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Introduction: Carnap Brought Home

Gottfried Gabriel

Carnap is generally studied in the English-speaking world under the heading of logical empiricism, and his influence in North America has been in the philosophy of language, of logic, of mathematics, and of science.  His particular technical contributions to these fields have by now been internalized, digested, and either superceded or thrown out.  Some decades ago it seemed that was the end of the story.  Carnap seemed, like the other major figures of logical empiricism, to have been of only ephemeral importance.  Quine’s emphatic praise of him as a “towering figure” and “the dominant figure of philosophy from the 1930’s onward” whose importance exceeded even that of Wittgenstein (Creath 1990, pp. 462-463), came to seem exaggerated.  The whole idea of logical empiricism, like “modernism” more generally, came to seem dusty and dated.  

But in the last fifteen years or so, this perception has begun to change.  It has come to be realized that there was a good deal more to Carnap than his particular technical contributions to various specialized fields.  There was also a vision that held all these parts together and motivated them, a vision whose importance transcends and outlasts the parts.  Progress has been made in describing and fitting together various aspects of this vision, though the whole picture is not yet in view.  This book is an attempt to consolidate and assess this progress, and to convey clearly and perspicuously the various aspects of Carnap’s overall vision that have so far been recovered.  For this purpose we had to assemble scholars from many different fields, and even so there are aspects this volume does not cover.  Still, it can genuinely be said to “bring Carnap home” to the degree this is now possible.  The various chapters reveal, in other words, that Carnap is a much subtler and more sophisticated philosopher, on many more fronts, than was generally suspected even a few years ago.  To have brought this home, as I think the following chapters succeed in doing, already makes the book eminently worthwhile.

But there is another sense in which this volume brings Carnap home.  Before we embarked on this collection, the authors of the individual chapters assembled in Jena, Carnap’s home town, the place where he came of age in the years before the first world war, where he finished school and went to university, where he joined the Sera Group and studied with Frege, and to which he returned to complete his studies after his military service.  And in this case, as I hope to show in more detail below, the location was by no means fortuitous.  The early twentieth-century cultural and intellectual trends that came together in this little town — already glorious in the annals of intellectual history for so many other reasons — did in fact, I will argue
, play a major role in shaping Carnap’s outlook and motivating the unifying vision whose outlines are gradually beginning to emerge in the work described and brought forward in the chapters that follow.

*     *     *

“A strict daily schedule, regular exercise, no coffee, tobacco, alcohol . . . One might suppose that such severe discipline would combine with his antimetaphysical crusade into an intolerable personality.”  Thus Quine on his teacher and friend Rudolf Carnap.  “Nothing,” he immediately clarifies, “could have been further from the truth.” (quoted, from a personal communication of Quine’s, by Hochkeppel 1993, p. 157)  But what seems most remarkable to me about this passage — in which Carnap is described as “friendly, kind, and generous” — is that Quine imputes a connection between the severity of Carnap’s conduct of life and his opposition to metaphysics.  Though admittedly there is no necessary relation between the two attitudes, and Quine connects them only for the sake of a rhetorical point, we will see that, regarding Carnap, a circumstantial case can be made for such a connection — consisting in a particular perspective on the relation between logic and life, which emerges in turn from a specific configuration of biographical facts, scientific preoccupations, and influences stemming from Lebensphilosophie.

Carnap’s autobiography is primarily focused on his works and ideas.  We find only a few indications about the personal, cultural, and academic context that could provide us with the clues we are looking for.  Among his teachers, Carnaps mentions only the mathematician Gottlob Frege, the philosopher Bruno Bauch, and the educator Herman Nohl.  A complete listing of the professors he studied with is given in the curriculum vitae that was included, following German academic rules, with his “petition to be admitted to the doctoral examination”:

I was born on 18 May 1891 in Ronsdorf, near Barmen.  After obtaining the Abitur at the Jena gymnasium, I studied at the universities of Jena and Freiburg im Breisgau from the summer semester of 1910 through the summer semester of 1914, and completed my studies in Jena in the winter semester 1918/19 and the summer semester 1919, after military service that lasted from August 1914 to December 1918.

I studied philosophy, physics, and mathematics.  My teachers were Professors Auerbach, Bädeker, Bauch, Detmer, Eucken, Frege, Haussner, Rein, Straubel, Thaer, Vollmer, and Wien, in Jena, and J. Cohn, Heffter, Himstedt, Mehlis, and Rickert, in Freiburg im Breisgau.  

In May 1920 I obtained, at the University of Jena, the certificate of competence to teach at secondary schools, with introductory philosophy [philosophische Propädeutik],  mathematics, and physics as major subjects.
 

Nohl’s name is missing from this “official” list, as Nohl was not a “Professor” but merely a “private lecturer (Privatdozent)” within the academic hierarchy.  And Carnap’s later account is entirely accurate in citing the names of Frege, Bauch, and Nohl as representative of the essential lines of influence whose intersection marks the location of Carnap’s early thought, and which remained crucial for him in later years as well.  

The importance of Frege for the genesis of his logical and semantical works Carnap himself emphasized.  Indeed, Carnap is indirectly responsible, through his detailed discussion of Frege’s works in Meaning and Necessity (Carnap 1947), for reviving the study of Frege in the late 1940’s.  The influence of neo-Kantianism on Carnap is less obvious, but has meanwhile been brought to light by the work of Richardson (1998), Friedman (2000), and others, so that  I can limit my remarks here to materials from Jena that supplement their findings.  But a full picture emerges only by considering the role of Herman Nohl.  He was a student of Wilhelm Dilthey and thus a representative of Lebensphilosophie, which in the early twentieth century entered the lists against neo-Kantianism, which had until then been the dominant philosophy in Germany.  The influence of Lebensphilosophie on Carnap has hardly been noticed
, let alone studied closely.  Presumably the exaggerated opposition between analytic and continental philosophy just never let the thought even come up that a classic author of the analytic tradition like Carnap could have anything to do with a classic of the continental tradition like Dilthey.  Against this rooted prejudice, I want to claim that certain peculiarities of Carnap’s critique of metaphysics make sense only in the context of Lebensphilosophie — against the background of Carnap’s life itself, specifically taking into account his efforts to shape his life within a circle of friends in Jena before the First World War.  It is to these interconnections, above all, that I want to direct the reader’s attention in what follows.

My thesis is this: Carnap’s early philosophy, especially as it comes across in the Aufbau (Carnap 1928a), Pseudoproblems in Philosophy (Carnap 1928b), and “Overcoming Metaphysics through Logical Analysis of Language” (Carnap 1931)
, can be regarded as a configuration of influences — a cross-fertilization of modern logic, neo-Kantian constitution theory, and the critique of metaphysics stemming from Lebensphilosophie — highly specific to a particular time and place: Jena in the first two decades of the twentieth century, when Carnap grew up and went to university there.

These are the elements that Carnap himself mentions in his autobiography.  Modern logic he learned directly from its founder Gottlob Frege.  Though its full significance only became clear to him some years later, his notes on Frege’s lectures “Begriffsschrift” and “Logic in Mathematics” (Frege 1996, 2003) already evince a thorough understanding.
  Carnap was introduced to Kant’s philosophy by Bruno Bauch, whose seminar on Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason inspired Carnap’s doctoral dissertation of 1921, which was supervised by Bauch and later published as Carnap’s first book Der Raum (1922).  It is worth noting that during his time in Freiburg in 1911-1912, Carnap also moved in neo-Kantian circles, to judge by the mention in his curriculum vitae of Jonas Cohn, Georg Mehlis, and Heinrich Rickert.  He was particularly enthusiastic about Rickert’s discussions of Kant and Goethe, in a lecture course on philosophy from Kant to Nietzsche.
 

Carnap distinguises three concepts of space in his dissertation (formal, intuitive, and physical space) and thus departs from the Kantian position, in which space is regarded solely as the form of external intuition.  Bauch’s evaluation (dated February 1921) of the dissertation is given in very general terms.
  And although he tries to do it justice, Bauch also makes clear that he (with Frege) adheres to the conception of geometry as the substantive science of intuitive space:

The work of the candidate Carnap given me for evaluation treats the problem of space from epistemological and methodological viewpoints.  It intervenes in questions that are currently under especially intense discussion in philosophy and mathematics as well as as physics, and regarding which the last word will not, however, be said for a long time.  On the problem of space the author defends the modern conceptions, which are being discussed with special vigor at the moment and which do seem in some respects to overemphasize the formal aspect of the problem, whose significance in itself is of course undeniable.  Nonetheless even a reader whose opinion differs from that of the author is forced to recognize that his discussion represents, by the thoroughness and subtlety with which it addresses its subject, an epistemologically and methodologically valuable contribution to the literature of the problem, distinguished by philosophical originality.  It exhibits throughout a capability for independent scholarly work, broad knowledge, familiarity with the literature, and is certainly of philosophical importance.  The dissertation therefore meets the conditions of §4 [of the regulations for doctoral examinations] and can be recommended for acceptance.

The oral examination took place on 1 March 1921.  The minor subjects were physics (with Max Wien) and mathematics (with Robert Haußner).  According to the minutes preserved in the university archives, the examination covered classical topics like “force, acceleration, fields, the aether” as well as questions of practical physics like “the construction of a galvanometer”.  The mathematical part focused particularly on “geometrical axiomatics”, following the subject of the dissertation.  The philosophical examination with Bauch remained largely within the circle of the Kantian approach, including practical philosophy, and addressed themes on which Bauch himself was working.  According to the minutes:

The subjects of the examination were: the system of categories, the nature of scientific laws, the idea and its relation to laws of nature, the continuing significance of the first beginnings of ancient natural philosophy, the different forms of natural philosophy, freedom and determinism, categorical and hypothetical imperatives, free will.  Knowledge and understanding were both very good.

And while Carnap’s relations with Frege and Bauch were characterized by the stiffness and formality then customary in academia, the autobiographical remarks on Nohl make clear that the influence here was of a different nature:

I remember with special pleasure and gratitude the seminars of Herman Nohl (at that time a young instructor in Jena), in philosophy, education, and psychology, even when the topic, for example, Hegel’s Rechtsphilosophie, was often somewhat remote from my main interests. My friends and I were particularly attracted by Nohl because he took a personal interest in the lives and thoughts of his students, in contrast to most of the professors in Germany at that time, and because in his seminars and in private talks he tried to give us a deeper understanding of philosophers on the basis of their attitude toward life (“Lebensgefühl”) and their cultural background. (Carnap 1963, p. 4)

The personal element addressed here has its place in Carnap’s life itself. The friends referred to (who included, among others, Wilhelm Flitner, who would become a well-known educator, and Franz Roh, an art historian) were committed members of the German youth movement with whom Carnap wandered through the Jena woods.
  The rejection of the “bourgeois” drugs — alcohol, tobacco, and coffee — has its origin in this movement, and was characteristic of the “free German students” (freideutsche Studentenschaft), who saw themselves as an alternative to the Burschenschaften (conservative fraternities) and similar student groups at German universities.  And its practice of abstinence expresses not an ascetic abnegation, but on the contrary an affirmative celebration of the senses, with the goal of a comprehensive reconstruction of life on a “natural” basis, in the sense of the Jugendbewegung (youth movement)
.  

Associated with this movement, and participating in its spirit, was a much broader ferment of renewal in German intellectual and cultural life whose symptoms are especially striking in the field of education (Nohl 1935).  Here, too, Jena was at the center of the new trends, and Carnap was in close touch with some of the main actors.  An example is the founding of “people’s universities” (Volkshochschulen) throughout Germany after the First World War, as a vehicle for creating democratic community, in the period after the German Revolution, and conveying educated tastes and sensibilities to people beyond the educated minority.  Carnap’s friend Flitner was closely involved with this movement, and was later a member of the “Hohenrodter Bund” where its direction and goals were discussed (ibid., p. 34).  Carnap himself became of member of the Jena Volkshochschule almost immediately after it was founded in 1919, and was also involved in the Volkshochschule in Freiburg, of which one of his friends
 was the director.  This movement had exceptionally deep roots in Jena, and was readily accepted there, because long before the founding of the Volkshochschulen, Ernst Abbe, the enlightened founder and chairman of the Zeiss optical works in Jena, had provided ambitious institutions in which his employees could improve their education and pursue cultural or intellectual interests (Flitner 1986, p. 84).  Another example of educational ferment proceeding from Jena was the movement to found “rural boarding homes” (Landerziehungsheime).  These were not to be exclusive boarding schools for the privileged, but utopian models for Summerhill-like “progressive education”.  The leading figure in the Landerziehungsheim movement was Hermann Lietz, a Jena teacher who was encouraged by a Wilhelm Rein (with whom both Carnap and Flitner studied at Jena) to spend time at Abbotsholme in England, a kind of proto-Summerhill, in the 1890’s. (Nohl 1935, pp. 78 ff.)  Lietz came back to Germany to found his own school, and wrote a programmatic book about his English experiences which, according to Flitner (Flitner 1986, p. 85) was one of the formative texts for his generation of students, in Jena and beyond.  Lietz’s and Abbe’s ideas were widely current within the group of friends Flitner and Carnap belonged to.
  It is hard not to associate Carnap’s later cultural aspirations with this background. 

Nohl (who had a leading role in these movements) was able, moreover, to give the new attitudes behind the youth movement and the educational reform movement a theoretical basis, using Dilthey’s Lebensphilosophie, which sought to show the primacy of life even in the abstract realm of philosophical theories.  The grounds for this view are to be found in Dilthey’s doctrine of Weltanschauung.

Metaphysics, for Dilthey (1983, p. 3) is “scientific Weltanschauung”.  Comparative historical studies yield insights into the organic evolution of the various metaphysical systems, each of which,  despite its particular claim to objectivity, turns out to be justifiable only from a particular human and historical point of view.  Dilthey speaks of an “antinomy” between this claim of “general validity” and the “historical consciousness”.  The antinomy is to be resolved by the philosophical realisation that the “multiplicity of [philosophical] systems” arises from the plurality and multiplicity of life itself.  The contradictions among the systems result because different attitudes to life precipitate out in the scientific consciousness as autonomous metaphysical world-views, each with its own claim to exclusive objectivity (Dilthey 1969, p. 8).  The dissent among mutually antagonistic systems that subsists under the aspect of validity Dilthey replaces not simply by a theoretical relativism, but traces back to the Lebensgefühle (attitudes or stances toward life) at the basis of the human condition itself, and thus gives them a practical significance: “The deepest root of Weltanschauung is in life itself.” (Dilthey 1968, p. 78)

A shift in the content of metaphysics of just this kind is prefigured in Kant, for whom human metaphysical aspirations, “metaphysics as natural disposition”, find their proper fulfilment only in practical philosophy, while in theoretical philosophy the metaphysical ideas of freedom, God, and immortality can pretend only to a regulative function.  This practical philosophy is not restricted, however, in Kant’s view, to the mere expression of attitudes toward life, but can be discursively represented.

If one accepts Dilthey’s analysis, though, the question arises whether metaphysics does not claim, by its very form of represention, to be something whose content cannot actually be cashed out.  And in fact, Dilthey himself did dispute the claim of the Weltanschauungen to theoretical validity.  They are not, he said, “products of thought” (Dilthey 1968, p. 86), and he emphasized that metaphysicians “have expressed the personal attitudes effective within their lives in terms of conceptual systems pretending to validity” (ibid., p. 98).  This nips in the bud Kant’s question how metaphysics as a science is possible.  Philosophy as a Weltanschauung is put on the same level as art and religion (see the heading in Dilthey 1968, p. 26).  On the other hand, Dilthey recognizes the different metaphysical systems in historical perspective as genuine and authentic expressions of different Lebensgefühle.  The “truth” of metaphysics is replaced by the “truth” of metaphysicians to their ideals.  The efforts of Dilthey’s student Nohl to attain the “deeper understanding of philosophers” that Carnap so appreciates is calculated, therefore, to bracket the question of logical validity, and to replace it with the study of the psychological genesis of each system from the underlying Lebensgefühl of its author.  This approach amounts to the diagnosis of differing Lebengefühle as the driving forces behind correspondingly differing metaphysical systems.

Somewhat against the grain of this hermeneutic interpretive effort, Carnap resolutely spells out the  consequences of Dilthey’s theory of Weltanschauungen for the validity of metaphysical systems.  He sees it as the “historical role of metaphysics” to serve “as a substitute for theology on the level of systematic, conceptual thinking” (Carnap 1931, p. 239; English translation Carnap 1959, p. 78).  Here he follows the diagnosis of F.A. Lange (1974, p. 992), one of the founders of neo-Kantianism.  Lange had, even before Dilthey, interpreted Kant’s idea that human metaphysical aspirations are an anthropological constant as the view that humans, with their needs of the heart [Bedürfnisse des Gemüts], “require a completion or rounding out [Ergänzung] of reality by means of an ideal world they invent for themselves” (Lange 1970, p. 987).  This is the origin of metaphysical “speculation”, which Lange calls “concept-poetry” [Begriffsdichtung] and thus characterizes as a hybrid between conceptual thought and a poetical “uplifting of the spirit” (ibid., p. 988).  He adds the pointed question whether the satisfaction of needs of the heart should “always and again take the misleading form of a demonstrative [beweisenden] science”, and suggests poetry as a more appropriate form of its expression, especially the poetry of Schiller (ibid., p. 987).  

The expression “needs of the heart” [Bedürfnisse des Gemüts] in this context goes back to Lotze, who had already pointed out that “between the needs of the heart and the results of human science there is an old and never settled quarrel” (Lotze 1876, p. V).  In the later nineteenth century Lotze’s words became something of a commonplace in the defence of metaphysics (e.g. Wundt 1889, p. 2), especially in upholding its status as an autonomous science of values, such as the Southwest School of neo-Kantianism suggested should take the place of the scientific Weltanschauung (Rickert 1910, p. 9).  In a high-profile passage, the peroration of his introduction to the Aufbau, Carnap refers to this tradition in a critical vein, characteristically substituting a methodological motif for the metaphysical one:

We too have “needs of the heart” [“Bedürfnisse des Gemüts”] in philosophy; but they concern the clarity of concepts, accuracy of methods, integrity of claims, achievement through cooperation, to which the individual subordinates himself.”  (Carnap 1928, p. XV)

By passing a verdict of meaninglessness on metaphysics, Carnap radicalizes the position of Lange and Dilthey, and pushes their problematization of the form in which metaphysics presents itself to its final conclusion.  Dilthey’s analysis make it possible for him, on the other hand, to retain a remainder of “understanding”.  Carnap by no means fails to recognize that something important can be addressed in metaphysics.  He disputes, however, that it can be represented in the form of meaningful statements.  He also admits that language has functions other than the making of statements.  It has not only a cognitive function, but also an emotive one.  This can serve to express Lebensgefühl.  It is precisely this function that Carnap sees metaphysics as attempting to serve, though it fails in the attempt as the claims it makes are meaningless.  A legitimate need underlies metaphysics.  But the appropriate expression of Lebensgefühl is art, not metaphysics.  As the main historical source for this thesis Carnap adduces Nietzsche, as the metaphysician “who perhaps possessed the highest degree of artistic talent” (Carnap 1931, p. 241; English translation, Carnap 1956, p. 80), and was hence able to give expression to Lebensgefühl in the form of poetry (especially in his Zarathustra).  At this point we find a surprising confluence between the positions of Carnap and of his opponent Heidegger.

If we consider the historical range of writings classified as “philosophy”, we find almost every position occupied on the spectrum between the poles of science at one end and poetry on the other.  The question for a particular thinker is always: in which of these directions, toward which of these poles, does the compass point?  Carnap’s compass points toward science, i.e. toward the justification of statements.  For him, philosophy is absorbed by the logic of science; it no longer has any content of its own.  What content there had been in philosophy, traditionally, is handed over to poetry, where it finds its appropriate form of expression.  For Carnap, Frege’s Begriffsschrift lies on the desk, so to speak, and Nietzsche’s Zarathustra on the bedside table.
  Heidegger seems to proceed from the same diagnosis of a conflict between the form and the content of metaphysics.  But since what matters to him is the content, he departs from the scientific form and adopts, rather (as Nietzsche had done) the forms of poetry.  Carnap and Heidegger, and the philosophical traditions each of them founded, have a common point of departure.  Their views, shaped by the tensions between neo-Kantianism and Lebensphilosophie, proceed toward opposite poles, and arrive at diametrically opposite forms of philosophy (for more details, see Gabriel 2003).

The influence of Nohl on Carnap was not only of a diffuse, general kind but can be traced down to specific details, as for instance in Carnap’s reflections about music in “Overcoming Metaphysics”.
  Following the general acknowledgement that “Many writers have have already clarified the way in which the basic attitude is manifested through the style and manner of the work of art (e.g. Dilthey and his students)” (Carnap 1931, p. 239; English translation Carnap 1956, p. 79), Carnap adds the critical remark that the expression “world view (Weltanschauung)” is often used in this connection, “which blurs the difference between attitude and theory” (ibid.).  This is the reason why the Vienna Circle speaks of a “scientific world conception” (wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung) rather than of a “scientific world view” (wissenschaftliche Weltanschauung).  The combination of “style” and “world view” is reflected in the very title of Nohl’s book Style and World View (Stil und Weltanschauung, 1920); apart from Nohl’s earlier book The World Views of Painting (Weltanschauungen in der Kunst) it reprints his lecture “Typical artistic styles in literature and music” (“Typische Kunststile in Dichtung und Musik”, 1915).  What Dilthey had tried to show for the contents of literature, art, and philosophy in the framework of his typology of world views — that they are in the end expressions of Lebensgefühle — his student Nohl had carried over to the forms, taken as “styles”.  Such a transition from content to form is suggested especially by the ‘contentless’ art of music.  Nohl speaks in general terms, alluding to Schiller, of the “more generally human antagonism” underlying the “artistic antagonism”.  The “differing stances of people toward the world”, he says, determine the “artistic form” (Nohl 1915, p. 4).  He therefore seeks to trace the various antagonistic forms of art back to a complementarity among the various human forms of expression that necessarily supplement and complete each other.  In his typology of musical styles in the spirit of Lebensphilosophie, Nohl distinguishes especially between a “pantheistic” Lebensgefühl that expresses itself in “harmonious relations” (ibid., p. 21) and a “dualistic” one that is characterized by a “constant inner tension in the pursuit of a goal” (ibid., pp. 18, 26).  Mozart and Beethoven are named as examples to illustrate the differences between these two basic types (ibid., pp. 11, 18, 26).  Carnap puts Nohl’s distinction to use in playing off the purity of musical forms of expression against metaphysics as an inferior surrogate, merely ‘secularizing’ Nohl’s “pantheistic” to “monistic” — an entirely appropriate terminological substitution:

The harmonious feeling or attitude that the metaphysician tries to express in a monistic system is given clearer expression in the music of Mozart.  And when a metaphysician gives verbal expression to his dualistic-heroic attitude towards life in a a dualistic system, is it not perhaps because he lacks the ability of a Beethoven to express this attitude in an adequate medium?  Metaphysicians are musicians without musical ability.”  (Carnap 1931, p. 240; English translation Carnap 1959, p. 80)

Although Dilthey (1968, p. 201), too, sometimes characterizes metaphysics as “conceptual poetry”, he was far from drawing the negative consequence from this that metaphysics lacked meaning altogether.  Carnap himself arrived at it only in the surroundings of the Vienna Circle, under the influence of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.  In that context, while Carnap evidently spared Dilthey and his school the criticism reserved for Heidegger
, his radical critique of metaphysics led nonetheless to an estrangement from his Jena past, which at times resulted even in a cooling of his old friendship with Wilhelm Flitner, as we can see from two letters dating from the period when “Overcoming Metaphysics” was published.  The first, from Carnap to Flitner, is dated Vienna, 9 April 1931 (ASP/RC 102-29-30):

Dear Flitner,

I was happy to hear from you again in January after a long hiatus.  But I couldn’t make it to Davos, though I would have enjoyed seeing you both.  In any case, I would hardly have felt at ease there among all the metaphysicians.  Some time ago, I did try engaging in discussions with them at Davos.  But gradually I’m arriving through experience at the insight that my friends here [in Vienna] may not be so wrong to say that talking to our opponents is just a waste of time.  I do still often undertake it, in the Socratic delusion that it must be possible to impress a human being by means of clear rational thought.  But when I then find, again and again, that the metaphysicians evade the issues or blather away in empty clichés, I’m forced to realize, once again, how greatly everything we humans do, and philosophizing above all else, is determined mainly by feelings and unconscious urges.  Just read the article by Dietrich in the February issue of the Deutsche Rundschau! — which is sharply critical of us and supports Heidegger.  I would think that anyone who cares about integrity and soundness would have to feel these empty words to be repulsive just from the human point of view, even if he understood nothing about the problems being discussed.

You see that it pains me that you too are inclined to come down on the side of the metaphysicians and against us.  I have to assume that some emotional need or another is driving you there, that giving up ideas you are attached to, draped in emotional associations, seems like too great a sacrifice.  But although — even in your capacity as educator — you are primarily an artist, there is also still a knowledge-seeker in you, so I keep thinking that you should manage sometime to see things soberly and clearly, without the emotional drapery.  But perhaps this is just me stuck in that delusion again.

Perhaps a purely human contact is possible between us, leaving aside the intellectual battles.  The difficulty lies, though, in the fact that these antagonisms are not confined to the theoretical realm, but connect up with many other parts of life.  The theoretical question “metaphysics or not?” is not in itself, after all, so very important.  But the stance adopted by an individual in this issue is a tell-tale symptom.  And so a difference here makes a purely human understanding more difficult as well.  But this isn’t meant to reject your invitation that we take up contact again; I just want to be sure we don’t fool ourselves about the difficulties.  

Yes, I edit Erkenntnis together with Reichenbach.  I had the first issue sent to you in September.  

I’m glad to hear that you and the children are doing well.  Best regards to you and Lisi, 

Your C.

The article by Albert Dietrich that Carnap mentions is richly informative for an evaluation of the philosophical situation in German-speaking Central Europe during the rise of national socialism.  It supplies clear evidence for Michael Friedman’s thesis (1996, 2000) that political and ideological differences were at work in the controversy between Carnap and Heidegger.
  Dietrich emphatically takes the side of the “world-view philosophy (weltanschauliche Philosophie)” (Dietrich 1931, p. 166) that he sees exemplified especially in Dilthey and his students.  In his critique of “positivism” he refers to the first issue of the journal Erkenntnis and says — specifically naming Carnap — that here “logic has become a tool of ideological agitation” (ibid., p. 167).  On Heidegger, however, he confers “the title of master thinker” (ibid., p. 168), particularly distinguishing his Freiburg inaugural lecture “What is Metaphysics?” (Heidegger 1929) with the words: “All decisions of current philosophy are bankrupt if they do not have their roots in the depths of this philosophy.” (Dietrich 1931, p. 169)  

In his reply to Carnap, dated Hamburg, 1 May 1931
 Flitner undertakes an effort to maintain the friendship despite all philosophical differences:

Dear Carnap,

I got your letter in Davos.  They were beautiful days, valuable to me especially because I made the acquaintance of Giedion.
  I was very glad that you have once again given a sign, even if your letter sounds a bit sad.  I’m afraid your positivism could let you down in a life-question of critical importance
 but I still want to say something in response to your letter:  Of course I take sides against you in your struggle against emotional drapery.  I think, in contrast to you, that the intellectual battles have absolutely nothing to do with friendship and love, if one can attain the ability to bracket them and endure them with a sense of humor.  I don’t want to say that I possess these abilities to the required degree, but at least I don’t have a theory that seeks to destroy the bracketing and the sense of humor.
  You see, that’s a blemish in your philosophy — which by the way I otherwise respect, though perhaps (thanks to lack of mathematical comprehension) only half understand.  Won’t you be coming to the northern realm again, so that we can talk and hear each other out under more auspicious circumstances, as we once did in Garmisch?  I have received the issue of Erkenntnis and looked through it, and wish you good progress.

With best wishes your

Flitner

The friendship between Carnap and Flitner survived, though, even over great distances of space and philosophical orientation, and after the second world war it even became somewhat closer again, and they met again occasionally when Carnap travelled to Europe.  The composition of his autobiography encouraged Carnap, also, to reflect back on their Jena years together, which are addressed at much greater length in the original version of the autobiography than in the shortened one published by Schilpp.
  But even ten years later, we see the retrospective process thus initiated still at work in another letter of Carnap’s to Flitner, which not only supplies unequivocal evidence for the thesis developed above about the indirect influence of Dilthey on Carnap, but also re-states (in a closing parenthesis) the very different consequences Carnap derived from this view.  The letter is addressed to both Wilhelm and Elisabeth Flitner, and is dated Los Angeles, 11 December 1968
:

Something occurred to me just now that might interest you both, especially Wilhelm.  Last summer in Hamburg I met the young philosopher Günther Patzig from Göttingen.  He brought out a number of older things of mine with Suhrkamp, and wrote a detailed introduction.  Among them was the essay “Overcoming Metaphysics”.
  Patzig says there that my view that metaphysics has no cognitive content but only an expression of Lebensgefühl is evidently influenced strongly by Dilthey.
  I told him it seemed doubtful to me, for as far as I can remember I have never myself read anything by Dilthey, but only heard occasional references to him by Nohl.  A short time ago my friend Arne Naess, from Oslo in Norway, was here and brought me his new book Four Philosophers.  One of the four parts of the book is about me (the others are about Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Sartre), I’m in rather strange company there.

Naess has quotes there of Nohl’s and of Dilthey’s
, and from them I saw with amazement how strong Dilthey’s influence on me in this particular respect, via Nohl, really was.  (The whole difference lies, of course, in the fact that Dilthey and Nohl didn’t draw the conclusion from this insight that metaphysics doesn’t matter.)

In conclusion I want to apply the method of understanding (Verstehen), as practiced by Nohl and given a critical turn by Carnap, to Carnap’s own “scientific world conception” (wissenschaftliche Weltauffassung).  Carnap himself provides a justification for this, as it is clear that he does not conceive of himself solely as a methodologist of science; the conclusion of the preface to the first edition of the Aufbau makes evident that a very definite stance toward life (Lebenshaltung) lies at the basis of Carnap’s critique of metaphysics (Carnap 1928, pp. XV-XVI), and that only this stance explains the resoluteness of the critique.  In this spirit I want to try to make certain basic lines of Carnap’s thought “understandable” (verstehbar) in the light of his Lebensgefühl and the cultural configuration of the Jena microcosm where he came of age.  (A genetic approach of this kind naturally brackets questions about the justification of Carnap’s convictions.)

“Jena is the center of the world.  For the center of the continents is Europe, the center of Europe is Germany.  And Jena lies midway between east and west, north and south.” (Diederichs 1920/21, qu. by Werner 1996, p. 25)  Though the “Jenacentrism” thus expressed by the publisher Eugen Diederichs was not meant all that seriously, the affectionately ironic reference to Jena’s geographical situation has something to be said for it, at least in metaphorical terms.  Around 1900 the provincial town of Jena, which had already become the “meeting point of modern spirits” of classicism (Goethe, Humboldt, and Schiller), of idealism (Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel) as well as romanticism (Novalis and the Schlegel brothers) a hundred years previously, was once again a microcosm of broader intellectual and cultural trends.  The economic basis of the town, the Zeiss optical works and Jenaer Schott glass works, brought the intellectual superstructure in behind it.  This was literally so during the period around 1900, thanks to the astonishing energy and commitment of Ernst Abbe.  As a physicist, he made a number of discoveries that facilitated the industrial production of optical lenses.  He then put his enormous fortune, based on the practical application of these discoveries in his Jena companies, to use in supporting the sciences at the University of Jena (even Frege benefited!) and in developing a number of imaginative social reform projects and educational institutions — thus paving the way, as discussed above, for the later Jena Volkshochschule.
 

In 1909 Carnap came to Jena together with his mother Anna (his father had died some time before) and his sister Agnes.  They moved into the new house specially built for them “on the Lindenhöhe”.
  From reminiscences put together in a memorial book for Carnap’s mother by relatives and friends we find that it was not Carnap who followed his mother to Jena, but that his mother acquiesced in the move “to be near her son during his university studies as well” (Rohden 1924, pp. 27-28).
  Carnap had grown up in Wuppertal-Barmen, in a region (the “Bergisches Land”) that to this day is characterized by pietist leanings.
  Carnap’s parents, too, were “deeply religious” (Carnap 1963, p. 3).  Religion was regarded in the family as serving not any purposes of spiritual devotion or meditation, but had its seat in life itself, in the active participation with others inside and outside of a community.  Carnap, who had already lost his faith as a young man, nonetheless held the religious form of life, as exemplified especially by his mother, in high regard (Carnap 1963, p. 8).  Her biography of her father, Friedrich Wilhelm Dörpfeld (A. Carnap 1903), bears literary witness to this form of life.  Carnap’s grandfather was a well-known educator and reformer of schools in the tradition of Herbart (see e.g. Dörpfeld 1894ff.).  Like his grandson Rudolf, he had a “highly developed need for scientific knowledge” (A. Carnap 1903, pp. 339-340), which made him sympathetic toward Herbart’s efforts to base education scientifically on a psychological foundation.  His religious pietism, in odd contrast to this need, estranged him from Herbart’s specifically religious ideas (ibid., p. 340-41).  Still, the respect in which Dörpfeld had been held by Herbartians made it easier for Carnap’s mother, given the long tradition of Herbartianism in Jena, to find a place in local society after moving there (Rohden 1924, p. 28).  Especially to be emphasized is the contact of the family with Wilhelm Rein, who is also mentioned by Carnap as one of his teachers in the above-quoted curriculum vitae.  This pedagogical tradition, reinforced by such contacts, left its traces: as we have seen, Carnap was not only friendly with particular well-known educators, like Wilhelm Flitner, but participated actively in their school reform projects, and his own philosophical activities had a strong pedagogical dimension to them throughout his career — from organizing conferences to writing textbooks to participating in popular and workers’ education programs. 

His grandfather was known for his social commitment.  Though politically a monarchist, and as a supporter of Bismarck he opposed social democracy, his conception of monarchy was based on an ideal of community.  He thus criticized not only the paternalistic bureaucracy, but from his pietest standpoint demanded social reforms of the state.  Especially noteworthy in the present context are his views about religion.  He was against the “learned orthodoxy” of “theological knowledge gone cold” based on “abstract speculation” of “philosophical and religious rationalism”, and advocated a strengthening of religious feeling on the basis of “serious scholarly Bible research” from which would grow a “Christian life”, while maintaining the ideal of tolerance (ibid., pp. 273-276, 282).  His defence of Christian mysticism had a lasting influence on his daughter.

It is hard to avoid the conjecture that Carnap’s antipathy to metaphysics had its early psychological roots here.  Pietism is traditionally oriented to practice and in religious questions, at least, decidedly hostile to theory.  Theological doctrines of faith (dogmatics) were guilty of scholasticism, in its view, especially a metaphysics presenting itself as a maidservant of theology (ancilla theologiae).  It is notable that Carnap altogether rejected metaphysical theories, but acknowledged the importance of the Lebensgefühle at the basis of these theories, as practical orientations.  In this he seems to differ from other members of the Vienna Circle.  Carnap’s characteristic attitude that there should be a radical separation between theoretical and practical questions may well have emerged from the pietism of his upbringing.  His basic intuitions — commitment to science in the theoretical realm and hostility to theory, paired nonetheless with social commitment, in the practical realm — can be regarded as secularized forms of his grandfather’s convictions, conveyed to him via his mother.

We hear of strong “mystical” tendencies in Carnap’s mother (Rohden 1924, pp. 11-12).  The “ethical pantheism” of his youth may be seen as corresponding to these, a pantheism that was based not on theoretical, i.e. metaphysical considerations, but was rather “a matter of the attitude toward the world and fellow human beings” (Carnap 1963, p. 7).  Pantheism often comes across, after all, as a secularized form of religious mysticism.  While in the case of Carnap’s mother the spiritual poetry of Angelus Silesius, Meister Eckhardt and Gerhard Tersteegen “was valued most highly” (Rohden 1924, pp. 5-6), her son carefully emphasizes that his own pantheism had less to do with the works of Spinoza than those of Goethe.  And since “my pantheism was thus more influenced by poetical than by philosophical works, it had more an ethical than a theoretical nature.”  (Carnap 1963, p. 7)  This tendency to replace metaphysics by poetry and other forms of art is a marked characteristic of Carnap’s thought that, unlike the logical, epistemological, and methodological aspects of his work, has received little attention in the secondary literature.  I think we can safely say that this tendency came naturally to Carnap, was given substance by his pietist upbringing, found a secular expression in the youth movement’s aspirations to reform life and culture, and was provided with a theoretical basis by Lebensphilosophie, from whence it flowed into a resolute struggle against metaphysics.
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� I will argue this thesis, that is, by focusing most closely on the specific influence of Lebensphilosophie.  Equally important for the thesis are other cultural and intellectual aspects of the Jena background, especially the youth movement (as addressed, e.g. by Werner 1983) and the artistic movements (covered by H.J. Dahms in his chapter below).  The present introduction should be regarded as a loose framework within which these and other aspects of Carnap’s background may appropriately be located.  


� This curriculum vitae, dated “Buchenbach (Baden), 28 January 1921”, is located, like all the documents relating to Carnap’s doctoral proceedings quoted in the following, at the University Archive in Jena, signature M568.  


� Patzig (1966) and above all Naess (1968) are exceptions.  


� The published English translation has the title “The Elimination of Metaphysics through Logical Analysis of Language”; here and subsequently I use the more correct “Overcoming. . .” instead.  


� See my introduction to Frege 1996 (pp. XI f.) for a discussion of Frege’s influence on Carnap.


� See Carnap’s letter to Tilly Neovius of 30 January 1912 (ASP/RC 025-71-01).  (All passages from Carnap’s papers quoted below, except references to the original version of his autobiography, are quoted by permission of the Archive of Scientific Philosophy, Hillman Library, University of Pittsburgh; all rights reserved.)  After the first world war, while he was living in Buchenbach, near Freiburg, Carnap also made contact with Husserl. 


� In his autobiography, Wilhelm Flitner recounts that Bruno Bauch told him the dissertation was “excellent, and approved by him, on the philosophical side.  But Bauch hadn’t been able to grasp the mathematical part in the least and taken it to a mathematical colleague.  He in turn studied the little book and answered that the mathematical part was in excellent shape, but that he found the philosophical part completely incomprehensible.” (Flitner 1986, p. 127)


� Carnap’s arguments evidently had no influence on Bauch’s philosophical thought, however; see for instance Bauch (1923), pp. 260-262.  On Bauch’s ideas in their neo-Kantian context of, see Schlotter (2003); on Carnap and Bauch, see especially Chapter 20.  


� Flitner (1986) gives not only vivid reports on the activities of the so-called “Sera” circle, but also photographic evidence showing Carnap in their midst.  On the role and significance of this group within the youth movement, centered on the Jena publisher Eugen  Diederichs, see the descriptions and analyses of Werner (1993, 1996).


� This reflects its origins in the Wandervogel movement, a curious phenomenon little discussed in the English-language cultural history of twentieth-century Germany (though see Laqueur 1962).  The Wandervögel were a back-to-nature movement whose principle activities were long walks in the German countryside by small groups of teenagers, who often stayed overnight with peasants and in barns, and sang German folk songs as they walked, or songs composed specifically for the Wandervogel movement.  For further discussion and literature, see Hepp (1987), Chapter 1.  


� Bernhard Merten, the only person, he said, with whom he was able to discuss his new “constitution theory” during the mid-1920’s, and with whom he organized the first (1922) conference of “scientific philosophy” in Erlangen.


� On the educational ideas in the air at this time in and around Jena, with specific reference to Abbe, Lietz, Rein, see Flitner’s autobiography (1986), esp. pp. 84 ff.  On Carnap’s friendship with Flitner more generally, see the passages cited in the index under “Carnap” there as well as p. 310.    


� In the peroration that follows this passage, Carnap emphasizes that the “style of thought” mentioned here is also given expression “in artistic trends, especially of architecture, and in the movements attempting to shape human life on a rational basis” (Carnap 1928, p. XV).  What he has in mind regarding architecture is of course the Neue Sachlichkeit discussed by Friedman (2000, pp. 18, 158) and Dahms (2001, pp. 83-84).  


� The resulting stark dichotomy between thought and feeling appears to have given way in Carnap’s later thought to something like a dialectical relation between them; see the chapter by A.W. Carus below, sections II and V.


� I am grateful to Sven Schlotter for specific textual references in what follows.


� The correspondences go even further, as a detailed comparison of the texts shows.  For instance, both Nohl and Carnap emphasize the psychosomatic interconnection between a person’s Lebensgefühl and their physical bearing; Carnap speaks of the expression of a person’s Lebensgefühl in “the character of his gait” (Nohl 1915, p. 9; Carnap 1931, p. 239, English translation Carnap 1959, p. 79).  


� It appears that even before the publication of his “Overcoming Metaphysics” (1931), he relied heavily on Heidegger (1929) to supply examples of meaningless metaphysical sentences; see Dahms (2001), p. 85.   


� Originally associated with the neo-Kantians, Dietrich was a right-leaning follower of Dilthey who later, under the influence of Alfred Baeumler, joined the national socialist movement.  Heidegger praised his dissertation Kant’s Concept of the Whole in his Doctrine of Space and Time and the Relations to Leibniz (1916) as “the earliest refutation of the Marburg interpretation of Kant”.  See Tilitzky (2002), vol. 2, pp. 897-905, esp. p. 898.  


� I am grateful to Prof. Andreas Flitner for permission to reproduce this letter, which is located in the Carnap papers (ASP/RC 102-29-29).


� The art historian Sigfried Giedion (1888-1968) was a co-founder of the International Congress for Modern Architecture and its general secretary for many years.  For details see the biography by Georgiadis (1993).


� “Ich fürchte, daß Dich Dein Positivismus in einer lebenswichtigen Frage im Stich lassen könnte.”  Carnap underlined these words.


� These words Carnap underlined and marked with “?!”.  


� I am grateful to A.W. Carus for this information; the autobiography was largely composed in the years 1956-7.    


� I am grateful to Brigitte Uhlemann of the Philosophisches Archiv, University of Konstanz, for bringing this letter to my attention; it is also located in the Carnap papers (ASP/RC 102-28-07).  


� This paper was not in fact included in the volume, which in its published form contained only Carnap (1928b).


� See Patzig (1966), p. 100.


� See Naess (1968), p. 41-48, discussed in more detail by Gabriel (2003).


� More details on his activities and projects can be found in Stelzner (1997).


� See front cover of this book (right hand photo, with conference participants); the present address is Kernbergstraße 42.  The conference participants were given a gratefully acknowledged tour through the privately owned house.  For an idea how it originally looked, see the photo in Rohden (1924, pp. 80-81).  A description of its history can be found in the Thüringische Landeszeitung of 19 September 1998.  Here we find that when Carnap moved to Buchenbach in 1919, his uncle Wilhelm Dörpfeld, a well-known archaeologist, moved into the house to live with his sister.  Dörpfeld made a name for himself by, among other work, collaborating with Heinrich Schliemann.      


� Though in fact Carnap came to Jena some time before he began his studies, and completed school at the Jena Gymnasium (see his curriculum vitae, quoted above).  


� In the original version of Carnap’s autobiography (of which that published in 1963 is a shortened version), Carnap himself stresses this, pointing out that one of his ancestors had belonged to a group of especially devout pietists who, resisting re-Catholicization and the laxness of the other villagers, had left to found their own separate community.  Carnap not only connects this with his own intellectual interests, but reflects that his own “missionary spirit” and his desire for “the realization of a visionary aim” may derive in some way from a family tradition.  I am grateful to A.W. Carus for providing this information.  It might also be pointed out that there is a strong physical ‘family resemblance’ between Carnap and both his mother and his maternal grandfather; compare the photo of the aging Rudolf in (1963) with those of his ancestors in Rohden (1924), pp. 16-17 and of his grandfather in A. Carnap (1903).    





