


2. “A fashionable assemblage of notables”
According to Merriam-Webster, a salon is “a fashion-
able assemblage of notables, such as literary figures, 
artists, or statesmen”. The definition hardly does us 
any good, however. It may only encourage concerns 
that assemblages of this type belong to a past time 
period and that, perhaps, they could hardly produce 
the same value as they once had. The textbook defi-
nition certainly reeks of aristocratic arrogance. Fur-
thermore, neither are we aristocrats ourselves, nor 
are we governed by an aristocracy today. (While we 
often hear words like technocracy and oligarchy, we 
rarely hear aristocracy.) Despite this, I am here to 
challenge you.

For this event, I would like you to take yourself seri-
ously as such a “notable”. Look around you. See the 
people sitting here with you. Then ask yourself, in all 
sincerity, are these people worthy of note? Are they 
not “notable”? And don’t our thoughts have value? 
I think any one of us could answer those questions 
in a similar way. Each and every one of us are “no-
table”, and our thoughts have value also.

3. What is the value of a salon?
Let us then, as notables, consider the question as to 
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1. Welcome…and a bit of flattery
So, first things first. I expect that for many of you, 
being here together with me is probably quite an ex-
periment. I am well aware that “saloning” is not a 
popular activity nowadays; therefore, I would not be 
surprised to hear that, for some of you, this will be 
your first experience with a philosophy salon. Inas-
much, the very fact that you are here, and together 
with me, is quite a statement. I do take this as a sign 
that you have an adventurous spirit. So, whether or 
not I am well acquainted with you already, or if we 
are still strangers so far, let me say that I have quite a 
bit of respect for you.

Of course, having said that, I think some stage-
setting is in order. Salons are not a popular type of 
event nowadays, this much is obvious. However, and 
because of this, you may already be asking yourself, 
what have I gotten myself into? And, what exactly is 
a salon, anyways?

Setting the StageSetting the Stage
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whether or not this type of assemblage might have 
value in today’s world. Furthermore, let us consider 
how this event might serve you, in particular. After 
all, rather than “saloning”, we could be doing any 
number of productive things: perhaps learning a new 
trade, for example, or working on our chosen craft. 
Perhaps our time might be better spent volunteering 
to help feed the hungry, or to shelter and clothe the 
homeless. We might feel more satisfied in attending 
a political rally and championing for the rights of in-
dividuals or identity groups; perhaps we should all 
be grieving and commiserating on what the global 
elites are planning for us next; perhaps it would be 
more adventurous if we worked to “solve” the stock 
market and become millionaires. While some of my 
examples have been chosen in jest, we should take 
this challenge to the value of “saloning” quite seri-
ously. We do have a limited amount of time on our 
hands, after all—so, again, why should we salon?

First of all, I can say that we are here to have fun. 
Perhaps I should say that we are here to have some 
“serious fun”. However, I also hope to show that 
there is an art to “saloning”, and that this art is for 
the sake of being an active member of a public body. 
We have already agreed that each of our thoughts 

have value. If this is so, then it must be on account 
that we uphold the ideal of democracy. Whatever 
“we, the people” think must be of the utmost im-
portance. Also, it must be of equal importance that 
we share those thoughts in words, as well as hear 
the words of others. To put things in quite politi-
cal terms, then, I would argue that “saloning” is for 
the sake of our own self-governance—certainly not 
as aristocrats—but as common citizens pursuing a 
social and economic self-governance. What “salon-
ing” provides us, however, is the opportunity to put 
on the fashionable adornments of the notable. By 
wearing them, we can pursue the objective of this 
particular salon too.

4. Love, the topic of our salon
So far, I have said a lot about salons in general, but 
nothing yet about this particular salon, and nothing 
about the subject matter of this salon either. We 
have gathered here to speak philosophically. In par-
ticular, we have gathered here to speak philosophi-
cally on love. However, before we let ourselves be-
come overly enthralled by the topic of our salon, let 
us ask ourselves a question, especially for the sake 
of our own self-preparation for our salon and, inas-
much, for the sake of respecting the subject matter 
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of this salon. What does it mean when I say that we 
have gathered here to “speak philosophically”? Let 
us reflect on this question by way of the word phi-
losophy.

5. What does philosophy mean?
No doubt, the word philosophy may conjure up some 
quite discomforting associations. For example, and 
unlike science (or even art or craft), philosophy may 
refer to something that is neither material, nor even 
social or communal, but rather to something that 
is quite personal. The word often refers to some-
one’s own view of the world—their “worldview”. 
Of course, we also find the word philosophy used 
in business too, particularly in mission statements 
where the word may refer to the company’s guid-
ing principles or values. The two usages are actually 
quite similar. Yet, neither of these can exhaust the 
ways in which the word is used. Within an academic 
setting, for example, the word philosophy may con-
jure up quite specific associations. As a discipline, 
the word may refer us to any one specific doctrine 
within the Western philosophical tradition. It is very 
likely that names like Plato or Aristotle come to 
mind. Perhaps we think of Plato’s theory of forms, 
or of Aristotle’s metaphysics. Of course, for those of 

us who are a bit more familiar with the tradition, we 
might think of names such as Friedrich Nietzsche or 
Karl Marx. And yet, for those of us who are still more 
acquainted with the tradition, we may think of oth-
ers, such as Giles Deleuze or Yak Hui.

However, and despite the above usages of the word 
philosophy, what I would like us to do is to put those 
associations aside—at least, for the time being. 
When I say that we are here to “speak philosophi-
cally”, then I am saying something about the form of 
our salon. Specifically, I am saying something about 
our method. We are here to philosophize on love. 
The Platonic dialogue will serve as our model. And 
because we take up the Platonic dialogue as our 
model, I would like to make four qualifications be-
fore we begin the salon, specifically regarding ideas, 
descriptions, facts, and truth.

6. Ideas
In the language of Platonism, we are here to pres-
ent the ειδος, or ιδεα—that is, the outward appear-
ances of the world. Much like how a sculptor works 
with his clay, or a painter with his acrylic and canvas, 
we are here to manifest the outward and “exterior” 
form of the world through description.
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7. Description
For this salon, we must assume that description is 
something which, by its very nature, is unique to 
each expression. Consider the common experience 
of the sunset. No matter how many times we as-
sume that experience has been had, the profun-
dity of that experience could never be taken away. 
Therefore, no matter how convincing the scientist’s 
common material description may be, one’s own de-
scription of that unique experience will forever be 
their own unique expression. Inasmuch, description 
is something which could never be common among 
any set of human animals (or even agreed upon be-
tween them). Any “agreement” on any one particu-
lar description could only “steal” that description 
from another. However, and because this statement 
might sound as if it is easily refuted, let me expand 
on that by way of a reflection on facts.

8. Facts
Just as with description, facts begin with empirical 
evidence; they follow from actual events in time and 
space. But, not to be mistaken, they are more than 
that. Facts also refer us to the one and only. They are 
what is true; and those true facts stand against the 
false. As such, facts hold power over us. They refer 

us to events that are more than any one’s own mere 
individual experience.

However, when considering the nature of facts as we 
are, we must equally consider their history; specifi-
cally, we must consider those mechanisms by which 
the factual came to be of utmost value in the lives of 
human animals. This history is not hard to recount; 
it has been recorded into the many and various proj-
ects of modernization—projects which demanded 
human mobilization on an unprecedented scale. This 
mobilization was promised by an industrialization of 
human activity—an industrialization which could 
not have been possible without standardization. 
During the early period of industrialization, the per-
vasiveness of standardization went unquestioned. 
This is attested for in the popularity of positivism as 
the guiding philosophy of the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth centuries. Positivism, then, takes 
the positum, the sensuous, as the real. Yet, positiv-
ism goes further than empiricism. The sensuous is 
that which constantly proves itself upon any appear-
ance of doubt. Such proof can only be had by way of 
a subsequent verification—a repeatable verification. 
The positum is that which constantly proves itself 
by way of comparison with a ruler of the standard. 



The standard provides for certainty whenever cer-
tainty is in question. The positum is verified data—
“positive data”—the fact. In positivism, positive 
facts constitute the only genuine form of knowledge. 
Any agreement to such standardization is something 
of a promise to each other (all of whom share in my 
project) that I, myself, will follow the ruler. Anyone 
promising to compare their own individual experi-
ences to the ruler does this in order to meet the de-
mands of the project.

Now, while all of this may feel pedantic to those in-
vested with the modern spirit (or to those who hold 
an ideal of progress, or of a common and shared hu-
man experience) I still feel it is necessary to make 
these distinctions, and, especially, to maintain de-
scription as something which is unique to each ex-
pression. I make these distinctions as a precaution. 
From my observations and, specifically, from observ-
ing the mechanisms of conversation, I have noticed 
that facts have also come to serve something of a 
perverse role—namely, that of a shield—one which 
protects the speaker and conceals the reason why 
the fact is being presented in the first place. Un-
doubtedly, any proclamation to “fact!” discloses 
more than simply verifiable phenomena. Behind any 

factual statement is a value statement. “This fact is 
good!”, or “this fact is healthy!”, or “this fact itself is 
an affirmation of my life!”—and this is just to pres-
ent a few examples. So, while facts are often used 
to appeal to something larger than us, and used to 
appeal to our subjection to that “something”—they 
may also stand as an obstruction to the real matter 
at hand. In those cases, facts may prevent any real 
meeting between a you and a me in the here and 
now—and certainly if we are not all subjected to the 
same project or the same guiding ruler.

However, and given this, you may be wondering, are 
we then resigning ourselves to relativism here in this 
salon?—with relativism being the idea that what is 
true is relative to each individual. To this question, 
I can confidently answer “no”. We are not resigning 
ourselves to relativism here in this salon. But to un-
derstand this, we must also agree to an understand-
ing regarding the nature of truth.

9. Truth
Let it be said that for us, here in this salon, we sub-
mit ourselves to the understanding that the truth 
of any one description could only be “proven” in 
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the fact that it provides traction and propels the 
dialogue further. For us, what is true is that which 
is projective. The “project” of this salon—namely, 
to philosophize on love—is the only objective ruler 
which we have to measure any one description as 
true. As we proceed, and as we hear testimony from 
others sitting beside us, let us try an exercise. Ask 
yourself, does that description propel us towards our 
goal? Because if we are to achieve our goal, then we 
must animate those descriptions which encourage 
the activity of philosophizing on love.

10. Closing remarks
One final note before we proceed—the distinctions 
which I have drawn between ideas, descriptions, 
facts, and truth are for the sake of encouraging 
healthy salon protocol and etiquette. However, and 
at the same time, these qualifications are equally 
relevant to understanding the very subject matter of 
our salon. Of course, there can be no doubt that love 
is likely first experienced as an “internal” phenom-
enon before all else. It might appear as if we only 
know love through internal introspection. Further-
more, and given my distinctions, love could never be 
factual. We are not in possession of an “objective” 
love standard, for example. All the same, I am sure 

that each of us can attest to the reality of love. Af-
ter all, love is likely one of the most real experiences 
that anyone can have.

Insofar as this is the case, we are presented with quite 
a peculiar question: is love only real in the personal 
and intimate realm, or is love also real in the public 
realm as well? Why are there two “realms” of human 
interpersonal commerce, anyway? For myself, I can 
assume that this is because of how separating life 
into two divisions, into a public life and a private life, 
was useful at some point in the history of the human 
animal, and that perhaps this division is still helpful to 
those of us living today. Though, I do wonder if this 
division will continue to be helpful in the future, or 
whether some future human animals (living in some 
future world which is still inconceivable to us) will 
have achieved a more holistic way of life—specifically, 
one where “the inner” feelings and “the outer” real-
ity map onto each other in harmony.
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does it mean to philosophize?
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As for who I am, my name is Justin Carmien. I grew up in Northern Indiana, 
where I experienced both a somewhat well-off and also a somewhat poor 
childhood. On my father’s side, my great-grandfather, John Raber, ran for the 
congressional office of Indiana’s second district in 1964. After losing to incum-
bent Republican leader of the House of Representatives, Charles Helleck, my 
great-grandfather contributed to the community in another way—he estab-
lished Raber Golf, an eighteen-hole course located just outside the village of 
Bristol, Indiana. This business has remained under family operation up until 
today. My father, for example, oversees lawn and machine maintenance. Then, 
on my mother’s side, my grandfather was a middle school art teacher and my 
mother a nurse. After my mother divorced my father, she moved me, together 
with my sister and brother, to a trailer park. There I spent some formative 
years of my life—from the age of eleven to fifteen.

In my adult life, I pursued a career within product design and marketing. I be-
gan by starting a publishing company here in the United States and then later 
moved to Denmark. During the last four years of that career, I served as a 

About your facilitatorAbout your facilitator
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member of a leadership team. Together with four other design managers, I 
ran a department of forty employees. During those later years in Denmark, 
I established my cooperation with Spinderihallerne, a municipality-run com-
munity and historical center in the provincial town of Vejle, Denmark. There, 
I partnered with international community developers to host salons on phi-
losophy. The topics of those salons ranged from free will to aesthetics. How-
ever, my main philosophical interest is metaphysics—particularly a reading of 
metaphysics which I have named first economics. First economics philosophy is 
founded upon the writing of German philosopher Martin Heidegger, specifical-
ly Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as well as Heidegger’s 
interpretation of Friedrich Nietzsche as a value metaphysician. I understand 
that this kind of metaphysics not only describes the “artist phenomenon” of 
the craftsman, it also describes the metaphysics of the “politician phenom-
enon”. First economics philosophy promises the discipline of metaphysics as a 
political answer. I would also like to use this opportunity to say that I am also 
quite entertained by the contemporary generalist intellectual Bonnitta Roy, 
whose philosophy I understand as the closest one to my own.
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11. Philosophizing on the meaning of love
I would like to start our salon by thinking about our 
title—specifically, that it is both a question and an 
answer. The question simply asks “What?”, and then 
the answer begins with “I Mean”. The word “Mean” 
is followed by “Love”. As should be clear, love will 
serve as the primary object of our considerations 
throughout our salon. We are here to philosophize 
on the meaning of love. And while philosophizing on 
meaning might appear like a strange and awkward 
activity, there is good reason for it. After all, when 
philosophizing on meaning, what we are really phi-
losophizing on is what one means to say when they 
say the word love. We are interested in which phe-
nomenon the word directs our attention towards 
when, for example, someone testifies that, “I love 
you”. It could be said that we are interested in phi-
losophizing on the phenomenology of love.

12. Ok, but that sound a bit erotic!
Of course, philosophizing on “the phenomenology 
of love” may sound a bit erotic. And, to be sure, 

when philosophizing on the meaning of love, we do 
have the possibility of venturing into aesthetic de-
scriptions such as the erotic. All the same, we could 
equally venture into descriptions of the beautiful (or 
the sweet and the cute, for that matter). However, 
when philosophizing on the meaning of love, we 
also have the possibility of venturing into descrip-
tions altogether besides aesthetics. If, for example, 
we consider what one means when one says, “I am 
in love”, then we are considering love as a disposi-
tion. To be sure, the preposition “in” refers to a lo-
cation, even if that location is not one which could 
be found on a map. Furthermore, in asking about 
the meaning of love, we also have the possibility of 
venturing into descriptions of love as a feeling—and 
even here there are two possibilities: either a bodily 
sensation or a non-bodily sensation (and, not to be 
mistaken, there is a distinction which can be made 
between feelings and sensations). Insofar as this 
is the case, and as we can see already by now, the 
ways in which we mean love can be quite numerous; 
therefore, we can assume that the phenomena to 
which this word refers to may also be quite numer-
ous. However, and by way of philosophizing on the 
meaning of love, we might just be able to hit upon 
the real love phenomenon.

“What?”—I Mean Love“What?”—I Mean Love
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13. Ludwig Wittgenstein
In order to philosophize on the meaning of love, I 
am going to call on the assistance of a quite revo-
lutionary thinker—the Austrian philosopher Ludwig 
Wittgenstein. I can say that Wittgenstein is “revolu-
tionary” on account that he has influenced the way 
in which many people have thought. I would even 
say that Wittgenstein’s studies have opened a new 
playground for thinking, which is the same as saying 
that he created a new logic. However, even so, what 
should be admitted is that despite Wittgenstein’s dis-
coveries, he is not often considered a philosopher of 
love. So, you might be asking yourself, why has Justin 
chosen to call on the assistance of Wittgenstein? I 
want to address this question already now.

14. The discordance between science and religion
Firstly, let me share a few remarks on Wittgenstein’s 
biography, and then I will use those remarks to re-
flect on my own life story. A comparison between 
the two should answer the question as to why I have 
called on Wittgenstein’s assistance in order to phi-
losophize on love, and here in this salon.

As for Wittgenstein, what should be noted is that he 
was writing in the first half of the twentieth century. 

He seems to have been responding to the major 
scientific advances of his time. In fact, he was quite 
critical of the pursuit of the scientific industries and 
of their ability to uncover the ultimate truths about 
reality. In one of his notes collected and published 
posthumously in the book Culture and Value, we 
read his lament that,

“It is all one to me whether or not the typical 
Western scientist understands or appreciates my 
work, since he will not in any case understand the 
spirit in which I write.”

Of course, for those of us having grown up in the 
United States during the 1990s, we remember that 
physics had then served as the explain-all science 
of the time. Richard Dawkins, Sam Harris, and Neil 
DeGrasse Tyson all enjoyed success and celebrity 
during this decade—likely because they took part in 
a rather polarized debate, with science on one side 
and religion on the other. For myself, having been 
impressed by this debate early in my adult life, I 
found myself wanting to answer the apparent dis-
cordance between religion and science later in my 
adult life, and on my own terms. And, to be honest, I 
still feel the pain of when the American people were 
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critiqued for their “anti-intellectualism” and for their 
“anti-scientism”. Perhaps I felt as though these judg-
ments were directed at me, since I found scientific 
description as an obstacle to the real problems of 
both private and public life.

15. Zettel
Wittgenstein’s writings and, in particular, the note-
book clippings collected and translated into English 
by G.E.M. Anscrombe and published as Zettel, have 
proven invaluable in my pursuits. Of those notes, I 
have spent the most time thinking about the more 
phenomenological studies. I understand that phe-
nomenology is quite well suited for placing scientific 
descriptions and explanations (and, especially, those 
provided by physics) within the whole of the phenom-
enal experience. However, and in addition to this, 
Zettel also presents Wittgenstein’s best style. Rather 
than adopting the overly-burdened language of the 
Western philosophical tradition, he uses ordinary 
language to approach philosophical elucidation. His 
verses are easy to read, simple, and also poetic. Yet, 
at the same time, the meaning behind each sentence 
is vast. Inasmuch, the phenomenological studies in 
Zettel are perfect for guiding a salon that focuses on 
the phenomenology of love; this is true despite the 

fact that love is not the most common phenomenon 
considered in this book, or in any other of Wittgen-
stein’s published studies for that matter.

16. The science of love
Having said that, and before we dive into an investi-
gation into our intimate experiences with love—in-
cluding our own testimonies, and what those tes-
timonies reveal about the very nature of world—I 
want to continue to challenge the understanding 
that the industrialized sciences, and these sciences 
alone, are equipped with the tools and methods for 
discovering the real underlying structure of reality. 
So, let us put science to the test, so to speak. Let 
us see if we can use any one of them to discover 
the meaning of love, and, more importantly, the 
real phenomenon to which the word love directs 
our attention. While this may seem like quite a pe-
culiar task, it is easily done all the same. After all, 
love could be a phenomenon of consideration within 
either biochemistry, neuroscience, or anthropology, 
just to name a few examples. Of course, we should 
also expect that researchers within the field of psy-
chology might have something interesting to say 
about love. Therefore, let us continue into these 
disciplines.
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17. The principal question of our philosophizing
We are about to philosophize on the meaning of 
love by way of various scientific logics and the cor-
responding evidence which has been produced on 
account of those industries. It is not arbitrary that 
we begin here. This starting point will allow us to 
pose our principal question regarding the meaning 
of love: does the love we express in a personal tes-
timony and love as meant in any particular science 
come to the same thing? And furthermore, does love 
within biochemistry or neuroscience come to the 
same thing as love within the logic of anthropology 
or psychology? I will now reveal my conclusion al-
ready: there is good reason to doubt this. Therefore, 
let us begin our first consideration.

18. The chemistry of love
Firstly, let us try a consideration of love physiologi-
cally—that is to say, as an observable and “exterior” 
physical phenomenon. To do so, let us imagine a 
researcher, perhaps a biochemist, investigating the 

chemical secretions of the human body (including 
hormones, pheromones, enzymes, and other biolog-
ical protein catalysts). He is doing this by observing 
a living human animal as his subject. Now, imagine 
this biochemist presenting his test subject with pic-
tures of a loved one, and then asking his subject to 
testify to their love. In this case, we could say that 
this biochemist is investigating the chemistry of love, 
quite literally. In our scenario, we can imagine the 
biochemist concluding that, in certain cases, this-or-
that enzyme, once met with this-or-that substrate, 
produces this-or-that metabolic change—maybe 
the researcher observes an increased heart rate, or 
deeper breathing in his subject, et cetera.

19. The neurology of love
Let us now consider another laboratory situation—
one which is similar to the above laboratory situa-
tion, but different. As before, consider a researcher 
presenting his subject with pictures of a loved one 
and asking them to testify to their love. However, in 
this case, the researcher is observing brain activity, 
and, in particular, neurological changes in the brain 
and the central nervous system. Once presented 
with a correspondence between the stimuli and 
the neurological changes in the human body, the 

Love as an ExternalLove as an External
PhenomenonPhenomenon
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researcher might be tempted to map the internal 
love experience onto the brain, thus giving the in-
ternal love phenomenon a location in physical time 
and space. Of course, this type of exercise has a cer-
tain appeal, since it seems to close the gap between 
the mind and the body. The promise here is that 
the mind might become one and the same with the 
brain. However, and despite the apparent appeal, 
there is reason to be suspicious. Let us reflect on this 
for just a moment.

Of course, we must admit that even if a neuroscien-
tist could map the internal love experience onto an 
external body, then this correlation still could not tell 
the neuroscientist all that is interesting about love. 
No doubt, a neuroscientist could say “look”, while 
pointing to the brain, “there is love”. But, all the same, 
who in everyday use would gain anything by adding 
a location within the central nervous system onto 
their meaning? In fact, they would probably refute 
the relevancy of this researcher’s findings to their 
meaning. Certainly, a temporal and spatial location 
is not what one means to say when one says, “I love 
you”. Furthermore, even just thinking that one could 
possibly mean “my heart rate has increased”—or 
that “I am experiencing heavier breathing”—when 

one says “I love you”, feels absolutely ridiculous, and 
quite rightly. Therefore, it seems that, at best, physi-
ological investigations (whether by way of the logic 
of chemicals or neurons) could only produce a quite 
narrow definition of love.

20. The sociology of love
Of course, physics is not the only science. Perhaps 
it might be more productive for us to look towards 
one of the more social sciences to help discover the 
meaning of love, and to help describe the real love 
phenomenon as well. Therefore, let us continue to 
think of love as an “external” phenomenon—one 
which is present in one or more subjects under ob-
servation—but this time, let us think of love through 
the more socio-logic of anthropology. If we do, and 
if you allow me an example from my own personal 
experience, then I would like to call on an example 
from the rave scene. “Yes” I am thinking of ware-
house parties, DJs, techno music, and also ecstasy, 
cocaine, crystal meth, and special K. However, and 
for myself, the rave experience was not only this. 
And, after all, it was quite a bit more.

The rave scene which I experienced had its own 
unique economy—one which, I must admit, existed 
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parasitically off the economy of the greater United 
States; but, all the same, it was an economy with 
its own commercial and interpersonal mechanisms. 
While much of that commerce is irrelevant to our 
philosophizing on love, I would like us to consider the 
expression PLUR—an acronym commonly used in the 
rave scene to refer to peace, love, unity, and respect. 
Let us imagine a researcher who is investigating the 
rave experience, and with the specific interest in doc-
umenting the experience of love within this scene. 
We can picture this researcher surveying a selection 
of ravers in order to discover the most common de-
scriptions of love, and, in particular, the experience 
of love as it relates to the expression PLUR.

Let us imagine this scenario and, in doing so, let 
us consider the purpose of this anthropologist’s 
investigation and the potential use of his findings. 
Firstly, we can say that this researcher’s investiga-
tion might produce a novel description of love, and 
perhaps that description would be more articulate 
than what any individual raver could produce alone. 
In this case, the researcher would have created, for 
the first time, a comprehensive description of love 
as it was experienced in the rave scene. However, 
we can also picture this research project from the 

perspective of the raver. Consider that the research-
er’s description might have been quite correct from 
their perspective; however, and at the same time, 
this new and comprehensive description might have 
also destroyed the essence of PLUR, again, from 
their own perspective. In this case, it might be that 
the researcher’s description had less utility for the 
raver. After all, it is likely that the expression PLUR 
did the job just fine, and that no further articulation 
was necessary to convey what the ravers meant to 
say to each other. Therefore, we can equally interro-
gate the researcher, and much in the same way that 
he is interrogating the ravers. For example, we might 
ask, with what purpose did the researcher create this 
comprehensive description? And, perhaps more pre-
cisely, who is the description for? It is possible that 
the novel description produced by the researcher 
has merely replaced one set of words with another, 
and that this new set may only be useful to the re-
searcher in translating their “discovery” back to oth-
er researchers. In this case, we are presented with 
a question, would the anthropological method have 
produced a description of the real love phenomenon 
as it was experienced in the rave scene? Or would 
it be more correct to say that this research project 
produced a description of love as it was experienced 
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in the rave scene, and yet also as it was understood 
within the context of the research project? If we 
then take into account our own interpretation of the 
researcher’s “discovery”, we seem to be presented 
with the possibility of an infinite regression.

21. Explanation over description
Of course, description is only one type of result 
which a scientific investigation might produce, and 
we can easily imagine situations in which description 
is not even the most interesting one. Let us consider, 
for example, a situation where our researcher is less 
interested in a description of the real love phenom-
enon and more so with what function love serves 
within a tribe, community, or a “society”. In this 
case, our researcher takes for granted that love is 
there; love exists, even if no one knows exactly what 
it is. However, rather than discovering the essence 
of love, our researcher is curious to know why it is 
there. What purpose does it serve? In this case, he is 
interested in explanation over description.

Let us imagine our researcher seeking to explain 
love in this way. Plus, let us imagine him setting out 
to investigate his “subject” (in this case, not an indi-
vidual-subject, but rather a tribe, a community, or a 

“society”). Now, in order for us to be convinced that 
our researcher is adequately equipped for his inves-
tigation, we also have to imagine that he has come 
prepared with a hypothesis. Perhaps his hypothesis 
states that the purpose of love is to guarantee suc-
cessful and efficient human structures—whether 
those structures are romantic, familial, or communal. 
Of course, if we also imagine our scientist in a period 
of time which followed the Darwinian revolution in 
thought, then our researcher will likely consider this 
talk of “purpose” quite unscientific. After all, in order 
to talk about “purpose”, we have to admit that there 
is a plan or a final goal which love accomplishes. Yet, 
such “purposes” and “goals” might also be possibili-
ties which only exist for the human animal. It is very 
likely that Nature, for example, has no such goals—
and perhaps our future has not been intelligently 
designed such that any purpose is possible. Charles 
Darwin conceived of an understanding which re-
moved such teleological expressions from evolution-
ary explanation. Following the Darwinian revolution 
in thought, evolutionary explanation became more 
“objective”. Therefore, if our researcher is operat-
ing with such an understanding, then it is likely that 
his hypothesis makes use of “the more objective” 
Darwinian language. In such a case, his hypothesis 
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likely states that “human animals which exhibit love 
are more likely to safeguard successful parenthood”, 
rather than “human animals experience love in order 
to…” Of course, I have to admit that this reflection 
on “the Darwinian revolution” in thought is a bit of 
a tangent from the principal objective of our salon. 
Furthermore, we are not explicitly philosophizing on 
the meaning of love with this consideration in mind. 
However, perhaps this deviation has taken us to a 
place where we can stop for a bit of reflection. Let us 
recapitulate the proceedings so far.

Let us ask: where has this exploration of scientific 
description taken us? With physiology, whether that 
of biochemistry or neuroscience, we have love as a 
physical token of an internal experience. With neu-
roscience, in particular, we have love as a location 
within the brain or the central nervous system. With 
anthropology, love is translated from one culture to 
another. And finally, with evolutionary explanation, 
love is taken for granted; biology’s description takes 
the form of explanation. Of course, we must admit 
that any one of these sciences do give us a descrip-
tion which answers the original question of our ti-
tle—“What?” Any of these sciences can produce a 
description which replaces the answer “I mean love”. 

They produce a more articulated answer. This is the 
case even if those descriptions are not what any of 
us had first expected when we set out to discover the 
real love phenomenon. However, what must be obvi-
ous to anyone already by now is that these sciences, 
insofar as we have considered them, have only pro-
vided us with quite narrow definitions of love, with 
each according to their own logic—and furthermore, 
these definitions do not seem to add anything to 
those meanings which we encounter in our every-
day lives. Perhaps these scientific ways of thinking 
strike us as quite bizarre. Therefore, and while this 
quick exploration of the industrial sciences is surely 
not exhaustive, let us move on from physiology and 
the sociological sciences. Let us do so in order to 
try a different approach. After all, we have still not 
exhausted every type of logic by which the sciences 
operate. Perhaps most pronouncedly, we have not 
yet considered love from the logic of the psyche—
psychology. So, let us try looking into the mind.

22. The psychology of love
Now, we may suspect that of all the sciences, psy-
chology may have the most interesting things to say 
about love. Psychology may, after all, tell us about 
what can be meant when the word love is used. Fur-
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thermore, we may suspect that those meanings will 
satisfy us in a more fulfilling way, as we quest after 
the real love phenomenon.

In order to consider these suspicions more thor-
oughly, we must firstly define the science of psychol-
ogy, and secondly, we must define the object which 
this science studies. There is reason for why I have 
put emphasis on such definitions, specifically those 
regarding this particular science. After all, when we 
colloquially refer to psychology, what we are likely 
thinking of is psychoanalytic practice—that is, a set of 
practices by which a psychotherapist interrogates into 
the mind of their patient. In this case, psychology is 
not so much the science of the mind, but rather a sci-
ence of methods by which a doctor treats his patient’s 
conscious and unconscious mind. By treating the 
mind as such, the psychotherapist seeks to discover 
artifacts from childhood, or perhaps elucidate on cop-
ing mechanisms following trauma. A psychotherapist 
may operate with psychological objects much in the 
same way a mathematician operates with variables 
in an algebraic equation. Grief, remorse, shame, et 
cetera, all may be moved around in the “equation” 
in order to reach a desired result. In this case, the 
desired result may be a patient’s own self-enlighten-

ment, or their rehabilitation back into public life. The 
patient’s ability for “normal” engagement might be 
the gauge by which to measure the success or failure 
of the psychotherapist’s work. On a more disciplinary 
level, then, psychology has attracted many who are 
interested in child development, adult development, 
and family structures and dynamics.

Now, what we must admit—if we are to accept 
this definition of psychology (namely, as a science 
of methods)—is that psychology is quite unlike the 
other sciences we have been considering up to this 
point—particularly biochemistry and neuroscience. 
After all, these sciences are not merely sciences “of 
methods”; rather, they contribute to the descrip-
tion of the very nature of the physical world instead. 
Because of this, many scholars of psychology have 
found “a science of methods” to be an unsatisfac-
tory definition. This has led many to propose a 
“substance” of which psychology studies. In the last 
century, for example, psychology was popularly un-
derstood as the study of animal behavior. B.F. Skin-
ner is the psychologist most widely associated with 
this understanding. However, at the end of the twen-
tieth century, when behaviorism had already lost its 
explanatory power, scholars of psychology readily 
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abandoned this definition. This is due, in part, to 
uncertainty regarding the definition of that which is 
being studied in psychological behaviorism. As the 
study of animal behavior, psychology is nearly indis-
tinguishable from other sciences that also study ani-
mal behavior, such as sociology for example. How-
ever, since abandoning behaviorism, psychology has 
been without a proper subject of study, even up un-
til today. Furthermore, and insofar as we understand 
the scientific project as one which seeks to describe 
the very nature of the physical world, scholars today 
still feel as though their discipline fails to contribute 
to proper scientific understanding.

Regarding this challenge, an acquaintance of mine, 
and working psychologist and professor at James 
Madison University, Gregg Henriques has written 
a paper titled The Problem with Psychology. In this 
paper, Gregg identifies the challenge. However, the 
paper also gives reason for proposing a new “unified 
theory of psychology”. In order to explain his theo-
ry, Gregg has appropriated educational tools from 
other explanatory models—of which we can include 
those of metamodern theory and Big History, among 
others. Notably, Big History is a field of interest 
which seeks to explain the evolutionary history of 

the universe—from the Big Bang to complex animal 
cooperation (including social organization and other 
structures of super-organisms, for example). How-
ever, Gregg proposes to go beyond mere “external” 
phenomena by including even animal consciousness 
into the Big History narrative. Of course, in order for 
Gregg’s project to be successful (and in order for it to 
succeed in telling an evolutionary narrative spanning 
both physical phenomena and mental phenomena) 
it must present a new logic by which both physical 
and mental conform with one another—and if this 
history is to be scientific (which is, after all, the proj-
ect for the scholars of psychology), then those phe-
nomena must be measurable according to the same 
criteria and with the same tools.

It is not without reason that Gregg has appropriated 
such a diverse range of educational tools, and then 
borrowed them from many varying evolutionary 
models. Gregg’s major obstacle has been communi-
cating his theory effectively. (He has admitted this to 
me personally.) And while this is not a proper place 
for producing a psychoanalytic diagnosis of Gregg—
and while that diagnosis may seem irrelevant to our 
philosophizing on love—all the same, I can still ac-
knowledge how such a diagnosis will help us in un-
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derstanding the current state of psychology, as well 
as help us to understand what psychology may have 
to say about love.

Through his desire to create a monological language, 
and by collecting the many and diverse logics from 
many different fields of interest, Gregg has construct-
ed quite a Frankenstein’s monster of a theory. In doing 
so, he has betrayed the very nature of logic—which 
should (rather than present the grotesquely compli-
cated) present the beautifully simple by “releasing 
complexity” from the world (Bonnitta Roy). My own 
conclusion is that Gregg’s “unified theory” compli-
cates the world, so much so that I am convinced that 
communication is not his principal problem. Rather, 
his problem is his own understanding of the theory. 
The following age-old adage comes to mind: if you 
cannot explain something simply, then you don’t un-
derstand it yourself. Of course, I must also admit that 
I do feel some bitterness when reflecting on Gregg’s 
project. This is because I had spent valuable time 
with his theory, but without getting much in return. I 
genuinely tried to understand him after he expressed 
to me his interest in a collaboration between the 
two of us, and also after he had approached me with 
prospects of a joint project. In the end, however, I 

feel that this was largely a waste of my time.

It is my understanding that Gregg’s project is un-
grounded. Psychology is not a knowledge system 
about the nature of the world, such as physics or biol-
ogy; rather, it is a science of methods. In this way, it is 
unlike physics, but more so like engineering; and it is 
unlike biology, but more so like medicine and bioengi-
neering. Of course, in saying this, I am also aware that 
any one of us are equally susceptible to faltering in 
the same way that Gregg has—and this even includes 
me. His project stems from a want of the universal, 
and from a belief that objective standardization is the 
tool for producing such universality.

Now, whether or not my assumptions about Gregg 
and his project are correct (and the future of Gregg’s 
project notwithstanding), I can still draw my conclu-
sion, specifically regarding “the psychology of love”. 
Until the scholars within the discipline of psychology 
can answer for themselves the scope of their disci-
pline and the proper subject matter of their studies, 
psychology will stop short of answering after content 
itself. Regarding the subject matter of our salon, this 
includes the meaning of love—at least, in any sort of 
scientific sense of the word.
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23. Closing remarks
Now, after having said all that I have, and specifically 
with regards to the industrialized sciences, I also 
hope not to be mistaken. None of what I have said 
suggests that any of these sciences are of little or 
no value—quite the contrary. The fact that we have 
inherited these sciences today is a testament to the 
value which their contribution has brought to the 
lives of living human animals. Psychotherapy, for ex-
ample, is useful for rehabilitating individual human 
animals back into public life. Therefore, rather than 
placing this science into the category of the unsci-
entific (simply on account that it does not contrib-
ute to the general project concerned with describ-
ing the physical world), I would thus prefer to reject 
the general project to describe the physical world 
as the standard by which we measure the scientific. 
The same can be said of biochemistry or neurosci-
ence, specifically regarding our ambition to discover 
the real love phenomenon. If these sciences cannot 
discover the real love phenomenon, thus telling us 
all that is interesting about love, then this should 
also be fine. Obviously, this does not necessarily say 
anything yet about the value of a biochemist’s work 
or neuroscientist’s work—these scientists are likely 
more interested in healing the human body or with 

producing artificial intelligence, and certainly more 
than understanding interpersonal human commerce 
anyway. Neuroscience, in particular, may very well 
lead us towards digital and machine prosthetics in 
the future, thereby advancing “the human project”. 
All the same, I hope that I have given you some logi-
cal tools for going forward in our salon. Specifically, 
I hope that you are better prepared for considering 
the principal question put forward in number 17). 
Repeating that question once again: does the love 
that we express as a personal experience (particular-
ly as an “internal” phenomenon) and the love meant 
in any particular science come to the same thing? 
Furthermore, does love within physiology come to 
the same thing as love within the logic of neurology, 
or anthropology? It appears as if there is reason to 
doubt this. Therefore, and for the time being, let us 
rest our case on the industrialized sciences. We do 
so while being fully aware that each of these scienc-
es may have many more things of greater interest to 
say about love. However, we must allow ourselves 
adequate time for philosophizing on love as an “in-
ternal” phenomenon. By doing so, we might just hit 
upon that real love phenomenon which we have 
been questing for.
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24. Wittgenstein’s “reader”
We are about to philosophize on the meaning of 
love. Unlike before, we will do this by observing love 
as an “internal” phenomenon. This is an exercise 
which any one of us can do for ourselves. However, 
and in order to help guide our self-introspection, I 
will present a series of phenomenological studies—
specifically, those undertaken by Ludwig Wittgen-
stein, which were then reproduced in the aforemen-
tioned collection, Zettel. Perhaps it is worth saying 
that I do not turn towards Wittgenstein because I 
understand that introspection is difficult, or because 
I think that we lack the ability for introspection. I do 
not intend to use Wittgenstein as a crutch either, for 
example. Rather, and quite to the contrary, I turn to-
wards Wittgenstein because I trust that each of us 
are quite well-equipped for this exercise. In the book 
Culture and Value, there is a note which reads,

“Anything your reader can do for
himself leave to him.”

Wittgenstein’s notes will guide us. However, they 
can only take us so far. This is because his studies 
do not deliver polished answers. Rather, his notes 
have been constructed in such a way that they en-
courage the activity of philosophizing. Therefore, 
let it be said that we are not repeating Wittgenstein 
here in this salon. Instead, and by way of Wittgen-
stein’s reflections, we will reach our own conclu-
sions—whether those conclusions come to anyone 
immediately, and here in this salon; or if they come 
from elsewhere, and at a later time. Insofar as we 
understand this, and for the rest of this salon, we 
will philosophize alongside Wittgenstein; we will be 
his “reader”. Let us then proceed onto considering 
eight sections from Zettel. These sections will allow 
us to philosophize on the meaning of love, and to 
also perhaps even allow us, if we are successful, to 
discover the real love phenomenon as well.

25. Love as feeling
Let us begin our first consideration. Love is often 
considered a feeling; there is no doubt that we feel 
love. Therefore, this definition is a good starting 
point for departure. However, even though we do 
talk of love as a feeling, we may also be suspicious 
of this qualification. After all, we do feel something 

Love as an InternalLove as an Internal
PhenomenonPhenomenon
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when we are in love, but does this then mean that 
love is that “something” and nothing more? Perhaps 
when investigating this “something”, a definition of 
feeling might be helpful. What is a feeling anyway? 
Therefore, let us try to understand our feelings in a 
more thorough and satisfactory way. To do so, let us 
proceed to consider a passage from Zettel on feeling. 
In this passage, Wittgenstein is reflecting on the con-
stitution of feeling by comparing the feeling of love 
to the feeling of pain. He discovers and records a bit 
of a humorous reflection,

“Love is not a feeling. Love is put to the test, pain 
not. One does not say: ‘That was not true pain, or 
it would not have gone off so quickly’.”

For myself, and after having reflected on Wittgen-
stein’s conclusion regarding love, I have also reached 
my own conclusion regarding feeling. If I were to 
understand love and pain as belonging to the same 
category, then I must also admit that my feeling is it-
self quite a broad category. Furthermore, my feeling 
is a somewhat imprecise description and perhaps, in 
some cases, the phenomenon which I point to with 
this description has been incorrect. Therefore, I have 
been encouraged to look for a more precise language.

26. Love as a bodily feeling or sensation
Through further comparisons between love and pain, 
I am tempted to describe pain as a bodily feeling or 
a sensation, and one which has a specific location in 
my body. At the same time, I am equally tempted to 
describe love as a bodily feeling also; however, it dif-
fers in that, for me, it is one which has no specific 
location in my body. In this case, I have two comple-
mentary categories: bodily feeling with a specific 
location, and bodily feeling without a specific loca-
tion. Perhaps there is some truth to this twofold cat-
egorization. However, and if you will, consider these 
categories more thoroughly. To do so, let us try con-
sidering other types of bodily feelings which seem to 
have no specific location in the body. Let us consider 
sadness, for example, alongside Wittgenstein,

“It is quite possible that the glands of a sad person 
secrete differently from those of someone who is 
glad; and also that their secretion is the or a cause 
of sadness. But does it follow that the sadness is a 
sensation produced by the secretion?”

Wittgenstein has introduced a new word for us to 
consider—sensation. Is sadness a sensation? Or is it 
more correct to say that we have certain sensations 
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while being sad, but that those sensations do not 
constitute sadness wholly? If so, we can ask further, 
what type of thing could sadness be, if not a bodily 
feeling or sensation? We can apply the same ques-
tions to love.

27. Love as a disposition
Let us continue to consider bodily feelings and sen-
sations by further comparison and contrast. After all, 
Wittgenstein’s method seems to be quite useful in 
investigating the “internal” objects of our phenom-
enal experience. Next, I would like us to reflect on 
the difference between having a sensation and tak-
ing pleasure in something,

“If anyone asks whether pleasure is a sensation, 
he probably does not distinguish between reason 
and cause, for otherwise it would occur to him 
that one takes pleasure in something, which does 
not mean that this something produces a sensa-
tion in us.”

Let us take notice of Wittgenstein’s method. He is 
interrogating the very nature of the world—we are 
certain of this. But unlike the industrialized scienc-
es, he is conducting his investigations through both 

our intimate experiences and our own testimonies 
of those experiences. In the above section, we may 
have been presented with the uncanniness of the 
phrase, “to take pleasure in something”. What is our 
language saying? What does our language tell us 
about what we mean to say?

Not to be mistaken, the preposition “in” refers to a 
location. However, what must be obvious to anyone 
is that this location is not one which could ever be 
found on a map; rather, this location must refer to 
a spatial-temporal location—not where one is pres-
ently at, but where one is presently in. One speaks 
of being in love in the same way. Someone who is in 
love is presently dwelling in a place of love. Perhaps 
we could call this dwelling place a disposition. In 
this case, and when standing in the spatial-temporal 
dwelling place of love, I am posed to and predis-
posed for love.

28. The location of love
Perhaps we feel that we are getting closer to discov-
ering the real love phenomenon; however, and at 
the same time, we may also feel as though we are 
moving into a realm of mere language and poetry. 
Of course, this talk of love as “a dwelling place” feels 



“What?”—“I Mean Love”

quite poetically expressed. Therefore, we may feel 
a bit queasy and also perhaps a bit restless on that 
account. If so, then this is likely because we expect 
that our philosophizing should retain a semblance 
of scientific investigation. We want rigor! Because 
of this, and in order to address this expectation, let 
us consider the nature of dispositions further. Nev-
ertheless, if we wish to address our expectation in 
a satisfactory way, then we must consider the na-
ture of dispositions according to the normal ways in 
which we might consider something scientifically—
namely, according to the logic of time, space, and 
causality (—in other words, that general domain of 
thought which we know as mechanics). Therefore, 
let us consider dispositions according to mechan-
ics—again, alongside Wittgenstein—but this time as 
he reflects on grief,

“‘Where do you feel grief?’—In the mind.——What 
kind of consequence do we draw from this assign-
ment of place? One is that we do not speak of a 
bodily place of grief. Yet we do point to our body, 
as if the grief were in it. Is that because we feel 
a bodily discomfort? I do not know the cause. But 
why should I assume [grief] is a bodily discomfort?”

Compare the discomfort of grief to the pain of a 
physical wound. Then, think of the pains of love and 
compare them to the pain of a physical wound. Con-
sider that,

“‘You feel sadness——so you must feel it some-
where; otherwise it would be a chimera’.”

“But if you want to think that, remember the dif-
ference between seeing and pain. I feel pain in the 
wound——but colour in the eye? If we try to use 
a schema here, instead of merely noting what is 
really common, we see everything falsely simpli-
fied.”

Of these last two sections just presented, the remark 
on “color in the eye” is a good one. For myself, I find 
it revealing that we use the expression, “my heart 
aches”, when talking about the pains of love. We feel 
the pain in our heart when we are in love. And while 
we would say that the feeling in the heart is a symp-
tom of being in love, we would likely not say that 
love is located there itself. Yet, this seems to be the 
best expression we have for describing the spatiality 
of the “internal” love phenomenon.



“What?”—“I Mean Love”

standard, then you can note what your language is 
actually describing. Dispositions, if you can accept 
their reality, belong to a category where “the inter-
nal” and “the external” are in union.

Of course, I can also imagine a friend (perhaps act-
ing as something of an armchair psychotherapist) 
explaining to me that in those cases of sadness, the 
world itself is not frustrating, disappointing, or un-
fair—and that it is rather the case that I have pro-
jected my sadness on to the world. Though, in this 
case, and remembering back to the purpose of psy-
choanalysis—namely, to rehabilitate patients back 
into normal public life—I do wonder about how 
successful this type of reasoning really is. I mean, 
would it really be helpful to say that the world can-
not be full of sadness, just as it cannot be full of 
happiness or fairness either? Because, after all, the 
world is merely matter and energy (perhaps atoms 
or strings), and that furthermore, none of our feel-
ings matter anyway. One day our sun will swell into 
a red giant, and in that process, it will swallow the 
earth. Everything that we will have ever known to be 
of value will be lost. In this case, has my friend’s ap-
peal to psychological projection been helpful? This 
question is asked rhetorically, of course. No one here 

29. Rejecting the description “bodily feeling”
Now, if you can allow yourself to set aside any want 
to find a physical location in the body where we feel 
love (just as we don’t feel color in the eye), and fur-
thermore, if you can allow yourself to consider dis-
positions (whether love, sadness, or grief) as some-
thing that you find yourself in, then you might also 
be tempted to outright reject “bodily feeling” as a 
correct description of dispositions. For myself, at 
least, I have been tempted to do so.

Let us try an exercise: recall those times when you 
have felt sadness. Wouldn’t it be correct to say that 
when you have felt sadness, you haven’t merely felt 
it in the body? Rather, you have felt it in the world—
and that your body, also belonging to that world, has 
also felt the sadness of the world—or, I could phrase 
it in another way: when you feel sadness, your body 
is also receptive to the sadness of the world. And in 
those times of sadness, isn’t it true that depressing 
music feels good—if so, perhaps this is because that 
music allows the world to be (and to present itself 
in its true form) as the world that it is—namely, as a 
world full of frustration, disappointment, and unfair-
ness. Isn’t this the real and true world which we live 
in? If you can suspend your desire for an objective 
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can answer it; there is no universal answer. Despite 
this, it is true that, in certain cases, my friend’s diag-
nosis might be helpful to me. Diagnosing me with a 
case of “projection” might, after all, help me cope 
with my sadness. Though, I could also imagine a 
situation where, following such reasoning, a feeling 
of anxiety would displace my sadness—after all, if 
astrophysicists are correct about the life cycle of a 
star, and that our sun is one such type of star, then 
we must quickly colonize space beyond our solar 
system! Again, we can ask, would this reasoning be 
conducive to the pursuits of psychoanalysis?

30. The duration of love
Let us, for the time being, assume that “disposition” 
correctly describes certain states of being, such as 
the ones we have been considering up to this point—
namely love, sadness, and grief. Let us also assume 
that real love is one such type of disposition, and that 
when in that disposition we find other love phenom-
ena—for example, testaments of faithfulness and 
other such behavioral acts which come along with 
commitment. If so, then we are considering real love 
as those things, and this means that love is explicitly 
not any of those other things which science may tell 
us. If we take up this understanding, then we must 

also understand that the scientific investigations 
which we took up earlier had led us to a false love, 
so to speak. Now, if we can accept this, and if we take 
love in this way, then we can continue exploring the 
constitution of the “internal” love phenomenon ac-
cording to the logic of mechanics—an exercise which 
we began in the previous section. And since we have 
spent a lot of time trying to observe the location of 
the “internal” love phenomenon, let us now see if we 
can observe the duration of real love too. This is an 
exercise which Wittgenstein seems to have consid-
ered as well. Therefore, let us repeat a passage from 
Zettel, this time by considering the phenomenal ex-
perience of being in hope,

“I whistle and someone asks me why I am so 
cheerful. I reply ‘I’m hoping N. will come today’.—
But while I whistled I wasn’t thinking of him. All 
the same, it would be wrong to say: I stopped hop-
ing when I began to whistle.”

31. Measuring the duration of love
If we wish to take up the methods of scientific in-
vestigation in order to understand the nature of the 
“internal” dispositions such as love, sadness, grief, 
or hope, then we encounter the problem of mea-
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surement. Let us follow alongside Wittgenstein once 
more, in one final reflection, as he considers the pos-
sibility of observing “mental” phenomena,

“How do I observe my knowledge, my opinions? 
And on the other hand an after-image, a pain. Is 
there such a thing as uninterrupted observation of 
my capacity to carry out the multiplication…?”

How might we measure such an immaterial thing 
as a disposition—whether that disposition be to 
love, or to know, or to have an opinion, or some 
other ability (such as being able to do mathemati-
cal multiplication). To me, dispositions seem to be 
even less material than mental activity—if it even 
makes sense to talk about degrees of materiality. 
And regarding our subject matter, isn’t it true that 
people do not usually remember the exact time 
when they fell in love?—down to the millisecond. 
Now, despite my agreement with this statement, I 
have also imagined one example which does seem 
to jeopardize the argument. Imagine that someone 
is attempting to recall the exact time in which they 
fell in love. However, consider that this person is not 
merely pointing to memories or to photographs, 
but to video recordings. Imagine this person stop-

ping a video playback and saying with confidence, 
“There!—I remember that as being the time I first 
felt love”. This would appear to place love in an exact 
moment in time. In such a case, we could measure 
love according to the tools of scientific investigation. 
All the same, we have to ask, what makes this sci-
entific? And furthermore, remembering back to my 
commentary on standardization at the inception of 
this salon, what makes such an identification of place 
within the video playback a factual statement? Cer-
tainly, if the same person were to be bitterly hurt by 
their loved one later in life (perhaps, say, following 
infidelity and divorce), then this person might have 
recourse to say, “Well, I thought that I was in love 
at that point in the video, and even if I was in love 
at that moment, it wasn’t real love that I was in.” In 
this case, which of the two testimonies qualifies as 
the factual one? It seems that testimony is only true 
insofar as someone has reasoned it as such.

If you agree with me on this, then it must also seem 
to you that there is a real difficulty in understanding 
dispositions through the logic of mechanics. Howev-
er (and just because there is difficulty in understand-
ing dispositions by way of the logic of physics), does 
this then also mean that we are at a loss for under-
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standing the nature of love (being one such type of 
disposition)? I would like to answer this question in 
a roundabout way, and by returning to number 28). 
Let us follow along with Wittgenstein in reflecting on 
the “falsely simplified”. This reflection will allow us 
a higher vantage point from which we can philoso-
phize on our subject matter. From this position, you 
will see that we are able to produce higher ques-
tions—ones which might bring elucidation to the 
way in which we have been philosophizing, insofar 
as we have been philosophizing up to this point.

32. “Falsely simplified”
Let us ask ourselves, why have we desired (and there-
fore believed in) something like a single and sole 
objectification which could capture the experience 
of love? Consider how we are quite biased towards 
assuming that there must be something like a singu-
lar language, or logic, by which the entirety of the 
phenomenal experience may come into accord; we 
believe in something like a uni-verse—a single verse. 
Consider, for example, how you are likely compelled 
to physical description for describing this uni-verse, 
and how you are compelled to this description more 
so than any other descriptions of the world. And fur-
thermore, that you are compelled to believe that love 

must belong to this type of uni-verse. Love must be 
physical! And wouldn’t it be correct to say that some-
thing nearly tantamount to a god invokes you to fol-
low this science? You are subordinate to the “rulers” 
by which physics operates (—recall, again, the prob-
lems which have plagued the scholars of psychol-
ogy!) Conversely, why do you resist “to merely note 
what is common”, as Wittgenstein has observed? 
Because, to be sure, what you note as “common” is 
also likely to be (and, in many cases) quite misaligned 
with what I note as “common”. The evidence for this 
can be found in our political debates.

However, in order to continue thinking about these 
questions, we must first clarify what we mean when 
we say that something is common, and how that 
“property” compares to being universal or being 
real. Let us do so now.

33. “The common” and “the universal”
Consider if I were to pick up a tissue and throw it 
into the air. Imagine that each one of us watched 
the tissue make its way to the floor, as it was tossed 
through the currents in the air like a leaf. In this case, 
there would be no doubt among us that “that!” had 
happened. There would be a general consensus be-
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cause “that” would be common to each of us. Of 
course, once we began to describe what “that!” was, 
and thus attempting to give “that!” further defini-
tion, we would then have the opportunity to meet 
with disagreements on exactly what to describe. All 
the same, any of us could, at any time, point and say 
“that!” happened and we would each be in com-
plete agreement about “that!” In this case, “that!” is 
real and it is also what is common to all of us. With 
this exercise in mind, we can now ask, how does be-
ing common differ from being universal?

34. The common ancestral entity
In considering this question for myself, I have come 
to the conclusion that what each of our logical lan-
guages attempt to do (such as that of physics) can 
only be possible on a common ancestral entity, so 
to speak. We can trace each linguistic object back 
through its ancestry—an ancestry which then traces 
back to a single and sole primordial phenomenon—
namely, the real phenomenal experience. Therefore, 
it seems to be the case that the very method (that 
is, language or “universal” logic) by which we in-
vestigate a thing (that is, a phenomenon) comes to 
constitute exactly the object which we discover (and 
that means what we describe). The object is tied to 

the logic; it cannot be separated from it. But even 
so, the phenomenon is not tied to the object—and, 
after all, I can strip the logic and its objective descrip-
tion away from the phenomenon.

Perhaps the diagram on the following page might 
help you to organize your thoughts around this vo-
cabulary of phenomenon, objects, and logic. By way 
of a reflection with the diagram, I hope that you 
become acquainted with the understanding which 
I have been compelled to accept—namely, that our 
logics are universal in that their logical universe can 
describe the entirety of experience—and this is the 
case even if their descriptions may be quite narrow 
and, therefore, unhelpful in many cases. However, 
what is common is the phenomenal experience.

35. Discovering the real love phenomenon
Having now presented this, and insofar as we take 
up this understanding, we do reach something of a 
conclusion to our questions regarding the real love 
phenomenon. That conclusion begins by firstly ad-
mitting that the phenomenal experience is common; 
yet, it can never be expressed in words. At best, logic 
can only capture the real into a prison of language, 
thereby making it “approximately common”. And, 
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after all, doesn’t this jive with how we speak about 
love? We do say, “my love can’t be expressed in 
words”. Love is pre-intellectual and pre-cognitive. 
If so, this would also explain why we find ourselves 
in love. Once we know that we are in love, we have 
already been in that disposition for quite some time. 
Being in love is a prerequisite for knowing love—
whether that love is between two people who are 
intimately involved, or within a family, or among 
the ravers of a counter-culture. Furthermore, and 
if this is indeed our conclusion, then we must also 
acknowledge that we have, after all, landed upon 
a quite common-sense definition of love; but one 
that is perhaps so common that we had forgotten it. 
Certainly, love (understood as that which is phenom-
enally common) can be obscured when confronted 
with modern scientific inquiries about the nature 
of the world. Those inquiries presume that nothing 
can really be common or shared because we are iso-
lated from the real physical world, with each of us all 
trapped in our own heads. Our mental picture is only 
a representation of what is real.

Of course, I do expect that committed physicists will 
only be able to see this conclusion, and that they will 
continue to insist that the phenomenal experience is 

merely some kind of “mental” phenomenon. I also 
expect them to maintain this view, even though we 
are not in possession of any science which can ex-
plain consciousness or mental phenomenon. All the 
same, I’m sure that even the physicists would admit 
that their experience of real love is not one which 
is experienced by an individual I, alone in my head. 
Rather, real love is felt together in the moment. 
Therefore, in order to understand what real love is, 
we must release ourselves from the tendencies and 
the biases which physical description encourages.

36. The politics of love
Now, perhaps it may occur to you that my conclusion 
regarding the pre-intellectual and pre-cognitive na-
ture of the real and common world—that is, reality 
itself—does seem to “put physics in its place”, so to 
speak—almost as if I am punishing that description 
by placing it in one corner of the room, alongside 
the many other logics which we have on offer. Plus, 
I can imagine that this may strike you as quite harsh 
and unfair. I can suppose that you may be wonder-
ing, what has physics ever done to me to deserve 
such treatment? After all, isn’t it true that physical 
description has been essential in the project of mod-
ernization? Undoubtedly, all of us have benefited 
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from the advancements which physical description 
has brought to medicine, communication, and trans-
portation. Therefore, should I not rather be grateful 
to this science? Should I not flatter it?

Consider that today, we are told that the objects 
of quantum description are those which describe 
the real world. Yet, at the same time, to experience 
that real world is quite difficult—this should not be 
shunned aside. Because of this, I am not surprised to 
find detractors regarding scientific description and ex-
planation. I do find myself sympathizing with the con-
servative skeptics—those who had doubted the coro-
navirus data reported on by the mainstream news and 
who had taken up flat earth theory, apparently in an 
effort to redeem the value of one’s own personal ex-
perience of the world. And while I might be willing to 
diagnose any one of “the conservative skeptics” with 
a certain paranoia, I would not call them ignorant or 
stupid. Furthermore, I certainly would not diagnose 
the American people with an “anti-intellectualism” 
on account of their “anti-scientism” either. There is 
reason for why they take up this type of political ac-
tivism. Again, I sympathize. Because of this, I cannot 
bring myself to degrade them. Contrarily, if I were to 
partake in the critique of the American people on 

such accounts, then I understand that this would say 
more about me than it would about those who I was 
critiquing. Perhaps, for example, I was someone who 
was frustrated, and who had no better tools than to 
slander and belittle my “opponents”.

Perhaps now you might notice that my preparation 
for this salon was not accidental. Remembering back 
to that preparation, recall how I had spoken about 
the ideal of democracy, and also about the possibili-
ties for future governance conditions. I even teased 
the possibility that our future governance conditions 
might be quite unlike what we have inherited today. 
My interest in hosting this salon is, after all, quite 
political.

37. Governance Futurism
For sure, today’s political economy demands that 
we idolize objective facts, and of course, this is with 
good reason. Insofar as we live in a representative 
and technocratic democracy, we must. Our idoliza-
tion provides for a healthy and productive democrat-
ic commerce. However, and as a consequence, our 
political economy equally discourages any dealings 
with the phenomenally “subjective” or “aesthetic”—
at least, in public life. Yet, and because of this, we 
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are delivered over to a political economy which ani-
mates the inexperienceable and impersonal, such 
that we are reduced to gossiping on factual events. 
We watch the news so that we can later gather 
around the office watercooler to talk passively and 
disinterestedly about politics. Or, we sign on to in-
ternet forums and relieve ourselves of the anxiety 
which is produced by being governed from afar.

For myself, it is no wonder why in the modern world, 
and in America especially, we find testimonies of 
alienation, estrangement, and the apathy towards 
governance and towards each other. These are 
symptoms which follow consequently from our po-
litical economy. We have encouraged and perversely 
enjoyed a separation of public life from private life, 
and vice versa. And for those of us operating in the 
private market, we cannot think of ourselves as poli-
ticians. Our politicians exist outside of us as some-
one who we apply pressure to, and most recently, 
through the market in the form of social activism. 
Yet, I wonder, does this exchange of power between 
the public and its politicians really satisfy our demo-
cratic ideal? I mean, who today would say that we 
truly govern ourselves through the mechanisms of 
representative and technocratic democracy? Of 

course, these types of questions are known to be 
met with disgust. They seem to question what it 
means to be American. My grandmother seems 
to have taken it this way when she challenged me, 
many years ago—and I suppose you have a better 
alternative, Justin?!

Having now matured, I have the confidence to stand 
up to her challenge in an attempt to answer that 
question. I understand that if we wish to develop a 
truly satisfying experience in the life of the human 
animal, then we cannot simply push aside the sub-
jective and the aesthetic experiences. Continuing 
to do so would only further encourage skepticism, 
doubt, and a distrust in each other and in our gov-
ernment. If we are to quell our fears of dystopian 
futures and cyberpunk surveillance states, then we 
must come to idolize the phenomenological experi-
ence. And if we honor the ideal of democracy, as a 
rule by the people, then we must, each for ourselves 
and in our own way, become politicians. The mecha-
nisms of representative democracy and technocratic 
governance seem to me to no longer suffice.

38. Reuniting the “internal” and the “external”
In my closing remarks, I would like us to align our 
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thoughts around four points. Firstly, the commonness 
of the phenomenal experience—especially as some-
thing which is utterly undisagreeable. Secondly, the 
nature of dispositions—especially how they describe 
the character of the world, and how they describe 
us too (insofar as we are in the world.) And further-
more, the phenomenal experience, in that it is not 
personal, but rather shared or communal. And in this 
communion, the “internal” and the “external” are as 
a singular whole. Lastly, I would like to remind us that 
the whole is not intellectual and it could never be ex-
pressed in language. The whole is organic. It is primor-
dial, pre-intellectual, and pre-cognitive.

Reminding ourselves of these four points, and in un-
derstanding what they reveal about the nature of the 
real world, I would like us to consider the possibility 
of a novel approach towards political economy. Per-
haps the ideal of democracy might be better satisfied 
by way of mechanisms through which we can have 
common experiences. I would like us to consider that 
such economic mechanisms might allow us to be in 
the world, and in the world together.

39. Closing remarks
While such a reunification and robust life may sound 

interesting, and in some cases perhaps even worth 
exploring, the question still remains as to whether 
or not we want such a reunion, or if we prefer to 
continue with an industrialized economy and an in-
dustrialized interpersonal commerce. After all, we 
do like our personal space, and we do enjoy the free-
dom to feel ourselves in our own space, and this talk 
of “shared experiences” may sound quite socially 
uncomfortable to some—it even does so for me! But 
if this is your reaction, then you also owe it to your-
self to interrogate and ask, why do I crave such per-
sonal space? If this is the case, surely something is 
already imbalanced in our current political economy. 
Therefore, after reflecting on this, you will be better 
equipped for nurturing your freedom while address-
ing the aforementioned alienation, estrangement, 
and the apathy we feel towards each other.

I do understand that to even fantasize about a re-
united economy requires political maturity. For my-
self, I do not know if we are at such maturity yet. But 
this is one reason why I have brought us together, 
here in this salon. I understand that salons, like this 
one, must be the first step to gauging our maturity.

—Justin Carmien, February, 14th, 2022 
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