25.	Carnap, Feigl und Hempel
Carnap, the exemplar for philosophers 
On 23rd October 1970, during the second meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association in Boston, a group of philosophers gathered to pay tribute to Rudolf Carnap, who had only recently passed away. The first two speakers to praise Carnap were Herbert Feigl (1902-1988) and Carl Hempel (1905-1997). Like Carnap, they had been educated in the German-speaking academic system and had migrated to the U.S.A. in the 1930s in the context of the rise of nationalist and fascist regimes in Central Europe. Both Feigl and Hempel portrayed Carnap’s style of reasoning to the new generation of philosophers of science as an important exemplar of what any philosopher should aim at.
Carnap’s philosophy was task-oriented, penetrating to the core of an issue and not driven by emotions (Feigl 1970, XIII). The analyses and reconstructions which Carnap introduced, often through logical languages, were consistently lucid and rigorous, formulated in such way that anyone could learn to use and criticize them (Hempel 1970, XVI). Carnap was equally eager to accept criticism and change his mind on any topic, if good reasons were brought up. A philosophical debate, with his students or colleagues alike, was not aimed at overcoming an opponent – it was a joint effort to advance knowledge and understanding (Hempel 1970, XVII). Carnap’s readiness to change his mind did not reflect a weakness of moral fiber, but precisely the primordial prerequisite to all objective inquiry. For Carnap, philosophical exploration was not different from the objective, theoretical pursuits in the sciences (Hempel 1970, XVII). Although many of Carnap’s own ideas were destined to be superseded, those failures were similar to the failures of great scientists, like Einstein, whose work inspired the incessant progress of human reason itself (Feigl 1970, XV). 
Drawn to Carnap
During their university training, Hempel and Feigl had both been drawn to this inspiring and innovative style of philosophy, introduced in the Der logische Aufbau der Welt, which they conceived in stark contrast to the speculative and intuitive thinking of earlier German philosophers (Hempel 1970, XVI). Feigl, who was working on his PhD under Moritz Schlick at the time, first met Carnap in 1925, when he gave a lecture on space-time topology to the Vienna Circle. Carnap gave his lecture in way Feigl had never seen before, as if Carnap was an engineer explaining the structure of a new machine (Feigl 1970, XII). After Carnap had become a privatdozent in Vienna in 1926 and published the Aufbau, Feigl considered him the leading spirit of the Vienna Circle (Feigl 1970, XIII). 
Hempel met Carnap for the first time in 1929 during the Tagung for Erkenntnislehre der exakten Wissenschaften in Prague. Hempel was studying mathematics and physics at the university of Berlin and had been introduced to Carnap’s Aufbau in a course of Hans Reinchenbach. The logical precision of the Aufbau drew Hempel decisively to philosophy – at least, of the kind that Carnap and Reichenbach promoted. After a successful first meeting with Carnap in Prague, Hempel went to Vienna for the Fall term of 1929 to pursue philosophy courses under Carnap, Schlick and Waismann (Hempel 2000a, 7). During this time, Hempel formed a strong personal bond, not only with Carnap, but also with Feigl – the three regularly met at café Reichsrath to continue all kinds of philosophical discussions. 
Both Hempel and Feigl experienced at first hand, as students and aspiring academics, the rise in the German-speaking world of a new movement in philosophy which aimed to change what philosophy was about, what philosophers did and what relation philosophy should have to science. Later, they described this innovative movement as a collaborative program to end all philosophies (Feigl 1969, 630; Hempel 2000a, 7). Although Feigl was initially drawn to the critical realist philosophy of Moritz Schlick (Feigl 1963, 22; Neuber 2011) and Hempel initially had great admiration for Reichenbach’s specific analyses of time and space in modern physics (Milkov 2013), they were both captivated in the 1930s by Carnap as an exemplar for the new movement and in particular to Carnap’s attempt to remake philosophy into the logic of science.
The Turn to the Logic of Science
Hempel’s first publication “On the Logical Positivist’s Theory of Truth” (1935) was a defense of Carnap and Neurath’s position in the Protocol Sentence Debate. Hempel made explicit use of Carnap’s distinction between the material and formal mode of speech as an important philosophical tool. By employing the formal mode of speech, Hempel claimed, one can abandon the traditional epistemological desire for an absolute truth criterion of empirical statements. Instead, one needs to redefine truth as a sufficient agreement (to be specified and chosen formally) between two kinds of statements within the chosen language of science, namely the protocol statements and the theoretical statements (Hempel 1935, 54). This type of philosophical reasoning closely resembled Carnap’s evolving self-understanding of what philosophy aims at in the mid 1930s, namely the study of the possible formal properties of the language of science, which was meant to replace epistemological interpretations of scientific knowledge (Carnap 1936; Friedman 2000). 
In the 1940s, Hempel published a set of papers on confirmation which expanded on the ideas of his 1935 paper (Hempel 1943, 1945; Rescher 1997). Alongside Carnap’s work on the same topic, these papers would set an important exemplar for their joint style of philosophy in the American context: to reconstruct a meta-scientific concept like “confirmation of a hypothesis” into a more precise concept by formally modeling the confirmation relation between hypothesis and evidence in a logical language – in the hope that such formal model might prove helpful to scientists when employing the original concept (Friedman 2000, 58; Giere 1996, 339). Initially Hempel termed such models “rational reconstructions”, but from the 1950s onwards he used Carnap’s terminology of “explication” – a methodology which Hempel generally defended, with some reservations, until the end of his career (Hempel 2000a, 11; Hempel 2000b, 264).
In the 1930s Feigl was also heavily influenced by Carnap’s idea that philosophy should be the logical investigation of the scientific language. In “Logical Analysis of the Psycho-Physical Problem” (1934) he abandoned Schlick’s earlier monist perspective on the relation between physical and psychological entities. In the same way that Hempel dismissed a philosophical theory of truth, Feigl claimed that a logical analysis shows how the physical language and the psychological language are intertranslatable. Since the relation between mental and physical entities is not a factual, but a logical relation, the metaphysical mind-body problem turns out to be a pseudo-problem (1934, 337; Crawford 2022).
Coming to America 
Because Feigl had little opportunity at an academic position in Austria or Germany due to his Jewish background, he was the first within the logical empiricist network to migrate to the United States. Already in 1930, Feigl received a scholarship from the Rockefeller foundation to work at Harvard University for one academic year which was followed by his appointment as assistant professor at Iowa University in 1931. Feigl’s presence in the USA proved vital for the successful migration of other members of the logical empiricist movement. 
In the early 1930s, Feigl successfully convinced C.I. Lewis, W.V.O Quine and Charles Morris, among others, to seriously look into the work of Carnap and logical empiricists in general. This initiated several research visits of American philosophers to Europe’s logical empiricists, and Carnap in particular (Verhaegh 2020). To familiarize American philosophers with the rise of the new style of philosophy in Europe, Feigl, with the help of his American acquaintance Albert Blumberg, also wrote a manifesto-style paper “Logical Positivism” (1931) for the Journal of Philosophy. In this paper, Feigl and Blumberg introduced logical positivism as a refined version of British empiricism with an updated view on logic and mathematics as tautological propositions. Their paper heavily featured references to Carnap’s Aufbau and framed this work as a logically precise reduction of all scientific concepts to sense-data. Although it is questionable whether their paper does a good job at representing the new movement both historically and thematically, it shifted the attention of many American philosophers to logical empiricist ideas and Carnap’s work in particular. 
The increased attention to Carnap’s work in the USA in the first half of the 1930s and the personal contacts with Morris and Quine enabled Carnap to become professor at Chicago University in 1936. In turn, Hempel was able to join Carnap as his research assistant at Chicago in 1937-1938. This enabled Hempel to acquaint himself with the American philosophical climate and eventually start a prolific career at Queens College, New York in 1941. Due to the publication of his influential work on confirmation and explanation in the 1940s, Hempel’s philosophical reputation as an exponent of logical empiricist philosophy steadily increased which was reflected in Hempel’s move first to Yale University in 1948 and later to Princeton in 1955. 
Philosophy Strikes Back
In the 1950s and 60s Hempel and Feigl became the most active and visible representatives of logical empiricist philosophy. Both played an important part in defining the future of the movement in the USA, both on the institutional, methodological, and thematic level. (Giere 1996, 339; Richardson 2012). After Feigl moved to the University of Minnesota in 1940, he founded the Minnesota Center for Philosophy of Science in 1953, which operated as a hub of interaction through lecture series and visiting scholarships for all philosophers who wanted to work in the spirit of logical empiricism. Similar centers were founded at Pittsburgh and Indiana University in 1960 – this template for philosophy of science centers would later be repeated throughout the globe. At the same time, Feigl also created many publishing venues: the journal Philosophical Studies and a series of anthologies and edited volumes. 
These venues were open to all philosophers who shared the above-mentioned collaborative virtues exemplified by Carnap, but who did not need to share Carnap’s radical redefinition of philosophy. The first of those anthologies, Readings in Philosophical Analysis, co-edited with Wilfrid Sellars, merged interests and themes from logical empiricist philosophy with the philosophy of Bertrand Russell and G.E. Moore and pragmatic and realist developments in the USA – creating an initial stylistic and thematic canon for analytic philosophy (Feigl/Sellars 1948). 
In Feigl’s later work, he also thematically returned to the early critical realism of Schlick and moved away from Carnap’s radical anti-metaphysical stance by reintroducing the topic of realism as an important issue in the interpretation of science (Feigl 1950). By framing realism as a semantic theory about the reference of terms in scientific theories, Feigl prepared the ground for the later standard account of scientific realism (Neuber 2011). In a similar way, Feigl retracted from his earlier attempt to dissolve the mind-body problem. Instead, close to Schlick’s original position, he now developed a robust monist account of the relation between physical and psychological terms: both referred to the same things, namely immediately experienced qualities, but in a different language (Feigl 1960).
In the paper “Studies in the Logic of Explanation” (1948), co-authored with Paul Oppenheim, Hempel equally went beyond the thematic interests of Carnap by introducing the explanatory relation between observations and theory, as an alternative way to assess the empirical cogency of a scientific theory, cognitively distinct from the relation of confirmation. Hempel’s addition of explanation as a distinct element in the logical evaluation of science not only proved extremely successful, because it engendered a whole new direction of interest for several generations of philosophers of science (Salmon 1989; Dewulf 2022). It also aligned well with the increased attention in the 1960s for realist interpretations of scientific knowledge (Salmon 1999). From the late 1940s onward, Hempel also deviated from Carnap’s strict methodological ideal of explication and assimilated it with broader and more traditional philosophical concerns. In (Hempel/Oppenheim 1948; Hempel 1965), examples of the ordinary use of the concept explanation in everyday language are taken into account as one of the elements to assess an explicatory model of explanation. Hempel increasingly understood the method of logical explication in close alignment to concerns in “more naturalist” ordinary language philosophy (Hempel 2000b, 263). 
From Radicals to Mainstream
During the interbellum, logical empiricists generally presented their movement in terms of a revolution in philosophy, often closely linked to the broader social upheaval of their time (Schlick 1930, Carnap 1928, Hahn/Carnap/Neurath 1929). For Carnap, most traditional epistemological and metaphysical problems in philosophy had to be abandoned and replaced with the logical and pragmatic investigation of science, which institutionally entailed that such investigation was to become part of the scientific enterprise itself (Richardson 2022; Uebel 2022). Although this plea for revolution had its effects on the themes and methodologies employed in Anglophone philosophy after the Second World War in general (e.g. the commonplace use of logical formalization), it did not bring about its desired end: philosophy remained an intellectual and disciplinary field largely distinct from the sciences. 
In the 1930s, Feigl and Hempel were drawn to logical empiricism due to its revolutionary ideals. However, as the most visible representatives of the movement in the post-war period, they never preached revolution and, instead, aligned the methods and topics of logical empiricism to more traditional pragmatist and realist traditions already present in the United States. The result of their assimilation was two-fold: on the one hand the formation of a new subdiscipline for professional philosophers, philosophy of science, which continued the technical work on meta-scientific concepts, and on the other hand the formation of analytic philosophy as a new style of reasoning, in contrast to an obscure, intuitive and older form of philosophy. In their homage to Carnap, Feigl and Hempel reflected this assimilation. For them, Carnap was one of the greatest philosophers of science of the 20th century and, at the same time, personified the virtues which an analytical philosopher should emulate. 
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