  [30:  Hua XX/2, 298. Intuition unifies with verbal consciousness as directly as empty intention, but strictly speaking the unification in both cases is achieved by the indicative tendency which we will discuss in section 3.]  [31:  Hua XX/2, 151, see also 145.] 

By providing an appealing alternative to the double-layer view (i.e., Thesis 2), the new account also weakens Thesis 1, according to which only signitive intentions devoid of intuitive content can function as the bearer of (linguistic) meaning. Indeed, the two theses must be challenged at the same time, given their mutual dependence as we noted above. In sum, by giving up both theses, the new position softens the distinction between that which confers meaning and that which realises meaning, and considers both acts equally entitled to constitute (linguistic) meaning, the one intuitively, the other emptily. 
According to the new analysis, an empty significative act and an intuitive act can come to coincide or enter into a synthesis of identification, without the significative act having to persist in and coexist with the intuitive act,[footnoteRef:32] and it is this possibility that enables a signficative act and a corresponding intuition to constitute the same linguistic meaning. However, Husserl’s analysis of this possibility of identification in the Revisions differs from that of the Investigations. In the latter, he claims that in fulfilment “the semantic essence of the signitive (or expressive) act reappears identically in corresponding intuitive acts”;[footnoteRef:33] in other words, a signficative act and its fulfillment have exactly the same matter and quality,[footnoteRef:34] but different degrees of fulness. This view has been found problematic, insofar as it reduces the intuitiveness of an intuitive act to its share of fulness, which is regarded a nonintentional, sensory content.[footnoteRef:35]  [32:  Thus, Husserl in the Revisions denies that there is a significant temporal difference between perceptual fulfilment and cognitive fulfilment, a position Hopp claims to find in the Investigations. See Hopp, Perception and Knowledge, 206; Phenomenology, 142, 190. ]  [33:  Hua XIX, 625/245.]  [34:  In other places, he omits quality and only mentions matter as what is shared by a signficative act and its fulfillment (for example, Hua XIX, 618/240-1)]  [35:  Dreyfus, for example, claims that it leads to an infinite regress (Husserl’s Theory of Perception, 105). Hopp also highlights the problem stemming from the dissociation of intuitiveness and intentionality (Perception and Knowledge, 208).] 

The Revisions explicitly caution against this misleading interpretation of the relation between the intuitive and the empty. Their commonality with respect to matter, says Husserl, is “not a genuine and proper (eigentlich) commonality”; i.e., the matter of an empty significative intention does not, strictly speaking, “reappears identically in corresponding intuitive acts”. Correspondingly, fulfilment should not be pictured as an “augmentable pouring (Einfüllung) of intuitive content into the form of the empty”.[footnoteRef:36] What is phenomenological ascertainable is rather the synthesis of identity between the empty and the intuitive; it is important to resist the temptation to explain this intentional relation in terms of the supposedly more fundamental non-intentional composition of the acts involved. Thus, the empty presentation is not “a kind of mirror image” of the corresponding intuition, containing “as many really (reell) distinguishable moments as the latter does”; rather, it is “a special intentional modification of intuition”, on a par with but irreducible to presentification (Vergegenwärtigung).[footnoteRef:37] Any (kind of) intuitive act can be “translated into emptiness” (ins Leere übersetzen), while retaining to some degree the specific mode of its intentional reference to its object.[footnoteRef:38] Thus, the fact that linguistic meaning remains when intuition “falls away” does not show that emptiness as such is responsible for meaning. In fact, the intuition never simply falls away to leave behind a detached empty intention; what actually happens is that the intuitive act is translated into emptiness by a peculiar intentional modification.[footnoteRef:39]  [36:  Hua XX/1, 106, which is a revision of Hua XIX, 600.]  [37:  Hua XX/1, 144; cf. Byrne, “Smashing Husserl’s Dark Mirror”, 138-140.]  [38:  Hua XX/1, 97.]  [39:  Hua XX/2, 151, 298. ] 

To say, as we did above, that the same linguistic meaning can be constituted in an empty significative act and in an intuitive act is, of course, not to say that there corresponds to every emptily constituted linguistic meaning a possible intuitive meaning. There are certainly impossible meanings that can only be emptily intended but not intuitively fulfilled. After all, “the realm of signification is much wider than that of intuition”[footnoteRef:40]: mere signification is limited only by the laws of pure logical grammar, which take care of the difference between the meaningless (unsinnlich) and the absurd (widersinnlich).[footnoteRef:41] Now the very existence of impossible meanings – i.e., of meanings with no possible intuitive fulfilment – might be taken to speak in favour of Thesis 1, which postulates a distinctive class of essential empty intentional acts as the bearers of (linguistic) meaning, and hence of the position of the Investigations.[footnoteRef:42] [40:  Hua XIX, 721/312.]  [41:  Hua XIX, p. 347-8.]  [42:  See, e.g., Derrida, Voice and Phenomenon, 78; Marion, Reduction and Givenness, 25-26. ] 

In response to this possible objection, it is pertinent to point out a certain internal difficulty in the first edition of the Investigations. While Husserl predominantly emphasises the independence of the signitive intention from intuitive fulfilment, which fits well with the existence of impossible meanings, his description of the internal structure of the signitive intention in terms of “signitive substance” in the Sixth Investigation seems to contradict this independence and to exclude the existence of impossible meanings.[footnoteRef:43]  [43:  Byrne, “Dark Mirror”, 129, 137. Byrne bases his assessment in part on Husserl’s own retrospective evaluation, in the Revisions, of his earlier account of signitive intention (see Hua XX/1, 146). ] 

Leaving aside this internal difficulty of the 1901 Investigations, it is more important for us to show that the existence of impossible meaning is no obstacle to the new position of the Revisions. According to the Revisions, the constitution of linguistic meaning is not the exclusive province of empty significative intentions, and they base this position on a new conception of empty intention as an intentional modification of intuition. This is indeed to deny the independence of meaning-intention from intuition and to orient all intentional life towards the telos of intuition. With regard to the question of impossible meaning, it is of fundamental importance to be clear about the nature of this teleological orientation that is constitutive of the meaningfulness of empty intentions. It is certainly not the case that every empty intention owes its meaning to an intuition (or a set of intuitions) that adequately fulfils it. Every empty intention demands to be fulfilled according to its essence, and to every expression corresponds a fulfilling sense. However, the fulfilling sense may turn out to be disruptive, and the fulfilment demanded may turn out to be disappointing. Now, a disruptive fulfilment or disappointment is not the impossibility of any fulfilment. It is, rather, a kind of negative fulfilment, “an experience of the incompatibility of the partial meanings in the intended unity of fulfilment”.[footnoteRef:44] Thus the teleological orientation towards fulfilment does not exclude the existence of impossible meanings; on the contrary, impossible meanings can only be experienced as impossible within the horizon of this teleological orientation.[footnoteRef:45]  [44:  Hua XIX, 61/202. As the quotation suggests, this insight can already be found in the first edition of the Investigations. For an illuminating commentary, see Benoist, “Sense and Reference, again”, 106-9. However, as noted above, the 1901 text is burdened with internal consistencies that prevent it from following out the consequences of this insight.]  [45:  See Huang, “Normativity of Logic”, 221-222.] 

However, even if one accepts this new conception of empty and intuitive acts, one may still have doubts about the new account that dispenses with a layer of specific significative act. As mentioned above, in the Revisions - as in the Ideas - Husserl works with a three-fold distinction or a three-level order of foundation: at bottom are the sensory intuitions, then the categorial acts and finally the acts of expression. Even if we accept that a categorial intuition can, e.g., have the sort of articulated content that corresponds to the verbal form “This book has red cover” without the mediation of a layer of empty intention, one may still be attracted by the idea that the very use of words involves a peculiar kind of conceptualisation and cognition that is different from the pre-expressive categorial synthesis. While the wordless predicative synthesis constitutes a caesura – at once breaking and joining – between the subject and its properties and predicates, this predication remains an unrecognised form of categorial activity in the pre-expressive stage. It is only through the use of words that these forms themselves, together with their content, are brought into the conceptual form of cognition. In verbal expression, the categorial form of the proposition is not only present, but is also conceptually recognised as such, in its generality. According to this view, the predicative synthesis carried out in a categorial intuition does not as such give meaning to a proposition; rather, the meaning of the latter requires a higher order of intellectual achievement: “the recognition of the synthesis according to its purely grammatical, categorical form”.[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  Hua XX/2, 275. See also 266-7, 273-4, 298. Cf. Melle, “Rätsel des Ausdrucks,” 10-13. ] 

As the quotation suggests, this is a view that Husserl experiments with in some texts from the Revisions. It is basically a continuation, with some modifications, of the view that Husserl puts forward in §§6-7 of the Sixth Investigation, according to which to express an intuition, or to apply an expression to something intuitively presented, means to recognise this object by means of the meaning belonging to the expression.[footnoteRef:47] Despite its apparent appeal, Husserl ultimately decides against this view. Expression must indeed be adapted to the expressed, and the articulation of the words must indeed be oriented towards the articulation of (empty or intuitive) thought, but this adaptation of expression should not be confused with cognition.[footnoteRef:48]  [47:  “To 'call something red' … and to 'recognize something as red', are in reality synonymous expressions” (Hua XIX, 562/203). The modification consists, firstly, in a limitation of the significative intention to thought-presentation (Denkvorstellung), or conceptualisation (Hua XX/2, 268; cf. Melle, “Hussrel’s Revisions,” 115; Hua XX/2, xxxviii-xxxix). A second modification is related to the three-layer view discussed above. Since expression is founded on a pre-expressive layer of categorial intentionality, every statement is supposed to contain two different cognitions: “the cognition in the predicative synthesis, in which something is recognised as something, and the cognition of the predicative synthesis itself through the meaning-giving act of the statement” (Melle, “Rätsel des Ausdrucks,” 12).]  [48:  Hua XX/2, 299.] 

In §§6-7 of the Sixth Investigation, the idea of expression as cognition is developed in connection with nominal presentations: to call something an inkpot is to recognise/know it as an inkpot, just as to call someone “John” to recognise/know him as John. Extending this account to categorical intentionality in general leads to the view that “the sentence functions as proper name for the state of affairs”.[footnoteRef:49] Thus, to express a proposition is to name it; and just as to call someone “John” is to recognise him as John, so to express a proposition is to recognise or know the state of affairs as such.  [49:  Hua XX/2, 299.] 

The reason why Husserl ultimately rejects this view is that he comes to perceive a fundamental difference between the expression and even nominalisation of a proposition on the one hand, and the recognition of a thing or a person on the other hand. A person or an object is recognised when it is named. But the state of affairs that a person or an object has such-and-such properties, however, must first be “produced” (hergestellt), and its straightforward expression is nothing but the verbally articulated production of that state of affairs, which is not at all named while being expressed. When it comes to the syntactic elements of a proposition, there is nothing to be recognised or known as the expression unfolds, for they have no receptive pre-givenness. They belong to what Husserl calls “objectivities of the understanding” in Experience and Judgment, and, as he puts it there, it is only “in the productive activity of judgment that the objectivity of the understanding is first preconstituted as something pregiven”.[footnoteRef:50] When I state “S is p”, what is objective is S simply as S but not S in the subject-form; the form is certainly “allotted to S in spontaneous production”, but it is not recognised as such.[footnoteRef:51] [50:  Husserl, Erfahrung und Urteil, 302/252.]  [51:  Ibid.] 

Even when, after the production is accomplished, I nominalise the proposition in order to build on it in the continuation of my discourse, e.g. in the form of “This fact, that S is p…”, the act of naming involves no recognition or knowing. Husserl drives this point home in the following “grammatical” observation: 
When I say ‘Heinrich’, I recognise him. That's why I can say ‘This is Heinrich’. Where ‘this’ is precisely Heinrich himself. On the other hand, although I can say ‘This, i.e., that 2 · 2 = 4’, I cannot say ‘This is that 2 · 2 = 4’.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  Hua XX/2, 300.] 

It makes sense to say "this is Hans", which is an instance of recognition, because "this" refers to an object registered by sensory perception. It is a pre-given sensory object, given “at one stroke”, in its unique way of appearing.[footnoteRef:53] It does not carry its name with it, and its name has a certain kind of generality, in that it can apply to qualitatively and numerically different appearances, the appearance to which “this” refers being only one of them. “This is 2 · 2 = 4”, on the other hand, is a very unusual way of speaking. Without adding a special context, it seems to make no sense at all. This is because the “this” in this sentence does not serve to “indicate present things directly, but to refer to an earlier place in the context of discourse”.[footnoteRef:54] It “educes” a proposition from the completed categorial activity in which the mathematical equation is originally pre-constituted (and in which alone such a categorial objectivity can be pre-constituted), rather than picking out a pre-given entity that may be recognised (correctly or incorrectly) as 2 · 2 = 4. In other words, eduction (Entnehmen) is not recognition.[footnoteRef:55] [53:  Husserl also stresses this point when distinguishing between objectivities of the understanding and objectivities of receptivity in Experience and Judgment. Though sensory objects are certainly constituted in a temporal process, they are in some sense already “present in one stroke” (mit einem Schalge da), while its mode of givenness is enriched as perception unfolds. The objectivities of the understanding, on the other hand, must be produced in a step-by-step process of syntactic formation; it is only ready to be “educed” when an articulated categorial act is successfully completed. See Husserl, Erfahrung und Urteil, 301-2.]  [54:  Husserl, Erfahrung und Urteil, 283/237-8]  [55:  This distinction between eduction and recognition - and the refutation of the view of expression as cognition – is thus a consequence of taking into account the difference between the sensible and the categorial in the analysis of expression, in accordance with Husserl’s plan for the reworking of the Sixth Logical Investigation. ] 

3. A phenomenology of the verbal indicative tendency 
As Melle notes, Husserl’s rejection of the old theory of expression in the Investigations is a “gradual and hesitant” process.[footnoteRef:56] It took him, even after the alternative interpretation of the relevant phenomena was clearly formulated, long and repeated reflections before he finally decided in favour of the new account. In one of the rare moments of personal reflection in the Revisions, Husserl notes that one of the obstacles that kept him from embracing the new account was the phenomenon of wordless thought, “in which an empty categorical consciousness subsequently finds an expression. As when a thought emerges, initially wordlessly, and we now ‘give it expression’”.[footnoteRef:57] In the Investigations, this phenomenon testifies to the possibility of signitive intention existing “beyond the limits of the meaning-function”[footnoteRef:58]: the very same signitive intention that normally appears in a verbal form now exists by itself. The new account, on the other hand, denies that words are made into expression by a self-same class of signitive intentions. It might be thought that the new theory thereby encounters difficulty accounting for the fact that exactly the same thought wordless entertained can later be expressed in words.  [56:  Melle, “Rätsel des Ausdrucks”, 15.]  [57:  Hua XX/2, 176.]  [58:  Hua XIX, 592/222.] 

However, what is involved in this phenomenon is not merely that a layer of thought is unified with verbal sounds in one case and stands alone in the other case, but that of thought seeking words. This moment of seeking is poorly accounted for in the old model, where a signitive intention is either fused with a verbal sound or not: if a specific signitive intention is responsible for (linguistic) meaning, with or without verbal incarnation, why should it bother to seek words? In the new account, on the other hand, the connection between words and thoughts is described dynamically, in terms of the indicative tendency that can point either way.[footnoteRef:59] From the listener’s perspective, the indicative tendency points from words to thoughts; from the speaker’s perspective, an inverse indicative tendency is at work. Now the phenomenon of thoughts seeking words can be aptly described precisely as the manifestation of such an inverse tendency.  [59:  It is true that Husserl mostly focus on the first direction when he describes the indicative tendencies, but nothing prevents us from extending his description and including the inverse tendency.] 

Melle formulates the choice between the old and the new models in terms of the question whether the relation between lived experience and its expression is “as inner as the relation between soul and body or as external as the relation between body and cloth”.[footnoteRef:60] The old model embodies the first metaphor, while the new account corresponds to the second. This seems to me to be too crude a dichotomy. Words are certainly not external to thought in the way that they can be put on and taken off at will without affecting the internal articulation of thought, but neither are they “internal” to thought in the way that the body is to the soul. A thought can, after all, precede its explicit verbal expression, as the phenomenon of wordless thought shows, whereas the soul cannot pre-exist its body (unless one believes in reincarnation). The account in terms of the indicative tendency seems to me to strike a delicate balance between the two extremes. [60:  Melle, “Rätsel Des Ausdrucks”, 3.] 

To appreciate this balance, it is of the utmost importance to note that in describing the connection between words and thoughts in terms of a certain indicative tendency (Hinweistendenz), Husserl does not reduce expression to indication (Anzeige). We experience an indication when a belief in the reality of an object A motivates in us, by blind association, a belief in the reality of an object B.[footnoteRef:61] In an expressive relation, on the other hand, the reality of neither the expressing nor the expressed is essential: I can make a statement about unicorns, and I can make the statement in silent monologue. There is absolutely no wavering in the Revisions on this fundamental distinction between indication and expression. However, the new account does show more sensitivity to the indicative dimension of expression, or to what linguistic expression has in common with other non-linguistic signs. As the phenomena of thoughts seeking words show, there is indeed a dynamic aspect to the relation between words and thoughts that can be aptly described in terms of associative motivation. Not any random association, of course, for in an expressive relation, the words are normally experienced from the outset as a more or less transparent medium that directs thematic attention to what is being expressed. As Husserl puts it, “the expression comes about … through the layer of the intentional form of indication (Hinweis) that is not just generally directed, but directed [in the form of] ‘signification by means of’ the sign.”[footnoteRef:62] [61:  Hua XIX, 32/184.]  [62:  Hua XX/2, 203. As Bernet notes, some version of this insight is already present in the Investigations (“Theory of Signs”, 8-9; Hua XIX, 46). ] 

Thus, the verbal indicative tendency that connects words with thoughts functions in a self-transcending and self-obliterating manner, and it is only this way that the expressivity of words comes about. How does this work? Now, a tendency is directed towards its own saturation, and the indicative tendency emanating from verbal sounds is directed towards the thought that these sounds are intended to convey. This thought, if it is new and unfamiliar, is often vaguely entertained at the beginning; a vague thought, being a form of empty categorial intentionally, will demand its own fulfilment. This fulfilment shares the dynamic character with the saturation of the indicative tendency, but the two are also essentially different. The verbal indicative tendency points in a self-transcending and self-obliterating way, in that it is a transitional tendency that demands to be continued by something different. 
One way to bring out this difference in continuity is to distinguish between saturation (Sättigung) and coinciding (Deckung). Both processes occur simultaneously in the fulfilment of an objectifying empty intention. On the one hand, the striving reaches its goal, a tension is released, and an emptiness is saturated; on the other hand, what was initially emptily intended coincides with what is now intuitively present.[footnoteRef:63] But saturation may also occur without proper coinciding, in case the tendency being saturated is not objectifying at the beginning. This is what happens with the indicative tendency stemming from verbal sounds.[footnoteRef:64] This tendency is directed towards the meaning of the words, but not in the manner of an objectifying intention that aims at a thematic goal. In normal discourse, the meaning of words is not objectified; they are not aimed at but aimed through. In other words, the indicative tendency of words leads beyond its own saturation; it “demands”, not to be fulfilled, but to be continued in a different, thematic tendency.[footnoteRef:65] As Husserl puts it:  [63:  Hua XX/2, 198, 205. In the Investigations, Husserl tends to emphasise the logical aspect of fulfillment to the exclusion of its dynamic aspect (Hua XIX, 573). In Benoist’s reading, “what Husserl calls ‘fulfilment’… has nothing to do with ‘satisfaction’”, it is not “associated with some kind of tension, which seems to be discharged at the time of ‘fulfilment’” (“Fulfillment”, 82-4). I leave aside the question whether this is true of the Investigations; In the Revisions, it is clear that the logical aspect of fulfilment is inseparable from its dynamic aspect. ]  [64:  Hua XX/2, 206-7.]  [65:  Hua XX/2, 204.] 

It does not belong to the [nature of] indicative tendency to fulfill itself in intuition, but it belongs to the [nature of] signitive consciousness that it has an interpenetrating-self-continuation (Ineinander-sich-Fortsetzen) of tendencies of different kinds, thus with respect to its tending (Tendieren) a mediateness of intentionality, by virtue of which a unity of fulfillment is demanded.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Ibid.] 

Here “signitive consciousness” is used interchangeably with “indicative tendency” in the same sentence. They are clearly distinguished from the significative intention that finds fulfilment in a thematic intuition.[footnoteRef:67] This distinction between the signitive and the significative is a major innovation of the Revisions.[footnoteRef:68] Note, however, the peculiarity of this distinction: the signitive tendency differs from the significative intention precisely in that the former leads beyond itself and works itself out in the latter. As Husserl puts it, the tending of the signitive tendency has a “mediate” character. Its mediateness, moreover, differs both from that of “mediate presentations”[footnoteRef:69] and from that of the continuous synthesis of coincidence.[footnoteRef:70] Unlike the latter two, the signitive tendency is not objectifying. It does not posit its meaning, and it is saturated without proper coinciding. What brings about saturation is experienced as a point of passage, a demand to be continued by an objectifying, significative act. This insight into the difference and continuity between signitive tendency and significative intention offers a kind of “error theory” for the position of the Investigations, which fails to draw this distinction: the continuity explains why the old theory is tempting, while the difference shows where it goes wrong.  [67:  Hua XX/2, 204-5.]  [68:  See Melle, “Signitive und Signifikative Intentionen.”]  [69:  Hua XIX, 601-603.]  [70:  See Hua XX/1, 117-120.] 

After this elaboration on the indicative tendency, we can return to the phenomenon of thoughts seeking words with which we begin this section. The initial description – which seems to suggest that this phenomenon favours the old position over the new – not only overlooks the dynamic moment of “seeking”, but also fails to take account of the fact that it essentially involves the transition from inauthentic to authentic acts of thinking, or from vagueness to distinctness. A thought in search of words is an inarticulate thought, “hovering in vagueness” (in Verworrenheit vorschwebend); and to find a proper expression is not just to add a layer of words, but to articulate the thought, to make it distinct, in the medium of words.[footnoteRef:71] Starting from a vague idea, I search for an appropriate expression. A rough formulation suggests itself through associative motivation. This verbal combination, once arrived at, has a sort of independence vis-à-vis the initial thought that calls it forth. In order to examine it, I must place myself in the attitude of the listener (or reader), to follow the indictive tendency of the words and see where it leads. I then come back to the attitude of the speaker (or writer) to compare the meaning indicated by this formulation with my initial thought, in order both to refine my thought and to modify the words. It is through such a zigzagging process, where we rely on and make use of the indicative tendencies operating between words and thoughts, that wordless thoughts find their expression.  [71:  Hua XX/2, 176.] 

The phenomenon of wordless thought (seeking expression) describes our experience from the perspective of the speaker or writer, where we first have a thought and then grope for words. Conversely, from the perspective of the listener or reader, we may experience thoughts lagging behind words that are heard or read: we first have a verbal consciousness and then feel “the need to make clear to ourselves what is meant”.[footnoteRef:72] In the personal reflection quoted earlier, Husserl also mentions this phenomenon as that which apparently favours the old position. On closer examination, however, it provides a perfect illustration and corroboration for the new account. [72:  Hua XX/2, 176.] 

As with the phenomenon of wordless thought, we have to do here also with the transition from the inauthentic to the authentic. We begin with the vagueness, not of wordless thought, but of words that are merely taken over and repeated without being properly appropriated. In Husserl’s description: “[t]he words are understood, but they are not ‘really’ carried out according to the categorical acts that belong to them.”[footnoteRef:73] The words are understood, so the signitive tendency stemming from the verbal sounds are saturated and some categorial acts are performed, but they are not performed as they should, i.e., properly or authentically (eigentlich). We experience an imperative (Sollen) when we hear words, because the verbal indicative tendency demands to be continued by a significative intention. The words as taken over point back to the same words as they are spoken (and ultimately to the same words in their creative institution), where they must have been produced in conjunction with properly executed categorial activities. These activities are indicated or signalled by the words we hear or read; the words signal us to perform the activities.[footnoteRef:74] In other words, we are urged, upon hearing these words, to execute the categorial activities signalled by the words, and to execute them at least according to the level of distinctness as indicated.[footnoteRef:75] If, however, the significative intentions are not carried out as signalled, with the appropriate degree of distinctiveness, then the tendency arising from the verbal sound is ultimately not satisfied, and the understanding is given as inauthentic.  [73:  Ibid.]  [74:  Sokolowski, Presence and Absence, 100.]  [75:  This implies that the indicative tendency associated with words operates in a categorially articulated mode. This is, in fact, what differentiates words as linguistic signs from other genuine signs, according to the Revisions (Hua XX/2, 126, 128-130; Bernet, “Theory of Signs”, 12-15). Some commentators find this idea of a tendency being categorially structured contradictory; they assume that a tendency, being passive, is incapable of categorial structuration (Melle, “Signitive und Signifikative Intentionen”, 180; Byrne, “Meaning Intentions and Perceptions”, 30). This is true within the framework of the first edition of the Investigations. If, however, we introduce a genetic-phenomenological point of view, and consider that categorial activities always sink into a “secondary passivity” once their time has passed (Husserl, Erfahrung und Urteil, 336), the contradiction disappears: the verbal indicative tendencies are certainly a form of secondary passivity, since words must first be learned. Admittedly, the genetic perspective is rarely thematized as such in the Revisions (for an exception: Hua XX/2, 184-185); but given the contemporary beginning of genetic analysis in Ideas II (1912-1915), it is not out of the question to see the account of indicative tendency as proto-genetic. ] 

This new account thus highlights the potency of words. Far from reducing them to an outer garment of thought, it ascribes to them the power to excite, urge and direct thought. This is made possible by a subtle distinction between what constitutes words as such (the signitive tendency) and the thoughts signalled by words (the significative intention), a distinction that simultaneously connects what is distinguished by a nexus of interpenetrating tendencies. Sokolowski rightly celebrates Husserl’s “dynamic, appealing description” of “the interplay of expression and indication” occurring within the words,[footnoteRef:76] and this dynamic interplay is elaborated in a more complicated and convincing way in the new account of expression as presented in the Revisions. Indeed, Sokolowski’s own proposal to extend the indicative function of words to include not only “signals of” but also “signals to” [footnoteRef:77] is, to some extent, anticipated by Husserl himself in the Revisions. [76:  Sokolowski, “Semiotics”, 178.]  [77:  Sokolowski, “Semiotics”, 182-3.] 

4. Conclusion
In the two main sections of this paper, we have discussed two aspects in which Husserl’s account of expression in the Revisions differs from that of the Investigations. First, he has an expanded conception of what constitutes linguistic meaning, which is accompanied by a simplified description of the structure of intuitively fulfilled discourse. Second, he offers a more dynamic account of how words latch on to meaning and how meaning finds support in words. 
Although we have discussed them separately, these two components of Husserl’s new theory of expression are in fact closely interrelated. Thus, the idea that empty intention has no exclusive claim to the constitution of linguistic meaning prompts Husserl to revisit the thesis of the “equivocity” of the concept of expression. According to the Investigations, the sense in which the empty, significative acts are expressed differs from the sense in which the intuitive acts are expressed.[footnoteRef:78] As noted in the introduction, the latter is the privileged sense: only intuitive acts are expressed in the proper sense, while the full word (the verbal sound animated by the empty significative intention) is the expressans or that which expresses. With the rejection of the identification of meaning-bestowing acts with empty intention, the distinction between the two senses of expression is also blurred. There is no compelling reason for regarding the empty and the intuitive as the expressans and the expressandum, respectively. Instead, it becomes more natural to say that “the same consciousness of verbal sound is at one time connected with intuitive, at the other time with non-intuitive judgments … of the same intentional essence”[footnoteRef:79], and that empty and intuitive thoughts find expression in the same sense.[footnoteRef:80]  [78:  Hua XIX, 749/333.]  [79:  Hua XX/1, 67.]  [80:  See Hua XVII, 27.] 

What is at stake is not merely a reassignment of the expressans and the expressandum, but a rethinking of the meaning of expression itself. When intuitive acts are no longer excluded from the role of signification, when the signitive tendency is distinguished from the significative intention by the very way in which the former feeds into the latter, expression becomes a more fluid process in which it is difficult to say what does the expression and what gets expressed. When it is said that the verbal sound alone expresses, this appears to diminish the “spiritual” function of words, reducing linguistic expression to a mere sign. But this way of speaking is misleading: verbal sound does not signify in and of itself, but rather in conjunction with the signitive tendency, and the signitive tendency is, again, not self-sufficient, but demands to be continued by the significative tendency, which in turn desires clarification and fulfilment. It is the whole process that makes expression possible.
The process of expression is one in which words, empty thoughts and categorial intuition interact and merge with one another. It is certainly true that words can be used to signify in the absence of that which they talk about, and that this possibility of absence is essential to the proper functioning of human language. From a genetic point of view, proper human language emerges from proto-language (i.e., language deprived of syntax), or genuine human speech from baby talk, when the emergence of syntax allows us to refer to things “decisively cut loose from the immediate setting” of the discourse.[footnoteRef:81] But this is no reason to claim for absence an originality more profound than presence, or for mere signification an autonomy completely independent of intuition. While the ability to tolerate, live with and even savor absence is indeed a prerequisite of signification, it is a kind of necessary detour in order to achieve a different kind of presence, the presence of intelligibility. The use of words to signify tolerates and requires the possible absence of the things signified, but it also demands - via the mediated character of the signitive tendency associated verbal signs - the authentic articulation of the thoughts that are at first vaguely intended. This is indeed a kind of teleology, but not a teleology that valorizes presence without reserve. Rather, it is a teleology of responsible discourse that recognizes the interplay of words, empty thoughts, and categorial intuition as essential to the achievement of intelligibility. [81:  Sokolowski, Phenomenology of the Human Person, 38.] 
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