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Recognition, then, as the very name signifies, is a transition from ignorance to knowledge [...].
And the kinds of recognition are, first, [ ... ] the one via signs, [ ...] second, that which is merely
setup [ ...], third, the one by means of memory, when one has a feeling upon perceiving something
[...], fourth, the one achieved through inference [ ... ]. Best of all, however, is the recognition that
is accomplished on the basis of the things themselves. (Aristotle, Poetics, 1452a29-30, 1454b19-
1455al7; trnsl. mine; emphasis added).
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Preface

Back in 2000, during the defense of my Ph.D. thesis, a Husserlian phenomenological
elucidation of thought experiments in Physics, my mentor in Phenomenology, Gior-
gos Xiropaidis (a young doctor of von Hermann’s when he started teaching us in
Athens, Greece, in the mid-1990s and now a professor at the University of Fine Arts
in the same city), asked me perhaps the most provocative question of that session:
“Since in our seminars,” he said, “we had the opportunity to see that Heidegger in
fact unleashed a devastating critique against Husserl’s Phenomenology, what made
you decide, after all, to pursue research into Husserl’s thought, and to use its terms?”
My immediate and somewhat playful response of the moment was that my stance
was the result of secret reading outside the seminars. It was indeed true that the
enchantment that Husserl’s texts exerted upon me in the course of my studies was
somehow stronger than the impact of Heidegger’s indeed rather tough critique.

From the point of view of my complementary philosophy-of-science classes with
my Doktorvater Aristides Baltas (now emeritus professor at the National Technical
University of Athens, Greece), and more particularly through the spectacles that
Kuhn offered us in his Structure, my first answer might also have been my final
reply to that tricky question. Selecting your first and primary philosophical hero
and his or her philosophy is not such a different affair to what scientists face when
they begin their work within one or another scientific paradigm. There is always
some kind of evidence, which is not at all ultimately decisive but is just enough to
convince you that the promises of this philosophy are much more interesting than
those of some others.

Since that time, however, I have managed to reexamine my overall relation to the
philosophies of Husserl and Heidegger. After the first formation of my paradigmatic
stance, as it were, the “normal-scientific”’ research resulted in the accumulation of
further evidence in favor of my initial decision. Nevertheless, as happens in such
cases, this research also brought to the surface some serious intraparadigmatic
anomalies. Heidegger can indeed serve as a valuable touchstone for an overall
estimation of Husserl’s and Phenomenology’s accomplishments. This, however,
does not make Heidegger the absolute measure of everything. Recalcitrant problems
in the philosophies of both Husserl and Heidegger, like the ones we are here to
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X Preface

discuss, may be annoying for all of us who choose to study them. Nonetheless,
they also contribute to the deepening of our understanding of the possibilities and
the limitations of the specific philosophical paradigm, and of philosophy as such.
Thus, I think that I am now in a position to offer a much fuller account of how I
see the ideas of Husserl and Heidegger, the enigmatic relationship between them,
and the prospect of some kind of combination of the two in developing a new
phenomenological perspective that overcomes Phenomenology’s original divide.
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time here.

Chapter 7: “The Question of ‘Categoriality’ in Husserl’s Analysis of Perception and
Heidegger’s View of It,” appears for the first time here.

Chapter 8: “Husser]’s Doctrine of ‘Categorial Intuition’ and Heidegger’s Seins-
frage,” appears for the first time here.

*Deep thanks go to the editors and publishers of the Journals, where material of some of the
chapters of this book first appeared, for their kindness and friendly gesture to allow me to use it
here.
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Chapter 9: “The Phenomenology of Anxiety and of Nothing: Ontology and Logic in
Heidegger,” was first published in Greek in the Greek Journal Ypomnima 5 (2006),
33-69, and is here presented in a slightly modified version.

Chapter 10: “Hence and Thence Phenomenology’s Borderline,” appears here for the
first time.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Now we need to make explicit the debade between Husserl and Heidegger which in fact
never took place but which is nevertheless to the point. It is one of the burning, unresolved
issues of present-day philosophy. (J. Patocka 1998, 109)

[T]he whole of Sein und Zeit springs from an indication given by Husserl and amounts to
no more than an explicit account of the ‘natiirlicher Weltbegriff’ or the ‘Lebenswelt’ which
Husserl, towards the end of his life, identified as the central theme of Phenomenology.
(M. Merleau-Ponty 1962, vii)

1.1 The Issues

At the end of the 1960s, Patocka claimed that the philosophical relation and dispute
between Husserl and Heidegger was a burning issue in the phenomenological
thinking of the day; a challenging problem, demanding a great effort to achieve
a deeper understanding of Phenomenology. At the same time, Merleau-Ponty was
proposing that Husserl had done all the work, and that Heidegger had basically
followed his teacher’s indications, contributing novel aspects and layers to the
phenomenological way of philosophizing. I believe that even today, almost five
decades after these estimations, the issues remain unresolved and are of perhaps
even more burning importance.

The decades that have passed have provided us with some more hints, but
these have not yet satiated our need to penetrate into the depths of the diffi-
culties surrounding the philosophical relation between Husserl and Heidegger.
The character and fate of phenomenological philosophy, as well as its place in
the present philosophical milieu, depend crucially on the way we understand the
complexities that connect the thinking of these two great philosophers. We still need
to clarify what happened during the period between the publication of Husserl’s
Logical Investigations (1900-1901) and the appearance of Heidegger’s Being
and Time (1927), and the parting of the ways that followed almost immediately
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after the latter succeeded the former in the chair of philosophy at Freiburg, in
1928. What Phenomenology was and can be, and whether this philosophy can in
some form stand powerfully next to other philosophies, vis-a-vis the philosophical
problems of the past and, more importantly, the critical problems of the present
historical situation, are questions that can be answered once we have deepen our
understanding of this issue.

On the one hand, on the standard post-war Heideggerian understanding of these
issues, Husserl was the founder of Phenomenology, but he could not handle the
full potential of what he discovered, committing one fatal philosophical error
after another. In the end, he actually even managed to self-cancel himself as a
philosopher, and his thinking as Phenomenology (as Heidegger wrote to Lowith
on February 20, 1923). It was only Heidegger, the story goes, who first achieved the
reconstruction of a Phenomenology that was totally faithful to its motto—"zu den
Sachen selbst!”—and, later, its completion and overcoming, toward the sole post-
metaphysical form of philosophizing: the thinking of Being as such. On the other
hand, the standard Husserlian response to this is that Heidegger did not do justice
to almost any of Husserl’s delicate and substantial contributions to philosophy, and
that he was brutally unfair to his teacher only in order to promote himself as the
sole legitimate spokesman of the hidden potential of his mentor’s new philosophy.
Heidegger, then, in a sense, didn’t discover anything original, but ruminated upon
Husserl’s original discoveries and turned them into superficially unrecognizable
sophistications, if not mere sophistries. As can be seen from the notes he wrote in
the margins of his copy of Being and Time, Husserl himself arrived at this diagnosis.
On p. 62 he writes that “What is said here is my own doctrine” and on p. 324 he
protests: “What complicated formalities and unclarities, simply so as not to make
use of ‘intentionality’!”!

In both of these accounts, though, the common tacit assessment is that, at bottom,
with regard to really substantial matters, Husserl and Heidegger were, remained,
and can only be considered foreign to each other’s thought. From the outset until
the end of their philosophical lives, Husserl and Heidegger took essentially different
roads and looked at things from completely different perspectives, if not from totally
opposing points of view.

In the present volume, I undertake the task of contributing to the solution and
overcoming of certain key issues concerning the philosophical relationship and dis-
pute between Husserl and Heidegger. This is not done with the mere scholarly intent
of restoring some reliable points of contact between the philosophies of Husserl and
Heidegger, although special care is taken to develop a new reading of some of their
most central and important works. Nor is my aim to show that one of these philoso-
phers is fully justified and the other totally wrong; this stance would contribute to
the continuation (and possibly the intensification) of the intra-phenomenological
civil quarrel between Husserlians and Heideggerians. On the contrary, my aim is to
try to dig deeper than these two received views regarding both the relation between

ISee PTP, 310, 382.
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Husserl and Heidegger and the nature of their specific Phenomenologies. Again,
the purpose is neither a simple comparison of their views, nor the mere tracing and
elucidation of known and unknown threads of influence. Rather, my first objective is
to see how the ground can be prepared for a kind of mutual understanding between
the two immediately interested parties. The point will be that we can neither dismiss
out of hand anyone’s contribution to Phenomenology, nor can we overestimate that
contribution and accept claims to exclusivity in the fate of Phenomenology’s capac-
ity to address problems. Rather, it is in some kind of collaborative conception of
the views of Husserl and Heidegger, and in a suitable combination of their analyses,
that we can hope to carry out such a task. To show this is the second objective.

In the chapters of this book, we will see how it is possible to address some of
the most crucial questions regarding the philosophical connection between these
two thinkers. In order to do this, we will need to penetrate into important and
crucial details in some of their fundamental teachings. The surface orientation of
the approach takes its starting point in Husserl’s Phenomenology, and moves toward
addressing issues raised by Heidegger and his followers. More particularly, we will
examine whether, and in what sense, the former can be sustained under the attacks
of the latter. Beneath that surface, however, we will also have the opportunity to
see the extent and the depth of Heidegger’s indebtedness to Husserl’s discoveries,
to understand its meaning, and to tacitly explore the possibilities of establishing
retrospective communication and mutual completion. That is, the present work
attempts an exploration of a certain acceptable osmosis between the philosophies
of the two founding fathers of Phenomenology. Hopefully, this endeavor will
prepare the ground for future phenomenological investigations, and the results
presented in this volume will make possible a new round of approaches to the
escalating problems of the present: value-constitution and value-experience, ethics,
politics, and even economics and art. In order for this latter task to be undertaken
and meaningfully followed, however, this book also explores some self-imposed
limitations of the high phenomenological aspirations of the two protagonists under
discussion. The accordingly moderated combined view, then, lays the ground for
(and the promise of) fruitful forthcoming phenomenological work on the real
problems of the present.

Before the advent of that bloomy phenomenological future, however, it is
necessary to take a closer look at the contents comprising the aforementioned
preparation, which will be painstaking, pedestrian, systematic and critical. After
the present short Introduction, the analyses through which the reader will hopefully
come to participate in this itinerary can be divided in three further separate but
interconnected Parts. Each of these explores major problem areas.

1.2 The Parts

Firstly, there is the problem of the phenomenological method. After the publication
of his path-breaking work, the Logical Investigations (1900-01), Husserl turned
progressively from the eidetic-descriptive to the transcendental stance of Ideas
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I (1913). The key to this turn is the method he adopted circa 1905-07, which he
called “phenomenological reduction.” Heidegger, as is well known, disagreed with
this change in the character of phenomenological thinking and researching. His
point was that in the application of this method, Phenomenology becomes alienated
from the core of its very essence; it destroys the phenomenon of intentionality,
one of the three most original discoveries of the LI (the other two being the
doctrine of categorial intuition and the new sense of the a priori). In Part II,
which comprises Chaps. 2 and 3, I investigate the meaning of Husserl’s method of
phenomenological reduction, I clarify the different meanings of the psychological
and the transcendental phenomenological reductions, and I criticize, as either
inadequate or confused, the relevant interpretations of Heidegger’s and of many
others in the literature.

Secondly, there is the problem regarding primordial givenness. Time and again,
Heidegger accuses Husserl for having framed Phenomenology within the sphere of
theoretical intentionality. Heidegger claims that Husserl, working under the spell
of traditional theoretical metaphysics and scientism, thought that at the threshold
level of intentionality we experience the entities about which Geometry and Physics
speak and, moreover, that we experience them as predicatively constituted. On the
contrary, Heidegger maintained, Phenomenology should not theorize from the point
of view of a theoretical subject-object epistemological dichotomy and a subject-
predicate metaphysics, but should rather describe our being-in-the-world. In this
world, we are primordially immersed in our various intentional practical dealings
in which we confront equipment as pre-predicatively constituted beings. These
claims are widespread in the relevant literature. In Part III, which comprises Chaps.
4, 5, and 6, I take up Heidegger’s views on these matters and examine what
Husserl actually thought with regard to the character of our threshold intentional
consciousness and its correlates, i.e., the make-up of perceptual consciousness and
of the nature-thing (Naturding), and what he thought, precisely, with regard to the
givenness-priority of nature-thing and equipment (or, more generally, of cultural
beings or value objects).

Thirdly, there is the issue of the actual meaning of the influence Husserl exerted
upon Heidegger’s thought and development. It is widely known that, as Heidegger
admitted, Husserl’s doctrine of categorial intuition played a decisive role in the
formation and development of his phenomenological understanding and treatment
of the Seinsfrage—at least until BT. The question, however, remains: what exactly
did Heidegger mean by the acknowledgement of this influence? In Part IV, which
comprises Chaps. 8 and 9, I examine the meaning that “categorial intuition” has in
Husserl’s thought, and I try to decipher what an accessible Heideggerian teaching
regarding Being as phenomenon might look like. I also explore how these two
clues might help us to make sense of Heidegger’s notorious analyses regarding the
puzzling relation between Nothing and Logic, as well as Nothing and Being.

Finally, in Part V, which contains only the closing chapter of this book, I
attempt to deal with the issue of the inherent limits of Phenomenology. Firstly,
I explore what appears to clearly belong within the area of a fully legitimate
phenomenological elucidation. It is there said that thematics like Husserl’s hyletic
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data and the transcendental monad, and Heidegger’s all-inclusive Dasein and its
mysterious relation to Being as such, in fact tend to move beyond the limit of
‘objective’ phenomenologizable phenomena. Secondly, I consider, in broad contour,
what can be thought of as an acceptable yet critical way of talking about what thus
surpasses the strict phenomenological domain.

The development of the systematic examination of the respective issues follows
a line which starts from exclusively Husserlian thematics (Chap. 2) and ends with
exclusively Heideggerian thematics (Chap. 9), in order to allow both to be seen from
a unitary perspective (Chap. 10). In the intermediate Chaps. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) a
progressive change of perspective takes place, through which the reader is called
upon to trace an inner dynamic that brings us from the founder of Phenomenology
to his (avowedly) most eligible spokesman and successor. Ultimately, then, a
considerable part of the internal relation and disagreements between Husserl and
Heidegger will hopefully have come to the fore.

Right now, though, let us take a closer look at the chapters in which these issues
are raised and treated.

1.3 The Chapters

In Chap. 2, my starting point is the fact that Husserl’s philosophical thinking
did not follow a linear route. On the contrary, the changes in terminology and
perspective, the transformation of the methodology, etc., cause not only confusion
for the reader, but deep despair, even for the most sympathetic scholar of Husserl’s
texts. Indeed, “Husserl was a great analyst, but he wasn’t that great at synthesis
and systematization.” (Ingarden 1968, 151; trnsl. mine). Phenomenological philos-
ophy is characterized by the peculiarity under which its analyses are conducted.
Briefly, Husserl’s analyses are conducted under the status that ‘the’ method of
phenomenological reduction secures. The phenomenological reduction, despite
what is generally assumed in the vast bulk of the literature, is not a single and unitary
method. In actual fact, Husserl used a multitude of phenomenological reductions. Of
these, besides the notorious eidetic phenomenological reduction, the psychological-
phenomenological and the transcendental-phenomenological reductions are the
most important. Confusion between the latter two arises because Husserl did
not himself realize the duality of his founding methodological stance until the
1920s. At that time, Husserl clearly sees that the psychological phenomenological
reduction leads to a phenomenological a priori science (Pure Phenomenological
Psychology), whereas the transcendental phenomenological reduction leads to a
phenomenological philosophy (Transcendental Phenomenology).

Contrary to existing interpretations, I propose that the transcendental reduction,
in particular, does not transfer us either to the inner life of a self-enclosed con-
sciousness that has lost access to the transcendent world, nor to a world of concepts
accessible only in a reflective stance. Rather, the transcendental phenomenological
stance is the phenomenologically elucidated normal course of our straightforward
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intentional experience, purged of the dogmatic and naive belief in the realistic
independence of the world. This world and its objectities are then experienced
through the knowledge that they are the intentional constitutive achievement of our
transcendental consciousness. In the Ideas I, however, we find epistemologically
transcendental analyses mixed up with ontologically transcendental analyses, con-
ducted from a mundane transcendental stance (consciousness as part of reality).
Later on, then, the first two kinds of analysis are distinguished, and the mundane
perspective is abandoned in favor of the monadological one.

Chapter 3 is especially devoted to deciphering the way in which Heidegger
understood Husserl’s phenomenological, “or”—for him—transcendental reduction.
On the basis of this understanding, he refused to follow Husserl in his transcendental
turn, and directed harsh critical remarks against Transcendental Phenomenology and
its method. Husserl, though, claimed that “Heidegger has not conceived totally the
meaning of phenomenological reduction” (letter to R. Ingarden, from December
26, 1927). Thus, in this chapter I examine Heidegger’s departures from Husserl’s
Phenomenology until 1927, the date when Husserl formulated the cited estimation,
which is also the moment that marks the end of their philosophical and personal
relationship. I then present the way in which Heidegger (in relevant scattered
remarks) reconstructed Husserl’s Phenomenology, its method, its duties, and its
physiognomy, as well as his criticism with reference to them in the 1925 lecture
course published under the title of the Prolegomena in the History of the Concept
of Time (GA 20). By way of conclusion, we are led to see that Heidegger did not
understand the difference between the phenomenological psychological analyses
of the Logical Investigations and the transcendental phenomenological analyses
first presented in the Ideas I and further developed in Husserl’s later works, such
as the latter’s versions of the “Britannica Article.” This means that Heidegger’s
charge against Husserl, namely that after the launching of the transcendental phe-
nomenological reduction his Phenomenology is left with a Cartesian consciousness,
is considerably misguided.

In Chap. 4, we see that Husserl progressively took to referring to the whole
sphere of the life of intentional acts in terms of praxis. Perception, imagination,
judgement, scientific consciousness, etc., are all seen as practices. A seemingly self-
evident interpretive possibility here is to say that intentionality is praxial, because
even perception is not completely free from empty intending moments that demand
fulfilment, and all fulfilment is attained by means of basically bodily activities
that enable us acquire the relevant sensory contents. This approach, though, is
one-sided and insufficient. I argue that perception and intentionality in general is
praxial because in all of its constituting syntheses consciousness is, or becomes,
organized as a ‘practice-structure.” Intentional consciousness, that is, organizes its
contents according to the rules that the noetic senses prescribe, in order to achieve
the accomplishment of evident or true givenness of its noematic correlates.

Heidegger treats Husserlian perception as being a cognitive relation between an
isolated theoretical subject and an isolated scrutinized object. However, Husserl
never (in fact or in principle) understood perception in these terms. For him,
perception is a kind of praxis or, seen otherwise, a specific mode of intentional
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consciousness, which is of a praxial nature through and through. After the Logical
Investigations, Husserl progressively realized that from the point of view of
his Transcendental Phenomenology, intentional consciousness is a time-field of
multifarious constituting syntheses. Any intentional synthesis, though, which may
not necessarily be only of a volitional active character but also of a passive one,
can be approached in terms of a praxial structure: there is a telos (truth), the
means (hyle in the broadest sense), and a plan for achieving the telos (the sense
of the noeses and the noemata). Under certain strict conditions, this is a clue that
may present Husserlian constitution, especially that of the passive character, as
standing in promising contiguity to Heidegger’s treatment of intentional primordial
constitution. Hopefully, this can supply the phenomenological tradition with new
dimensions of exegetical power, applicable to the treatment of problems ranging
from epistemology and philosophy of science to the theory of values and ethics.

The subject matter of Chap. 5 is an issue that has given rise to another specific
disagreement in the context of the wider dispute between Husserl and Heidegger.
There, I deal with the issue of the ‘identity’ of what is notoriously known in Husserl
as Naturding (nature-thing), especially as it appears in his Ideas II. Heidegger
reproached Husserl, claiming that the latter takes perceptual things as primordial
intentional givens, which he moreover identifies with the nature-things as they are
understood in the natural sciences. This supposedly happens because, in the Ideas
II, part I, we are seemingly guided to understand that these analyses (a) are about the
constitution of the beings belonging to the ontological region “material nature,” (b)
start with the nature-things as thematized in the natural sciences, and (c) we find out
that, in their course, nature-things are nothing different than the perceptual things
that are constituted in the terms of res extensa and res materialis. For Husserl, that
is, we primordially experience perceptual things that from the start are constituted
according to the subject-predicate-structure, and with predicates that are identical
with the exact properties about which Geometry and Physics talk.

Contrary to other existing lines of interpretation, I try to show that the analyses
in the aforementioned part of that work concern the constitution of the ontological
region “material nature,” starting from the pre-theoretical perceptual thing in order,
of course, to provide the ground for the higher-level analyses concerning their
theoretical natural-scientific thematization. It then turns out that by “nature-thing”
we must basically understand the pre-theoretical and pre-thematic perceptual thing
in its internal layers of res extensa and res materialis. In Husserl, however, and
especially in the text under examination, these terms do not have the meaning that
modern philosophy (e.g., Descartes) attributes to them.

Chapter 6 extends this question regarding the relation between perception and
categoriality as understood in Husserl and Heidegger. At a certain point of his
Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of Time, Heidegger remarks that
according to Husserl’s analysis, perception is permeated by categorial elements.
Husserl claimed that there are two types of categorial acts: acts of linguistic-
predicative synthesis and acts of ideation. We know that he also argued both against
the predicative syntheticity of perceptual objects and for the presupposition of an
eidos (or sense) for their possibility. Does, then, Heidegger argue that, in Husserl’s
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actual analyses, perception is—after all—treated as a predicative act or/and that the
presupposition of the eidos is neglected? What I try to elucidate is the meaning of
this categoriality and the issue of whether (and in what sense) Husserl’s theory of
perception presupposes it.

In this chapter, we will see that Heidegger’s reconstruction of Husserl’s Phe-
nomenology suffers from at least one serious misunderstanding (that even percep-
tion is predicatively structured), and two non-recoverable contradictions. Firstly, he
recognizes that, in Husserl, there is also a concept of truth for monothetic acts, but
does not in fact admit that there are monothetic acts. Secondly, he allows for the
thesis that perceptual objects are also constituted in terms of their adumbrations, but
maintains that their inner structure is only that of a subject-and-predicate relation.
If these factors are combined with his downplaying of Husserl’s analysis of inner
time-consciousness, then we realize that Heidegger’s reading may indeed lead to a
withdrawal of philosophical interest in these key Husserlian ideas toward a latent
adjusted appropriation, upon which Heidegger himself actually (and unfortunately)
built his philosophical edifice.

In Chap. 7, the issue is that of the specific meaning and content of primordiality
and of primordial givens in Husserl and Heidegger. The latter claims that the
former makes the mistake of regarding the givenness of beings characterised by
the mode of being of Vorhandenheit as primordial. Heidegger himself thinks that
it is Zuhandenheit (i.e., tool-givenness) that comes first, whereas for Husserl this
comes second. In Heidegger, Vorhandenheit means the way of givenness pertaining
to the theoretical consciousness of attentive perception that presents us with
isolated nature-things, judgementally constituted by means of scientific predicates.
Heidegger connects this mode of being or givenness with Husserl’s conception of
perceptual intentionality.

Now, there are Husserl scholars who accept Heidegger’s reading of the pri-
mordiality hierarchy in Husserl and argue for it. I claim both that Heidegger’s
critique is inaccurate and uninformed, and that the just mentioned scholars follow
the wrong route. Husserl claimed neither that perceptual givenness constitutes a
phenomenologically self-standing mode of being-givenness, nor that perceptual
objectivities are constituted in a theoretical way. If we want to understand what is at
stake in this ‘debate,” we need a clearer idea about the subject matter of intentional
founding relations. Given Heidegger’s account of the way in which we move from
Zuhandenheit to Vorhandenheit, it seems that Heidegger thought that what Husserl
had in mind was a secondary reverse genetic founding of equipmentality upon
nature-thingness. I argue that this is not exactly the case. Husserl never thought
there to be a primordial intentional state in which we are conscious of something
like a mere perceptually experienced nature-thing without any other accompanying
noematic layer. Nature-things, Husserl himself claims in Ideas II, are in fact the
result of a certain peculiar abstraction. Moreover, the texts make it clear that,
according to Husserl’s own thinking, in our straightforward everyday living we
are primordially conscious not of mere nature-things but of equipment and cultural
things in general. The chapter examines and elucidates the meaning of all this in
extensive detail.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7

1.3 The Chapters 11

Chapter 8 deals with the meaning of Heidegger’s own admission that his
conception and pursuit of the Seinsfrage, at least until the period of BT, was deeply
indebted to Husserl’s teaching regarding categorial intuition. All the available
textual evidence, then, make clear that Heidegger considered the doctrine of
categorial intuition, developed in Husserl’s 6th LI, as of the most decisive influence
upon his own thought (with the doctrines of intentionality and the phenomenological
apriori following closely). Now, what is the precise impact of this influence? How
might the Husserlian doctrine have helped Heidegger shape the way in which he
treated the sole concern of his entire philosophical career, the question of Being?

In this chapter, I try to articulate some thoughts regarding this special issue by
taking into serious consideration the directions given by Heidegger himself. I sum
up what Husserl’s doctrine of the categorial intuition consists in, and I critically
examine some of the key ideas offered by scholars. I then direct my attention to
several points in Heidegger’s mature work (BT), which give us a good picture of the
way that Heidegger tried to approach the issue and meaning of Being. On the basis
of all this, I finally attempt to articulate how we could deepen our understanding of
the issue of this enigmatic influence.

The task of Chap. 9 is to offer a kind of exemplary application of the understand-
ing achieved in Chap. 8. The occasion I focus on is Heidegger’s enigmatic double
move in his “What is Metaphysics?”’, where on the one hand he equates Being
with Nothing (Nichts), and, on the other hand, he claims that Logic’s possibility
depends on Nothing, since logical negation presupposes the noning (nichten) of
this Nothing. Through the elucidation of these claims, we see Heidegger’s deep
dependence upon the phenomenological possibilities that were opened up by his
assimilation of Husserl’s categorial intuition at work. Of course, the phenomenology
of Nothing is not as clear as we would like it to have been. There are, however,
some (more or less clearly traceable) possible readings. In these, however, we see
Heidegger approaching Being and Nothing as objective structures of the world, not
as subjectively formed projections. In addition, Nothing is explicitly said to appear
not in our understanding but in the extreme thymotic state of anxiety. To this extent,
Nothing is not exactly some understandingly available sense, but only the way that
the possibility and impossibility of such senses (significances or Beings) matter for
our finite existence, as they ‘resonate’ with our Befindlichkeit and are thus disclosed
to us in anxiety. This analysis nonetheless also makes us realize that this effort of
Heidegger’s to offer a completion of his program for a Fundamental Ontology, via
a phenomenology of Nothing, represents his last and unsuccessful limit-attempt to
retain his life-long Seinsfrage within the context of a specifically phenomenological
research.

With this last remark, we move to the content and purpose of Chap. 10. Heidegger
insisted that all our phenomenological analyses must be carried out in a way that
guarantees the impossibility of paramorphoses having a methodologically interven-
ing subjectivity as their origin. We need only let the phenomena show themselves
from themselves. On the other hand, Husserl claimed that a philosophy that rejects
the phenomenological reduction is no better than an appeal to some oracle in which a
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God reveals himself or herself only to the chosen one.? Despite these precautions, it
seems that Phenomenology does in fact face certain limitations that neither Husserl
nor Heidegger explicitly or soberly admitted. There are subject matters in both
Husserl and Heidegger that claim more than they can appeal to, according to the
letter and spirit of Phenomenology’s principle. For instance, Husserl’s hyletic data
and Heidegger’s Nothing are as such prescribed in a way that cancels any acceptable
pretention to their phenomenologizability. If Phenomenology does not pay attention
to the issue regarding the necessity of criticism, of a self-awareness of self-imposed
limits in its pretensions to knowledge, to experience, and to intuitability, then it
seems that it lets itself count as the next step in the development of absolutist
German Idealism. An answer is then suggested concerning what remains of a
genuinely phenomenological research program, and how Phenomenology should
move forward when it encounters such limitations.

1.4 The Further Aimings

Having summarized the scope and content of this book, I must now say a word
regarding the further purposes that it was above said to serve. Alongside its
systematic intention, there is also the backdrop of an effort to bring together the
first elements of a renewed phenomenological approach. I would like to call this
new approach Normalized Phenomenology. By this I mean that in Phenomenology
as a philosophical movement, we should be interested in the ideas, rather than
in the persons who introduce them. Working in a philosophical movement means
accepting and developing the potential of a kind of research, not tightly-cemented
dogmas. Husserl certainly had this in mind—as did Heidegger (if we are to suitably
understand his Gesamtausgabe motto “Wege nicht Werke’). History, however, shows
that sometimes the epigones become more papal than the pope. The sense of
responsibility and indebtedness we feel toward such major philosophical figures
usually makes interpreters rigid and unwilling to admit systematic weaknesses or
flaws in the work of their heroes, or perhaps unwilling to discuss the possibility
of developing modified versions of their work. The original disputes between the
protagonists of the past thus become inner dogmatic divisions that destroy the
spirit of the wunderbaren Anfinge and make the worshiping of the letter begin.
The question then becomes “who is right?” History has shown that this is the most
spiritless and, at the same time, the most deceptive question.

Phenomenology as a philosophical movement comprises a distinct way of phi-
losophizing with a vast potential for research possibilities. It is a horizon of genuine
discoveries that remains open. In order for this to be fully realized, however, it is
necessary to bring together whatever special trends, styles, jargons, and views can be
saved from an analysis that will try to settle serious issues that continue to haunt the

2See Hua VI, 192.
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phenomenological tradition and its most distinguished representatives; first of all,
Husserl and Heidegger; then Husserl and Scheler, Scheler and Heidegger, Husserl
and Merleau-Ponty, Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger, Scheler and Arendt, Arendt
and Heidegger, Husserl and Gadamer, Gadamer and Arendt, and so on. It is my
conviction that Normalized Phenomenology can be constituted as modular teaching,
comprised of suitably selected and modified parts of the personal philosophies
of key phenomenologists—parts that can indeed be put together after a persistent
criticism of both a historical and systematic nature.

In what concerns my narrower current interests, the perspective just suggested is
that of realizing the prospect of a core phenomenological research program, made
up of a selective and critical fusion of Husserl’s phenomenological methodology
and his basic discoveries (plus his extended views and analyses on the primordial
givenness related to perceptual intentionality), Heidegger’s phenomenology of
Being as sense founded upon the time horizon of the finite human life, and Scheler’s
analyses concerning the intricacies of our emotive intentional life and the praxial
placing of the person in some cosmos. This initial central core should of course
allow, under certain qualifications, for an additional (but also tentative and open)
surrounding halo condensing the necessary complementary metaphysics of the
social, cultural, and praxial world-whole within which human beings spend their
lives unfolding possibilities and strivings. Arendt’s aspirations in anti-authoritarian
political thinking and a part of Jonas’ philosophy of life belong here, for instance.

The traditional dichotomies and hostilities between the different voices in
phenomenological thinking have up to now isolated all these possibilities, and have
contributed to the estimation of Phenomenology as dealing in cryptic jargons that
have meaning only as elements in the history of philosophy. For example, Husserlian
Phenomenology has remained basically trapped within the thematics of epistemol-
ogy; only recently have we seen an effort to renew the agenda, through contributions
to the philosophy of emotions and Ethics. Some others have even tried to show that
Husserl can be read as a tacit cognitivist epistemologist. I think we can close some
old polemics between the disputants representing different phenomenological trends
and lift the excommunication acts on (and from) all sides—these have hurt the image
and the real potential for development that Phenomenology had and still has. We
can proceed toward another phase in Phenomenology’s history. In it, a collaborative
attitude among researchers and representatives of all of these trends can join forces,
trace the edges along which these trends can themselves be interlocked, and see how
a unified genre can address the pressing challenges of the present and the future.’

3From this point of view, we may reconsider the views presented by Moran (2000b) and Crowell
(2002b). Moran in particular is of the opinion that Phenomenology is not actually a research
program with its own characteristic research methodology and defining tenets, but that it is rather
just a set of people historically related among themselves (2000b, xiv, 3, 21, 189). Husserl and
Heidegger are thus just related founding figures who, in the end, came to serious disagreements
that are not bridgeable from any possible phenomenological viewpoint (2000b, 90, 188, 198,
208, 260). Moran, however, cannot avoid the implication that, since he is giving an account of
Phenomenology, there must be a unifying characteristic behind all the persons belonging to this
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It is in Phenomenology as a phenomenological movement, not in any of its
separate doctrines, that we have any hope and chance for a positive contribution
to the still burning issues in human affairs, both in science and in praxis. Otherwise,
our scholarship will continue to remain immersed in the deepest possible erudition
without at the same time managing to overcome the partiality of authorities in favor
of Phenomenology’s own prospects as a philosophical methodology that can indeed
deal with the things themselves in the aforementioned issues. The present and future
of our situation call for open-mindedness and synergy, not dogmatic attachment to
the doctrines of some master or other. It is not the doctrines of the one individual, but
the mutual creative thinking of the many that may have some future in philosophy’s
overall fate.

I hope that the work being presented here offers some building blocks for
such a preparatory effort, and for the future larger architectonics of a unified
phenomenological arsenal.

kind of philosophizing. Nevertheless, no unambiguous direction is offered. At best, something like
a “family resemblances” story could be distilled from his approach. From the point of view of a
Normalized Phenomenology, there is the hope that something more positive is possible. The reader
can follow the traces left within the chapters of the present book, and reflect on them when we reach
Chap. 10.
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Part I1
Method and Possibilities of Phenomenology

It is difficult; the most difficult thing in philosophy generally is the phenomenological
reduction—to understand it in depth and to exercise it properly. (E. Husserl: letter to
R. Ingarden, November 23, 1931; trnsl. mine).



Chapter 2
The Phenomenological Reductions
in Husserl’s Phenomenology

The Delphic motto, “Know thyself!” has gained a new signification. Positive science is a
science lost in the world. I must lose the world by epoché, in order to regain it by a universal
self-examination. (E. Husserl: CM, 157/183)

2.1 Introduction

The evolution of Husserl’s thought did not follow a linear route. Time and again,
crucial changes were taking place in its course. The content of fundamental concepts
was shifting; successive discoveries of new thematics were happening; incessant
expansions of the ever-under-rework teachings to new fields of application were
being developed. The evaluation of Husserl’s work in its entirety becomes, thus,
an extremely difficult task. The huge bulk of the writings, the multifariousness of
their thematics, and the successive reforms and shifts in it make the understanding of
even the overall plan wherein the intermediate findings fall very difficult. One thing,
though, is certain. In order to overcome all these obstacles to approaching Husserl’s
work, we must first deepen our understanding of his method, the phenomenological
method of philosophizing. Whatever is said in Husser]’s Phenomenology makes
sense and has its value only to the extent that it is a result of ‘the’ phenomenological
reduction.

The idea that phenomenological philosophy is possible only on the basis
of a phenomenological reduction occurs for the first time in 1905, in the so-
called “Seefelder Bldtter,” and publicly in 1907 with the Idea of Phenomenology.
According to Husserl’s own personal estimation of the situation, from 1913, his
understanding of the reduction did not become clear until 1908."! Until the end of

I'See his “Draft,” 59-60/338.
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his life, however, Husserl was in fact talking about a multitude of reductions, which,
since they are used in Phenomenology, can all be considered “phenomenological.”
Moreover, even though Husserl does not explicitly talk in all cases about this or that
reduction, he in fact constantly presupposes one. What makes things even harder
is that even before 1905, when he was not yet using the term “reduction,” he had
already silently put into play some version of phenomenological reduction.

Most commentators have got used to taking it for granted that the possibility
of entering the stance from which Husserlian phenomenological philosophizing is
possible depends on adopting “the” phenomenological reduction, meaning by this
the method that places us in the attitude of Transcendental Phenomenology. That
is, in the relevant scholarship, Husserl’s great distinction between psychological-
phenomenological and transcendental-phenomenological reduction is lightheart-
edly rejected.? To be sure, in the Ideas I (1913), the first systematic work presenting
Transcendental Phenomenology, Husserl himself refers undifferentiatedly to one
“phenomenological” reduction. However, as one can see in Schuhmann’s second
edition of that work in the Husserliana series, and more specifically in the second
volume of that edition (Hua II1.2), Husserl subsequently critically reviewed his
personal copies of the Ideas 1. He, then, complemented his references to “the”
phenomenological reduction, making clear that this is actually a double method.?
We see there that he in fact splits the seemingly one, fundamental phenomeno-
logical reduction of the original Ideas 1 (1913) into two: the psychological-
phenomenological and the transcendental-phenomenological reductions.*

2Among the rare exceptions of commentators who explicitly make this distinction, we must
include, e.g., Diemer (1965), Kockelmans (1972, 1987, 1994), and Crowell (1990). We also
find explicit mention of the distinction in e.g., in Scanlon (1972) and Sokolowski (2000); the
latter, however, refers to them only in order to claim that, in the end, the distinction is merely
terminological. And it is still a fact that even in the more recent works, see, e.g., Alweiss 2003,
Luft 2004a, b, 2012, no full justice has yet been done to the core of our concerns here. As I see it,
the foundation for the correct reading of this distinction was first set out by Fink in his famous “Die
phidnomenologische Philosophie Edmund Husserls in der gegenwirtigen Kritik,” (Kant-Studien,
1933; here 1970) (authorized by Husserl himself), and later on by De Boer in his unjustifiably
forgotten work (1966; here 1978). These latter works also function as the starting point for the
view that is going to be developed in this and the following chapter. As will become apparent,
though, there are considerable folds in their stories with regard to which I will differentiate myself.

3Especially the marginalia and the enthetic pages found in the so-called “D copy” (1929) had the
task of highlighting, within the Ideas 1, a contrast between a latent Phenomenological Psychology
and an explicit Transcendental Phenomenology. See also the editor’s (Schuhmann’s) Introduction

4The difficultly everybody faces with the thematic and method of ‘the’ reduction is clearly
explained by the editor of the latest (2002) Husserliana volume (XXXIV) on this issue: “One
will not find one definitive systematic exposition of the reduction in Husserl’s oeuvre. Part of
the confusion this method causes to this day lies in the fact that Husserl never (to his dismay)
produced a comprehensive and completely satisfying account of his central methodological tenet.”
(Luft 2012, 244). On the other widely known reduction, the eidetic one, which is itself another
crux interpretum and is also connected to the very possibility of phenomenological philosophical
analyses, see here §2.6.1.
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More generally, in the 1920s, Husserl realized that, accordingly, the phenomeno-
logical analyses themselves also have this dual aspect. He found out that the
psychological reduction leads to a phenomenological science, whereas the transcen-
dental reduction leads to a phenomenological philosophy.’ Thus, Phenomenology
can be developing either as Phenomenological Psychology or as Transcendental
Phenomenology.® For many years and in a vast extension of research manuscripts,’
Husserl repeatedly tried to make clear not only the distinction between these two
Phenomenologies, but also the special conditions under which they can be realized.

Each of these two Phenomenologies can be carried out from the point of view
of an analogous attitude, and we arrive at these attitudes via the corresponding
preparative abstainings (¢ oy ai) and accompanying reductions (the Greek term he
would have used is @vaywyai). Both Phenomenologies are possible only through
an abstention or a withholding of ourselves from something and an accompanying
reduction fo something else. Husserl, however, does not always distinguish these
two partial moves as separate constituents of the phenomenological reductions, and,
usually, he does not explicitly treat them separately. What is certain is that the
analyses of Phenomenological Psychology are made from the point of view of the
psychological-phenomenological attitude, which is reached via the psychological-
phenomenological epoché (¢ oxn) and reduction. In contrast, the analyses of
Transcendental Phenomenology are conducted from the point of view of the
transcendental-phenomenological attitude, which is reached via the transcendental-
phenomenological epoché and reduction. But what do these attitudes actually
signify? What do they consist in?

3See below, especially §2.7.

1 do not, of course, mean that with this realization Husserl undertakes the task of constructing
from scratch two separate new Phenomenologies. What happened was rather a regressive self-
interpretation of his course. In order to refer only to his post 1900 works (and until 1929), a number
of steps had intervened: the Logical Investigations (1900-01), his personal and professional crisis
of 1905-06, the painful integration of the transcendental turn of 1907, the essay “Philosophy as
a Rigorous Science” for the journal Logos (1910-11), the Ideas I (1913), and countless pages of
research manuscripts on the phenomenological method. All that work demanded a classification
and an overall look, through which Husserl could make clear,—firstly to himself—the route of a
multifarious work, extending along many years.

"Rudolf Boehm, editor of Husserl’s First Philosophy (1923-24), the second part of which bears the
subtitle “Theory of the Phenomenological Reduction” (Hua VIII), informs us that the manuscripts
dealing with the theme of phenomenological reduction reach the amazing number of 8.000 pages,
4.500 of which are dedicated to the special problem regarding the “ways” leading to Transcendental
Phenomenology (Hua VIII, xli n. 2). Some more such research manuscripts have meanwhile been
edited and published also in the more recent Hua XXXIV.
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2.2 Outline of Husserl’s Development: Transcendence,
“Natural Attitude,” and the Phenomenological Stance

3

The traditional dipole “internal-external” was recognizing the “external” world
as transcendent, in comparison to the immanence of the knowing subjectivity.
The world of objects is thus confronted as a universe of self-existing beings that
transcends the enclosedness of the bearer of the experiences and of knowledge. Two
independent spheres of reality are thus acknowledged, which enter into contact only
from time to time, and wholly accidentally.® On the one side, we supposedly have
the “external” reality and, on the other, the “internal” reality. What is considered
as experience and knowledge is the successful incoming and recognition of sensory
contents to some suitable sentient ‘chamber’: psyche, nous, soul, mind, intellect,
cogito, tabula rasa, consciousness, etc. In some way, the problem of knowledge
must find its solution on the basis of a kind of awareness regarding the contents in
the soul, mind, consciousness, etc., which should correspond to, refer to, represent,
etc., the external source.

Brentano, Husserl’s teacher, had also accepted this basic epistemological idea,
and used it in his analyses under the title of intentionality (Intentionalitdit).”
Brentano reformulated the epistemological problem in a form which is nowadays
known as “Brentano’s problem”: how does the possession of some content,
immanent in our soul, guarantee our cognitive relation to outer reality, which itself
transcends our immanence and is totally different from this content?

Husserl was, of course, well aware of his teacher’s efforts to solve this particular
problem.'® In his 5th LI, he moreover argued extensively in order to show the
failure of the enterprise to bridge the immanent psychic with some transcending
and self-existent real realm. The Brentanian intentional contents that reside in an

8For these expressions, see Ideas 1, 111/105 (in all the following, references to the English
translations are followed by mention of the corresponding original text, which can be seen in the
List of Abbreviations).

9The Scholastics used the term intentio as a translation of Aristotle’s terminological expression
“form, without the matter.” According to the latter, our soul takes on or receives the form of
the outer objects, without, of course, taking in itself also their matter (“To have a sensation is
to receive the species [or form] of what is sensed, albeit without its matter [‘H wev alobnoic
g0 Tl 1O SekTkOV TV alodntov elddv @vev g OAngly” De Anima, 424al7-19; trnsl. mine).
This “form without the matter” is contained in the sensory organs, or in the intellect or mind, not
as something having extensio, but only as something characterized by intensio or intentio (both
writings were in use). This, then, is what characterizes mental phenomena: they contain within
themselves intensions or intentions (somehow as their objects or referents). Of course, this first
realization has since led to a host of accounts and problems in epistemology and in ethics (theory
of action).

10The issue regarding the difference in the ways Husserl and Brentano understood the notion of
intentionality is very complex, and would demand a separate treatment. The reader, however, may
consult LI, 557ff/370ff.; see also (Mohanty 1970, 101, 104; Mohanty 2008, 43; Moran 2000a, 40;
Moran 1996, 6; Spiegelberg 1976, 120-1; De Boer 1978, 6ft.; McAlister 1976, 151-9; Vassiliou
2013).
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immanent psychic sphere should be “related” to the “external” things themselves.
Nevertheless, what exactly could the texture of this “relation” be? In the end,
Brentano couldn’t find either an adequate analysis for the ontology of the necessary
correspondence or reference, or a satisfactory answer to the possibility of misrepre-
sentation.

In the Logical Investigations (LI) Husserl offered his own path-breaking under-
standing of the notion of intentionality. In experience and knowledge we do not
just possess some mere contents within the immanent stream of our consciousness’
living experiences (Erlebnisse). What happens is the following. First of all, the
things are offered to us sensorially via their perspectival sides or adumbrations
(Abschattungen). These can indeed be said to become immanent contents registered
in our receptivity. They can thus be found as psychically real (reell) contents in
the stream of our immanent living experiences. Experience and knowledge of the
things, however, mean something more and something different. I experience or
I have knowledge of a thing when there is an appearance (Erscheinung) or a
manifestation of it as a phenomenon in—or, better, to—my consciousness. But this
appearing of phenomena is not identical to the mere having of contents that are
lived-through as reell recordings in the stream of living experiences. Intentionality
is not any more exhausted in this having of representational contents ‘from’ an
outer opaque object in the immanence of the cognizing subject. This crucial term
should henceforth mean the conscious happening of the manifest appearing of the
very beings of the world as phenomena for my consciousness, which, however,
lie beyond the stream of its living experiences. Instead of the mere possession
of immanent contents that ‘correspond’ to otherwise untraceable external objects,
Husserl now talks about an intentional interpretation (intentionale Deutung) or
intentional apprehension (intentionale Apprehention) that animates (beseelt) these
immanently real (reell) contents of the perceptual adumbrations of the things. It is
precisely this interpretation of the immanently lived-through contents which leads
to the conscious appearance of the very things in their evident manifestation for me,
firstly (i.e., at the lowest level) as whole perceptual beings that are simply sensorially
experienced.'!

Tn the following brief passages we come across some characteristic descriptions reflecting the
general way in which Husserl treated the traditional epistemological issue. “[CJonsciousness
([intentional] experiences) and real beings are anything but coordinate kinds of beings which
dwell peaceably side by side and occasionally become ‘related to’ or ‘connected with’ one
another.” (Ideas 1, 111/105; trnsl. sl. md.). “[E]xperience is not an opening through which a
world, existing prior to all experience, shines into a room of consciousness; it is not a mere
taking of something alien to consciousness into consciousness.” (FTL, 132/239). Also, “Neither
the world nor any other existent of any conceivable sort comes ‘from outdoors’ (60pafev) into
my ego, my life of consciousness” (FTL, 250/257). Later in this chapter, we will see that,
especially for the purposes of these introductory remarks, the fact that we have cited passages
from both the pre-transcendental and the transcendental period of Husserl’s Phenomenology is
not an insuperable problem. On Husserl’s understanding of intentionality in terms of animating
interpretation and appearing, see LI, 355/129 , 356/129 , 537/349, 565-7/381-3, 591-2/418-
9, 607-8/439-441, 610/443, 630/470, 637/478, 733-4/82-3, 741-2/91-3; especially 199/194,
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In the Husserlian account of intentionality, consciousness manages, thus, to
‘extend’ itself beyond the Heracletian flux of living experiences and to reach the
beings themselves as in-person appearing in the world. With this move, Husserl
solves—by actually cutting it like a Gordian knot—what is known as the “problem
of epistemological transcendence.” What consciousness experiences or knows has
now been put, definitively, beyond consciousness’ immanence. Consciousness
experiences and knows the transcendently appearing beings in the world; not its
immanent ideas, representations, or contents of whatever sort.12

But haven’t we just said that only transcendence toward beings as phenomena
is gained? What about the relation of the phenomena with what is traditionally
recognized as self-subsisting reality, as realistic actuality (reale Wirklichkeit), or
even as ‘thing in-itself’?

In the LI, Husserl did indeed basically restrict himself to the examination of the
appearance and structure of the phenomena. He felt content enough with the exam-
ination of intentional acts and their transcendently appearing intentional contents
(objects). There, instead of engaging in an effort to solve the problem regarding
the relation between the phenomena and the supposedly independent, realistic
things ‘in-themselves,” he circumvented the problem of the latter’s existence and
meaning of Being.'? In this way, however, the problem we may call the “problem of
ontological transcendence” remained unsolved.

In the LI, Husserl did not force himself to speak about anything lying beyond
or underneath, as it were, the phenomena manifesting themselves in the sphere of
our intentional experiences or, better, in the sphere of transcendent appearances.

309/74, 310/76, 339/109, 568/385, 607/439, where the term Deutung (but also Interpretation)
is used and also suggested as synonymous with Auffassung and even Verstehen; The Idea, 56—
7/71-2; Hua X, 117; PTP, 179/137-8. For a possible limitation of the validity and scope of
this content-interpretation schema of intentional constitution, as it has been thematized in the
Husserlian scholarship, see §10.4 n. 12.

121t is especially questionable that Heidegger, who, in his Prolegomena to the History of the
Concept of Time, devotes plenty of pages to introducing his students and readers to the three
fundamental concepts of Husserlian Phenomenology (intentionality, categorial intuition, and the
new conception of the a priori), does not present Husserlian intentionality in the terms presented
above. On the contrary, he normally insists in talking about it in the rather Brentanian terms
of directedness (sich richten aus), reference (Bezug, Verweisung), and relation (Beziehung) of
immanent contents with their transcendent ‘counterparts.” Thus, Heidegger scholars, as well
as Husserl scholars who have been influenced by Heidegger’s reading of Husserl, talk about
intentionality qua appearance and manifestation of beings in the world with reference only to
Heideggerian intentionality. This, however, is a mistake. On these issues, much more will be said
in Chaps. 5, 6, and 7. With regard to the here mentioned “world,” see note 42 below.

1370 be sure, the real story is much more complicated. In the first edition of the 5™ LI, §7, Husserl
actually attempts a Brentanian unjustified claim that Physics actually accesses the real object
behind the appearances; that the thing in its (realistic) reality is the object of investigation for the
science of Physics—not of Phenomenology. In the second edition (1913) this section was excised.
The reasons for this can be found, e.g., in his Ideas 1, §52, and their basis will be understood in
what follows; see also §§3.5 and 3.6. Regarding my use of “Being” in the context of Husserl’s
Phenomenology, see note 20 below.
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With regard to whatever could concern the supposedly transcendent ‘cause’ of the
phenomena in that sphere, Husserl was rendering obliquely responsible the natural
sciences (especially Physics).'* In the LI, Phenomenology had not yet substantially
freed itself from the traditional dualism between the psychical and the physically-
real, and was not suggesting any solution to the problem of ontological transcen-
dence (traditionally understood). For this reason, the analyses there are restricted
to the sphere of the intentional psychic and its intentional, transcendently—with
regard to the stream of living experiences (and its reell contents)—appearing
phenomena.'> That Phenomenology does not raise any ontological pretensions
(traditionally understood).

As Husserl admitted in 1906, at the culmination of his professional and personal
crisis,'® what he had already achieved wasn’t worthy of the name “Philosophy.”
Whereas his target was a universal critique of Reason in general, what he had
achieved was only a reluctant Eidetic-Descriptive Psychology of perceptual and
categorial acts together with their phenomena in the corresponding intuitions. In
order to fulfill the remaining, desired work, Husserl needed to find a successful
solution to the problem of ontological transcendence. And for this, the coherently
followed self-restriction of his Phenomenology until that time had to be overcome.
He had to find a way to expand Phenomenology beyond the intentional and
transcendent, to be sure, but also merely appearing objects. Necessarily, the route
toward the philosophical completion of Phenomenology was passing through a
critique of traditional ontology. In other words, what Husserl needed to do was to
find a new way to solve the problem of the supposed chasm between the psychical
(broadly understood now, i.e., together with the appearing phenomena) and the
realistically understood being(s).

This problem kept Husserl busy during a course of five lectures (SS 1907), which
are well known from their publication in volume II of the Husserliana series, under
the title The Idea of Phenomenology. There, we have the ripening and deepening
of his self-awareness with regard to the already-at-work, tacit methodological
presuppositions of his pre-transcendental Phenomenology. We have also a first
exposition of basic ideas connected with his transcendental turn; ideas that were
going to take a more systematically elaborated form in the Ideas 1 (1913). In
the Idea, Husserl remarks that we live our everyday lives with the background

14See previous note.

5Tt is important to remember that already in his “Intentional Objects” (1894-95) and more
systematically in The Idea of Phenomenology (1907), Husserl explicitly distinguished between
two senses of the expression “in consciousness” or “in the sphere of the psychic.” The first refers
to the reel or descriptive contents that are lived-through within the immanent time-stream of
living consciousness. This is the sense of “contained within.” The second refers to the intentional
objectities transcendently appearing with respect to the just mentioned stream. This is the sense
of “being given to consciousness,” of “consciousness’ being aware of what appears to it,” or of
“consciously appearing within the sphere of the transcendent phenomena.” See also the last part of
§2.5 below and Chap. 4 note 8.

16See, e.g., Spiegelberg 1994, 82-3.
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supposition that, out there, there is an ontologically independent, realistic world.
Husserl now calls the stance from which we live such a transcendentally naive life
the “natural attitude” (natiirliche Einstellung).

[“Natural attitude” is that] in which everyday life as a whole as well as the positive
sciences operate. In it<in the natural attitude>the world is for us the self-evidently
existing universe of realities [Realitdten] which are continuously before us in unquestioned
givenness [Vorhandenheit]. So this is the general field of our practical and theoretical
activities. (PTP, 168/288)""

The natural attitude appears as the legitimacy-source of common-sense ontology,
as the sum of beliefs that for a long period of time justified dualism and created the
unbridgeable gap between consciousness and reality in itself.'® An autonomously
or absolutely self-existing “outer” world is supposed to affect (immediately or
mediately) our perception and to become represented in our mind, to be given to
the subject, to be contained in our consciousness, etc., in the maximum possible
fidelity and referentiality. For the psychological and the empirical ego, which are
definable within the context of the natural attitude, the world is already there as
absolutely self-existent. From the natural attitude, the world with its beings'® as a
reality in itself, as ‘something’ realistically standing “out there,” is independent of
the subjectivity to which it just becomes manifest, to which it just becomes known
as a phenomenon (itself, however, remaining always something ‘more substantial’
than its phenomenal appearance).

This fundamental but also generally implicit universal presupposition of the
ontological independence is thematized in §30 of the Ideas I, and is called “the
general thesis” or “the general positing” (Generalthesis). The term “thesis” comes
from the Greek infinitive thetein (6ételv), meaning to place, situate, or posit
something. As Husserl makes clear, the general positing, which defines the essence
of the natural attitude, is not a propositionally articulated belief, but a universal

17See also The Idea of Phenomenology, 13/17; Ideas 1, §§30-31, 39, 39, 62.

18The “natural attitude” (natiirliche Einstellung) must not be confused with either the “naturalistic”
(naturalistisch) or the “physicalistic” (physikalisch) attitude (as they appear, e.g., in the Ideas II).
In Phenomenology, the naturalistic attitude simply means taking into account only pre-scientific,
a-personal or a-spiritual nature (inanimate extended matter in time, and animate beings). Generally,
it may also mean to accept as existent only the objects of the natural sciences. The physicalistic
attitude is the attitude from which the ontology accepted by Physics, in particular, is recognized
as the sole ontological ground. The problem in this latter case is not how the two separate
ontological spheres, res cogitans and res extensa, are bridged, but how we should treat intentional
phenomena on the basis of physicalistic terms (e.g., reductively, eliminatively, etc.). Normally, the
“natural attitude” should not be confused with what is ‘natural” from the phenomenological attitude
(psychological or transcendental)—there are cases, however, in which Husserl’s ‘official’ use of
the term may be confused with the latter use. Moreover, the naturalistic attitude may not only be a
methodological or metaphysical stance within the natural attitude, but also a methodological (not a
metaphysical) stance within the phenomenological attitude (psychological or transcendental). Even
though the same can be applied to the physicalistic attitude, the latter standardly has the meaning
of a metaphysical stance within the natural attitude.

190n the references here to a “world,” and not merely to beings or to their sum, see note 42 below.
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form of sense-giving (Sinngebung) in our intentional relatedness with the world.
The general positing is the self-evident filter, as it were, through which we run
our everyday lives and grasp the various epistemological and ontological problems
regarding our relatedness to the world. In the end, the fact that the world appears to
our consciousness is taken, by our natural attitude, as an additional and secondary
event, which has no ontological but only epistemological significance.

Transcendental Phenomenology, then, raises the pretension of bringing to light
all the concealed conditions for the possibility of the existence of a world for
us. It demands to be in the position to describe the structure of its givenness
(Gegebenbheit), but also to clarify the meaning of its Being (Seinssinn).?’ For the
philosophy under discussion, these conditions of possibility are connected with the
concealed intentional accomplishments (Leistungen) of the life of transcendental
consciousness. Under certain conditions,?! the examination of the structure of
givenness shows that the meaning and validity of the Being of the world with its
beings (in sensory experience, in praxis, in theory, and in the evaluative stances of
all kinds) are the result of the intentional, constituting functions of consciousness’
transcendental life. Transcendental Phenomenology’s solution to the problem of
ontological transcendence is bold and simple. It in fact discovers that there is no
such problem at all! The distinction between a psychic sphere of living experiences,
of intentional interpretations and of appearances, on the one hand, and of an
ontologically independent “external” reality in itself, on the other hand, was nothing
but an interpretative prejudice of the ontology that permeates the natural attitude. It
is only from the point of view of that latter attitude that such a problem arises.

According to the new point of view established with the passing to the Tran-
scendental Phenomenology, the very world and its beings in their fullest actuality
are nothing but the ontological, intentional correlate (Korrelat) of a corresponding
intentional comportment, within which everything gets constituted according to its
whatever Being.?

20By the terms “Being” and “meaning of Being” I do not mean to usurp any Heideggerian thematic
and inelegantly transplant it into the Husserlian corpus. Husserl himself uses the terms many
times (especially in the Ideas 1) and he generally means by them, respectively, that “something
is” (that it is a being) and “what we mean when we say that something is.” The capital letter
in “Being” just shows here that we should not read it as the infinitive of the copulative “is,”
but as the infinitive of the so-called existential “is” (but still in a neutral way that has not yet
decided in favour of either metaphysical realism or before-handness or presence-at-handness in
the Heideggerian sense, respectively, of Zuhandenheit and Vorhnandenheit—nor, for that matter, of
any other sense). The psychological-phenomenological and the transcendental-phenomenological
meanings of Being will be further clarified in what follows.

21See also the following sections, especially §2.4.

22This, however, as Husserl self-consciously remarks, does not mean a Berkeleian idealism; reality
is not reduced to an idea of the psychic sphere (Ideas 1, 129ft./120ff., 241-2/230). Husserl also calls
Berkley’s idealism “‘subjective idealism,” “psychological idealism,” “psychomonism,” (Ideas 111,

63/74) and even “immanent idealism” (immanenter Idealismus) (Crisis, 231/234; CM, §40-41).
We will see below what kind of idealism it is.

2 <



26 2 The Phenomenological Reductions in Husserl’s Phenomenology

Of essential necessity (in the Apriori of the unconditioned eidetic universality) to every
‘truly existing’ being [wahrhaft seienden] there corresponds the idea of a possible con-
sciousness in which the object itself is [constituted or, accordingly,] seized upon originarily
and therefore in a perfectly adequate way. Conversely, if this possibility is guaranteed, then
€0 ipso the being truly exists [ist < ...> wahrhaft seined). (Ideas 1, 341/329)

From now on, between transcendentally understood phenomena and actuality
itself (not “in-itself” any more) there is no chasm. The world, together with all its
ontological categories and all its modes, according to which it is given to us as
existent on the level of the phenomena, is the intentional correlate of this or that
conscious actness or actionality (but not necessarily activeness), the at-each-time
full noema (Noema) of a noesis (Noesis) which constitutes it accordingly.??

It is in this sense that, from within the new attitude, Husserl thinks that he
also solves the problem of (traditional) ontological transcendence, thus upgrading
Phenomenology from the level of an Intentional (to be sure) Psychology to that of
a Transcendental Ontology, as a complete Ontology of everything. Phenomenology
now is meant to speak not just about the world and its beings as appearances, but also
about them as complete beings (in a sense to be further specified in the following).

In order to be consistent, though, Husserl had to make clear the method he had
followed in order to arrive at the attitude from which these problems were solved
(or rather dissolved). If he wasn’t to make his method clear, then all the propositions
of Phenomenology would be simply devaluated as—one more—purely speculative
system of thought.

23In Husserl scholarship, and especially in the so-called “Fregean” or “West-Coast Interpretation,”
it is a typical mistake to equate Sinn with Noema. Husserl constantly uses the terminological
expression “noematischer Sinn” together, of course, with the corresponding “noetischer Sinn.”
This distinction and these expressions make it necessary (not only terminologically but also sub-
stantially, as will become evident) to keep Sinn apart from Noema (and Noesis). More specifically,
Sinn should be understood as the system of the specifications regulating the constitution of an
intentional object or state of affairs (Sachverhalt)—more generally: of an objectity (Objektitdt or
Gegenstindlichkeit). On the one hand, these specifications are first set in our empty aimings (at the
limit, already in perception; but most clearly in signitive intentions connected with our thinking
or talking about an objectity). On the other hand, these specifications are at work on the side of
intuitional givenness, when the objectity happens to be capable of being given or it is actually
being given in intuition. In such a case, what was at first only emptily intended in a Noesis now
intuitionally appears as a Noema. The empty prescriptions (Sinn) that were first set in the empty
Noesis have now taken within themselves their ‘material,” which proved capable of being struc-
tured (constituted) according to these prescriptions, and indeed appears as a whole (prescriptions
and ‘material’) in fullness as the correlate Noema. See also bellow, and Chaps. 4 and 5.
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2.3 Psychological-Phenomenological and
Transcendental-Phenomenological Reduction

We said that in the Logical Investigations Husserl merely circumvented the problem
of the relation between the phenomena manifesting themselves in the psychic
sphere with that which—from the natural attitude—is understood as self-subsistent
reality. This move was made possible by means of a methodological move that
Husserl himself subsequently called “psychological-phenomenological reduction.”
This methodological move, which was already regulating the analyses of the LI
without, however, any explicit mention of it in that work,2* releases or leaves
outside-the-game what, from the natural attitude, was presumed as realistic within
or behind the appearing phenomena. The analyses, there, put into brackets the
very (realistically understood) actuality—as it is made intelligible from the point
of view of the natural attitude and its general positing—without touching upon
it. This reduction offers us the possibility of abstaining from the issue regarding
the realistic existence or not of the appearing thing and of restraining ourselves
methodologically to whatever appears as a phenomenon. The happening of the
appearing, i.e., the ‘shining forth’ of that which appears in what it is, the intentional
recognition of a thing in consciousness, can thus be treated within the limits of
the psychological sphere® as the sphere of intentional acts and their transcendently
appearing intentional objects (as appearances). In this—still epistemologically—
orientated Phenomenology, the legitimate propositions are articulated only with
reference to whatever is intentionally (i.e., in the manner of intentionally appearing)
‘included’ in this sphere.

The psychological-phenomenological reduction, that is, methodologically trans-
fers the phenomenologist from the realistically understood (in the natural attitude),
intentionally appearing, transcendent thing to its intentional-psychological phe-
nomenon or, rather, to it as only intentionally appearing phenomenon. In this
sense, this move opens up the region of the intentional-psychologically pure
consciousness and of the ‘therein’ appearing transcendent phenomena. It discloses
the purely intentional-psychological field of (intentional) experiences and their
transcendent intentional phenomena (purely and simply). Put otherwise, it high-

24 At the time of the Crisis (1936) and in a section dedicated to the “difficulties of the psychic
‘abstraction,”” Husserl retrospectively recognizes that, even though in his Logical Investigations he
“was already pulled into the epoché, so to speak, [ ... ] it was not until four years after concluding
[that work, the LI, i.e., in 1905] [...] that I arrived at an explicit but even then imperfect self-
consciousness of its method” (Crisis, 243/246). Husserl was progressively becoming more and
more self-conscious with regard to the non-linear way in which his though was maturing: “For
me, the passing from the first articulation of important theories to their complete intelligibility is
always a great step. It takes a lot of time before the various thought-itineraries become friends with
one another” (Ingarden 1968, 151; trnsl. mine). This non-linearity in the development of Husserl’s
thought creates, of course, a host of problems in our understanding of his philosophy. Nevertheless,
we must always take it into consideration.

25See note 15 above, and the last part of §2.5 below.
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lights the field of the intentional, psychologically pure acts and their intentionally
appearing intentional objectities. The mathesis that is thereby inaugurated is called
“Phenomenological Psychology” (in the LI: Eidetic-Descriptive Phenomenological
Psychology).?¢

However, even if Phenomenological Psychology demarcated a new region of
problems that had to be further analyzed, it remained transcendentally naive. Its
interests are restricted to the unity of the intentional acts, to the unity of the
appearing objectities and of their parts, and to their intentional relatedness (later:
“correlation”). The transcendental naiveté of Phenomenological Psychology con-
sists in this: whereas it focuses on the intentionally appearing and its constitution,
it essentially keeps silently presupposing other realities, e.g., the supposed self-
subsistent reality behind the perceptually appearing objects. Whatever appears in
the sphere of the psychologically pure experiences was still considered simply as
phenomenon of another realistic being, with reference to which the phenomenolog-
ical psychologist merely suppresses his thoughts and their possible expression. This
methodological self-restriction to the phenomena in the sphere of the (intentionally)
purely psychic does not solve the problem of the transcendence to the very
realistic—whatever this might be—but only demands that the phenomenologist
remains mute with regard to it. The latter places the supposed independent reality in
brackets, in the sense that it does away with the obligation to form and to express
any thought or judgment about it. From this point of view, then, Phenomenological
Psychology still moves within the bounds of the positivity that characterizes the
natural attitude.

There is at least one additional problem. Phenomenological Psychology, to be
sure, abolishes the analysis of the cognitive states (broadly speaking) in terms
of a mere having of sensory contents. It establishes the basic conditions for a
Gestalt Psychology?’ and confronts all intentional acts in terms of interpretation
and evident appearing. Despite the fact that it transforms traditional epistemology,
though, Phenomenological or Pure Psychology cannot express itself substantially
on the issue of the relation between the appearing and the (supposed) realistic
reality somehow ‘supporting’ or ‘underpinning’ this appearing of the phenom-
ena. The psychological-phenomenological reduction leads Phenomenology to the
intentional-psychic field of experiences, to the psychic ego and its psychologically-
phenomenologically meant intentional appearances (in the sense of intentional
“immanence”).”® From the psychological-phenomenological point of view, the
appearance of the beings as phenomena happens, of course, above and beyond

20See also below §2.7 and Chap. 3, §3.4.1 note 16.

It is Ehrenfels (1859-1932), also a student of Brentano’s, who is considered the pioneer of
this Psychology. Nevertheless, Spiegelberg considers it as a case of simultaneous discovery
(Spiegelberg 1994, 133). Husserl, for his part, claims exclusive priority in the discovery of the basic
notions of Gestalt Psychology (LI, 480/282). Heidegger too accredits this discovery to Husserl
(PHCT, 66).

28See above note 15, the last part of §2.5 below, and §4.7.2 note 29.
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the stream of living experiences. These experiences, however, are still defined
with implicit reference to (and dependence on) an ultimately substantial body, in
some psycho-physical connection with it. Husserl recognizes this with clarity in a
retrospective, indirect, and self-critical reconstruction dating from 1927.

Even Pure Psychology in the phenomenological sense, thematically delimited by the
psychological-phenomenological reduction, still is and always will be a positive science: it
has the world as its pre-given ground [Boden).?® The pure psyches and communities of psy-
ches [that it treats] are psyches that belong to bodies-in-nature that are presupposed but also
simply left out of consideration. Like every positive science, this Pure [Phenomenological-]
Psychology is itself transcendentally problematic. (PTP, 96/248-9]; trnsl. sl. md.)

In sum, even though the traditional problem regarding the relation between the
intentionally psychic is set aside and left unthematized, the physical-realistic still
retains a latent overall legitimacy.

What Husserl realizes in The Idea (1907) and systematizes in the Ideas 1
(1913) is that there might be also an ‘ontological’ dependence of the world
on the consciousness that experiences it. Furthermore, this dependence is now
recognized as a problem falling within the jurisdiction of general phenomenological
problematics. It is recognized that the world does not only appear to consciousness,
but it also is, what it fully is, for a consciousness and thanks to a consciousness.
This time, moreover, talk of consciousness changes, and Husserl begins to refer
to a transcendental consciousness.>® These latter transcendental phenomenological
findings are made possible in the attitude that is opened up by the transcendental-
phenomenological reduction.

In Phenomenological Psychology, whatever concerned the realistically existent
within or behind the phenomenon®' was—at least at first—naively relegated to the
natural sciences and, especially, to Physics. Now, however, it becomes clear that

Tnitially the text read: “[ ... ] as ground that is understood in realistic positivity or as realistically
posited [Boden der realen Positivitit]” (Hua 1X, 596). According to Husserl, the science of
Phenomenological or Pure or Rational Psychology is, in some way, a relatively easily accessible
mathesis, which can function as a propaedeutic step toward the heights of the philosophical—or,
perhaps, scientifically-philosophical—Transcendental Phenomenology. Phenomenological Psy-
chology, however, is a science, and since like all the other sciences, it is built and developed on
the basis of the ontological prejudices of the natural attitude, it is a positive mathesis that remains
in need of transcendental clarification and grounding, as regards the meaning and the truth of its
propositions. See also what follows here.

30With the move of the transcendental reduction, a doublication of the ego seems to arise. On
the one side, we speak about a psychological ego. On the other side, a transcendental ego is
now introduced. Husserl, however, immediately remarks that this is only a seeming doublication.
Without entering here into the specific issues of the Husserlian egology (in the original eidetic
phenomenological-psychological LI, Husserl does not even acknowledge something like an ego),
it suffices at present to say that the psychological ego is the ego as seen from the point of view
of the psychological reduction, whereas the transcendetal ego is the ego as seen from the point of
view of the transcendetal reduction. See also §2.7 below.

31In Husserl’s descriptions of the natural attitude, there is no clear distinction between a general
thesis positing the known empirical reality as independently existing (self-subsisting) and another
positing some unknown metaphysical reality as existing in itself. Both may be meant in Husserl’s
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these sciences too want to control a truth that is possible only on the basis of
a very specific cognitive attitude, the natural-scientific one, the meaning and the
presuppositions of which have not yet been clarified. This means that these sciences
themselves, instead of being allowed to unquestionably raise the pretension to found
all other knowledge, appear to be critically exposed to the need for a clarification
of the conditions for their own possibility. On pain of transcendental circularity, as
Husserl claims,*? the natural sciences can no longer be blindly and uninterpellatedly
trusted to offer the ultimate foundation for what is, and for what we know.

Given, though, that even the supposedly ultimate authority of the supposedly
realistic has now been eclipsed, we realize that there is a need for a da capo
examination of the problem regarding the real, and of transcendence in general. As
already raised in the Ideas 1, Husserl suggests that this problem applies only to the
context of a very specific stance, i.e., to the natural attitude, and its general thesis or
positing. Thus, in order to look at the problem anew, we have to convert our attitude
into something new, in order to lift the impasses and paradoxes to which the general
positing regulating the natural attitude leads us.

The whole pre-discovered world posited in the natural attitude, actually found in experience
and taken with perfect “freedom from theories” as it is actually experienced, as it clearly
shows itself in the concatenations of experience, is now without validity for us; without
being tested and also without being contested, it shall be parenthesized. In like manner all
theories and sciences which relate to this world, no matter how well they may be grounded
positivistically or otherwise, shall meet the same fate. (Ideas 1, 62/66)

The Phenomenological Psychology of the LI shows that the appearing of the
world is the result of an internally cohering unity of living experiences, intentionally
associated among themselves in various ways. Now, in the Ideas 1, it is realized
that the idea about another, self-subsistent reality, an actuality that is understood
realistically, is a radically unprovable prejudice of the natural attitude. Phenomenol-
ogy’s motto “zu den Sachen selbst!” ought to be re-adjusted to the new findings, to
become more radical. Phenomenology must continue to remain focused on whatever
is intuitionally given beyond any speculation, without, however, limiting itself to
just the structure of the phenomena and without accepting phenomenologically
unfounded prejudices.

The discovery of the general positing that accompanies the natural attitude and
its annihilation by the transcendental-phenomenological reduction allows exactly
for the meeting of all these requirements.

No longer is only the dependence of the appearance of the world on an internally
coherent context of conscious living experiences considered unquestionable. Its
ontological dependence on the structure of intentional living experiences is now

treatment of the ontology of the natural attitude. It seems to me, though, that the second alternative
makes better sense and is better justified as a problem. For more, see note 36 below.

32See PTP, 129ff/274ff, 170ff/290ff.
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proved equally unquestionable.’® Every phenomenological unity, which from the
point of view of the psychological ego just appears, is now also actually discovered
as being (in this or that way) due to the immanent syntheses or intentionally
constituting acts of a transcendental ego. Whatever was previously reluctantly
recognized as just a phenomenon of some realistically posited dimension now gets
upgraded into the full-fledged—and only thusly being—being: it is self-given in
its entire actuality, though disentangled this time from any additional positing (as
subsisting in itself). From Transcendental Phenomenology’s point of view, no other
reality in itself can be legitimately posited beyond this transcendentally constituted
being.

The chasm between psychologically meant phenomenon and realistically inter-
preted being is no longer just overlooked or methodologically circumvented; it is
directly abolished—without losing anything crucial at all.

[From that epistemological point of view, then,] nothing is lost when [realistic] existence
is put between brackets. But from an ontological standpoint, there is indeed a loss of
extra-mental reality. [...] [With the transcendental reduction, however,] only a certain
interpretation is disconnected [i.e., the one owed to the general positing and dictated by
the natural attitude]. Nothing is really lost. Insight into the relative mode of being of the
thing eo ipso means an awareness of the absoluteness of [transcendental] consciousness.
(De Boer 1978, 430)**

After the transcendental reduction, every intentional objectity appears in what it
is as a noema (Noema), i.e., as a transcendent intentional correlate constituted in a
corresponding noesis (Noesis) of transcendental consciousness.® If the totality of
scientific knowledge that is produced in the positivity of the natural attitude is put
between brackets, and if the same is done with the general positing that regulates
the natural attitude as a whole, then nothing in itself can be sought, behind or
within*® the supposedly ‘mere’ phenomena. Whatever is given in the one or the

3See also below, with regard to the role of the so-called “world-annihilation experiment” (§2.4).
See also note 42.

34See Fink’s equally clear statement that “the transcendental ‘noema’ is the world itself [ . . .] this
being itself” (1970, 124), i.e., the actual world with its beings in their actuality understood as
intentional correlate of transcendental consciousness.

35Cf. also Diemer 1965, 21ff., 84ff., where, on the one hand, the transcendental reduction comes
close to the idea found in De Boer’s passage just above, whereas the analyses concerning the
Noema present it as the residue of what was here described as psychological-phenomenological
reduction. The bracketing of a realistic being (or of the realistic ‘substratum’ of a being) must
be kept clearly apart from the realistic interpretation of a being. For Husserl’s Transcendental
Phenomenology, it is only the latter that may also lead to posit something like the former.

3In the psychological reduction, metaphysical reality can just stay in suspension, waiting, as it
were, for the possibility of a kind of scientific-realist theoretical insight or theoretical-hypothetical
interpretation of its constitution. In the transcendental reduction, metaphysical reality as well as
empirical reality is definitely deprived of the meaning “existing in itself;” an ontological meaning
like this is no longer legitimate. There is no sense of speaking about a metaphysical reality in
itself, and an empirical reality is intentionally constituted in its complete being. There could,
however, be some kind of higher-order theoretical hypothesis positing some ‘metaphysically
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other degree of evidence and with the intuitionality appertaining to this or that
intentional comportment or act, i.e., whatever is given in a noesis-noema intentional
correlation (Korrelation), is fully actual. Actuality is a ‘category’ appertaining to
the in-person or ‘bodily’ (leibhaftig) givenness of a transcendent correlate—with
the pre-predicative givenness of the things in simple sensory experience being
most primordial. Realistic actuality or simply reality, on the other hand, is a
‘category’ owed to the general positing of the natural attitude, and is a side-effect
of the way in which natural- or nature-things are given.’” What is apprehended as
phenomenologically transcendent is also considered as ontologically independent—
or if not that (because of its subjective ‘phenomenality’), then something in it or
behind it, an unknown substratum, is thusly conceived and projected. Characteristic,
at least of Husser]’s intentions on how to deal with the issue under discussion, is the
following passage from the manuscript B IV 6 (1908).

[I]t would not be acceptable for someone to say “there is only absolute [i.e., transcendental]
consciousness” as if he or she wanted to say “every other being [Sein] is just something
that merely appears [nur ein scheinbares], an unreal semblance [unwirklicher Schein],
a fiction.” This would, of course, have been fundamentally false. The nature-objects [in
simple perception] are self-evidently true objects; their Being [Sein] is true Being; nature is
actuality [Wirklichkeit] in the genuine and full sense [of the term]. It is fundamentally false
to ascribe to this Being a measure different than that which this category demands and, thus,
to somehow discredit it [i.e., nature], because it is “constituted” within [transcendental]
consciousness; because it has its roots in [transcendental] consciousness. (Hua XXXVI,
70-1; trnsl. mine)

Later, in his FTL (1929), Husserl remarks:

The true is now the actually existent [wirklich Seiende] or the truly existent [wahrhaft
Seiende], as the correlate of the evidence that gives something in its very self [Korrelat
des selbstgebenden Evidenz]. Naturally, the actual [das Wirkliche] in the sense of the real
[or of the realistic] [des Realen] is merely a particular case [or interpretation] under this
broadest [ .. .] sense of actuality. (FTL, 127/133; trnsl. sl. md.)

The ontological Transcendental Phenomenology thus came to decisively comple-
ment the epistemologically oriented LI (and especially the 6" LI). Psychological-
phenomenological epoché from the judgments regarding the existence or non-
existence of the “external” world, under which the analyses of the LI are conducted,
had to be abandoned, in order for Phenomenology to attain the undertaking of its
responsibilities vis-a-vis all kinds of Being and all kinds of beings. Hence, what one

real’ dimension in order to explain the appearances (phenomena). To the extent that such an
explanation is successful, it might be said that there is also a higher-order experience with some
kind and degree of evidence (even a mediate one) that this is how things ‘at bottom’ are. This
theoretically posited and theoretically experienced reality, however, should now also be understood
as being transcendentally constituted as an interpretation of what appears as experiential being. On
this issue, which lies at the frontiers of the debate between scientific realism and constructive
empiricism, see also Chap. 10 and Theodorou 2010b, 2012b.

370n the problem and meaning of the constitution of the nature-thing or natural thing (Naturding)
in transcendental consciousness, see Chap. 5.
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reads in the Ideas I is a reply with regard to the transcendental conditions that make
possible, for the first time, something (this or that) to be, i.e., the conditions securing
that there is something (rather than nothing). Only at this point does Phenomenology
become the universal Ontology that Husserl explicitly required it to be.

2.4 With Regard to the “World-Annihilation Experiment”

By the year 1936, Husserl had become fully aware of the general criticism that with
the transcendental reduction “we are losing the world,” that the phenomenological
residuum of the transcendental reduction is nil (sheer nothing).38 If this were true, it
would, of course, mean that at the most systematic moment of his phenomenological
philosophizing, Husserl had abandoned or at least overlooked and forgotten the
very fundament of his thought, i.e., the very inaugurative idea of phenomenological
intentionality.

In order to appreciate this point more clearly, an additional word must be
added at this point with regard to Husserl’s transcendental turn. Admittedly, the
situation described in the previous section already presents great complexity. We
cannot, however, avoid a necessary supplement. Husserl’s turn to transcendental
phenomenologizing, from 1905 to 1907 up to its systematic published presentation
in 1913, does not only introduce the method of transcendental reduction. It also
signals another major change. Instead of the eidetic intentional constitution of
the original LI, transcendental intentional constitution now takes the lead. This
change will be further clarified in §2.7, and particularly in §2.7.2. This much,
nonetheless, can be told in advance. In the LI, intentional constitution means
the mechanism according to which “some supra-psychic eidos gets instantiated
in the psychic acts and lets us experience the corresponding particular objects.”
Transcendental intentional constitution, though, means rule-guided syntheses of
hyletic data. In accordance with what we saw earlier, both intentional constitutions
of corresponding transcendent objectities have the character of interpretation: the
first of the reell sensory contents of consciousness, the second of the equally reell
hyletic data or, simply, hyle (Hyle, UAn).

In §49 of the Ideas I, Husserl explains his analyses regarding the meaning of
the transcendental reduction by appeal to the philosophical thought-experiment that
attempts the so-called “world-annihilation experiment” (Versuch der Weltvernich-
tung)—a philosophical thought experiment to be sure. There, he claims that with
this experiment it is shown that even if transcendental intentional constitution (e.g.,
that of the perceptual world and its beings) fails, we can still say that, in a sense,

3See, e.g., Crisis, 154-5/157-8; also Hua VIII, 164.
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transcendental consciousness ‘exists.” In this sense, Husserl proclaims the absolute
existence or Being of consciousness, in comparison with the dependent existence or
Being of the world and its beings.*

In this way, however, the false impression may be created that the aim of
transcendental reduction is the successful carrying out of that world-annihilation
experiment, so that, after it, we remain with the absolute transcendental conscious-
ness. Nevertheless, the world-annihilation experiment is not the transcendental
reduction. And the experiment’s conclusion, that it is possible to imagine the
annihilation of the world with transcendental consciousness remaining at the same
time intact (hence, as absolute), does not describe the total result of transcendental
reduction.

When Husserl claims that after the world-annihilation experiment, someone can
say that absolute consciousness remains as residuum, what he means is that what
remains is a field of immanent possibilities of time-syntheses, which, under certain
conditions, could result in the constitution of intentional correlations in which
we could find ourselves in the conscious givenness of corresponding, appearing,
transcendent beings in their world. The dimension of that field of possibilities
for intentional syntheses is also called “functioning intentionality” (fungierende
Intentionalitdt) or functioning consciousness,* a field of time-syntheses where the
hyletic data contained in the stream of living experiences get synthesized in rule-
governed ways that let us experience transcendently appearing intentional objects.
As we know, for Husserl, these syntheses are at bottom anonymous, passive,
and pre-predicative. Upon them, actively thematizing, predicative, idealizing, etc.,
syntheses are founded. Within its possible excessiveness, the world-annihilation
experiment wants only to bring to the surface the concealed (actual or potential)
intentional accomplishments (Leistungen) that keep us always in the context of
a conscious intentional correlation, in which we have always already somehow
encountered beings in a world-horizon.

Transcendental reduction is the lifting of the general positing, i.e., the definite
cessation of the absolutizing transcendent apprehension of the world (absolu-
tierende Weltapperzeption), of the prejudice of the natural attitude according to
which the “external” transcendent world (or a substratum of it) is also considered as
absolute (absolutely or realistically existing). The transcendental re-interpretation
of the status of the world opens us up to an experience in which the world is
apprehended and given as constituted in intentional correlations. And the lifting
of the general positing does not annihilate the world, but leaves us with the world
‘inside’ consciousness or, to put it strictly phenomenologically (avoiding traditional

3This concept of “absoluteness,” in Husserl, has an ontological rather than a mere epistemological
sense; it is used in order to determine not that which contains certainties, but that whose existence
does not depend on something else. On the persuasiveness of the world-annihilation experiment
and on the absoluteness of transcendental consciousness, see also §2.7 in this chapter, and Chap.
10.

40See, e.g., CM, 48/85, 54/90, 64/99; Crisis, 112-3/114-6, 182ff/185ff.
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terminology), with consciousness out there in the world.*! The world-annihilation
experiment is a helpful clarification; it plays the role of the ‘pathological’ case,
which offers us the possibility of seeing, for the first time, the unexamined
presuppositions of the normal case. The idea is that, if transcendental consciousness
was malfunctioning, no world with objects would appear, but instead only partial
fragments of unavailable appropriate wholes, or even nothing at all. Hence, the
effectual appearing actual beings in the actual world are the achievement of the
intentionally, harmoniously synthesizing, transcendental consciousness.

In Transcendental Phenomenology, instead of aiming at the annihilation of
the world or at our withdrawal and encaging of ourselves within a self-enclosed
sphere (a traditionally immanent consciousness), what is attempted is the persuasive
entrenchment of the possibility of intentional transcendence. It is now shown that,
in the end, intentionality concerns, constitutes, and controls the whole actual world
in its Being and with its beings. With the transcendental turn, Husserl, instead of
remaining caught in the happening of the appearing of the world and its beings as
enjoying the status of unexamined ‘reality,” shows a way of re-claiming and re-
gaining the world and its beings in their ontological completeness.*> With the help
of the world-annihilation experiment, the transcendental reduction, instead of being
a stepping back toward the intentional immanence of the constituting functions,
is proved to be a ‘marching’ ahead toward the world and its beings in a full-
fledged ontological ‘robustness,” by means of an enhancement of the meaning of
intentionality. Ricoeur, for instance, has a similarly positive view of the world-
annihilation experiment.

The possibility that the world does not exist is not the possibility that perception is a dream,
or a picture, but that the variety of adumbrations does not come to a unity at all and is
radically discordant. It is the harmony of the adumbrations of things that is contingent.
This is absolutely new in relation to Descartes and does not contradict the principle of
intentionality, since what would be discordant is a series of intentionalities. (Ricoeur 1996,
103)

#10n this, see note 15 above here (transcribing the relevant points into the present transcendental
milieu); also here, §2.6.

42¢T must lose the world by epoché, in order to regain it by a universal self-examination.” (CM,
157/183). Especially with the notion of the world, an important point showing that Husserl had a
good understanding of it qua horizon of givenness of beings that inhabit it, according to its form
or essence (worldliness), is Ideas 1, §§27-30. There, Husserl describes the phenomenology of the
givenness of the world in the natural attitude. However, since the reduction basically transforms
the meaning of Being of the world and of what is given in it, without annihilating or losing it
itself in any worrying sense, what is said there holds—mutatis mutandis—equally well for the
reduced world. Fink especially has particularly emphasized not just the equiprimordiality of the
(regional and specific) forms of beings and the world-form, but—probably under the influence
of Heidegger—the absolute priority of the world-form as something ‘co-extensive’ with the
constituting possibilities of the absolute transcendental consciousness. See Fink [1970], 140-1,
110-1, 135ff., and especially 137-8. See also Chap. 3, note 33.
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This ascertains that transcendental reduction does not lead us to nil, to the empty
nothing. On the contrary, as we saw above, it leads us to the world and its beings,
qua transcendental phenomenon and, moreover, as an actuality that has been freed
from the absolutizing apprehension imposed by the natural attitude. That the world-
annihilation experiment does not contradict the principle of intentionality means
that transcendental subjectivity does not in any way lose its intentional relatedness
with the world itself (rnot “in itself”).

Transcendental Phenomenology is not a speculative theory that is built under
the condition of the absolute zero, which the possible absence of the world
would amount to. Its claims and its arguments do not presuppose our transference
to an empty immanent ‘space’ from which the world itself would be totally
absent, just because, as someone may think, it (the world) would contaminate the
purity of absolute consciousness with factic contingencies. The only thing that
Husserl demands is to be able to intuitionally, i.e., phenomenologically and not
merely discursively-speculatively, show that the world and its beings, qua unitary
phenomena, are indeed unities appearing in their actuality to our experience, within
which our theoretical and praxial comportments are developed. They appear and
are there for us in their actuality and with whatever givenness because, at bottom,
the adumbrations of the things get unified in concordant unities, on the basis of
the functioning intentional syntheses.43 This means that, at bottom, the harmonic
unification of adumbrations and things—or, more generally, of partial contents in
the concordances of the corresponding appearing wholes—is something that may
or may not happen. Consciousness, however, as the possibility of all this, does not
depend on what appears in such a way as actual intentional correlate.

This is exactly the point which the world-annihilation experiment brings to our
attention. Indeed, Husserl shows by it that the fact that there is world and beings
in it is the result of intentional constitutions. If the functioning consciousness
were not achieving harmonic, unitary syntheses, then we would not experience
anything; nothing could appear and be there for us. Hence, when the transcendental
issue is posed in such terms, i.e., in terms regarding the relative priority of
consciousness or of ‘Being,” it becomes—in a phenomenological, non-speculative
way—totally clear that consciousness precedes ‘Being’ or, in order to be more
faithful to the meaning of the world-annihilation experiment, consciousness and
‘Being’ are equiprimordial. Even in its non-harmonious and phenomenologically
unsuccessful intentional functionings, consciousness passively and anonymously
strives and struggles, as it were, for meaningfulness and truthfulness, for intelligible
and appearing correlates, i.e., for beings in a world.*

430n these processes, see Chaps. 4 and 5.
440n this, see also Chap. 4 and Theodorou 2010b.
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2.5 Transcendental Reduction as Widening and as
Radicalization of the Psychological Reduction

In the Ideas 1, the first systematic exposition of Transcendental Phenomenology,
Husserl had not yet made explicit the distinction between the psychological and
transcendental reduction. In actual fact, he used similar and sometimes identical
expressions in order to refer to methodological moves and functions belonging
to either of the two. This rendered extremely difficult any possible attempt to
coherently understand the phenomenological method and point of view. Even during
the early and mid-1920s, Husserl did not have a fully crystalized way of presenting
the distinction between the psychological and the transcendental phenomenological
reduction. In one way or another and to one degree or another, he was continually
tormented by unclarities and ambivalences. The situation seems to become clearer
only during the final years of that decade.®

Both of the reductions under discussion here are “phenomenological.” Both con-
tain the first step of a phenomenological epoché. Both contain the move of putting
something out of play. Both deactivate or interrupt (ausschalten) something, etc.
However, these moves have different meanings, different scopes, different presuppo-
sitions, a different range, etc. An example of how problematic it remained—even for
the Husserl of the late 1920s—to express the subtle but serious difference between
the psychological and the transcendental reduction, is to be found in the public
“Amsterdam Vortrige,” a text written as late as 1928.40

The phenomenological-psychological reduction is for him [for the phenomenological
psychologist] a method of limiting the real psychic [das real Seelische] and, above all,
the intentional life to its proper essence [Eigenwesentliches], by putting out of play [Aufler-
spiel-setzen] or leaving out of account [Aufler-Rechnung-stellen] the transcendent positings
at work in this life. (PTP, 246/340]; trnsl. md.)

4More specifically, in the publications of the Ideas I, which appeared when Husserl was still alive,
the distinction between the two reductions under discussion wasn’t explicit. Only in the 1925 and
1929 marginalia on his personal copies of that work does Husserl seem to come closer to a clearer
distinction of the one “phenomenological” reduction into a phenomenological-psychological and a
phenomenological transcendental reduction. Biemel’s Husserliana publication of Husserl’s Ideas
I (Hua 11I) incorporated some of these marginalia in a rather unsuccessful and confusing way. It
was Schuhmann’s Husserliana re-publication of the original Ideas 1 (Hua 111.1), together with a
separate volume containing Husserl’s marginalia and supplemental manuscripts (Hua I11.2), that
prepared the ground for a better re-interpretation of “the” phenomenological reduction. In addition,
the texts that are immediately or mediately related with the notorious “Britannica Article” project
make this complicated issue much clearer (see what follows). For the restoration of the complete
picture on the issue discussed here, the reader should, nonetheless, be patient until the closing of
§2.7 of the present chapter.

46This can be also seen in the strictly relevant research manuscripts from that period, now contained
in Hua XXXIV, 3-5, 110ff, 119-20, but also from later ones, ibid., 132ff, 148ff, 394ff.
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One page later, attempting once again to define transcendental reduction, Husserl
uses almost identical forms of expression.

The transcendental epoché, the radical putting-out-of-play [radikale Auferspielsetzung] of
every activation whatsoever of the validity of the “[out]-there-being-world” [daseiende
Welt] is accomplished through an act of will in such a way that it is “once and for all.”
(PTP, 247/341]; trnsl. md.)

In the second case, the process by which the “[out]-there-being-world” is left out
of play is radical. In the first case it amounts to the interruption of every transcendent
positing and the limitation of the psychic to its proper essence. In the second, we are
not concerned with a simple interruption, but with the de-activation of the validity
of an [out]-there-being-world, which leads us back to the roots of transcendental
positing. This new ground deletion of the causes of the prejudice regarding a world
that exists independently, ‘out there,” brings about the definite abandonment of the
specific (realistic) ontological interpretation of the appearing world.

From all the above until the present point, it becomes clear that transcendental
reduction signals the expansion of Phenomenology’s purview and the radicalization
of its analyses. With the transcendental reduction, Phenomenology is transformed
from Pure Psychology to Universal Ontology.*’ Instead of restricting itself to just
the appearances of psychic acts and their objects, it expands its jurisdiction to
the full actuality of the intentional correlates of all kinds and levels. Through the
transcendental reduction, we also reach the depths of the structures of the time-
fields of absolute consciousness that are responsible for the constitution of all the
kinds of actual objectities and objectivities.*

Reduction of the natural world to the absolute of consciousness [i.e., transcendental
reduction] yields factual concatenations of consciousness’ living experiences of every kind
with distinctive ruled orders in which a morphologically [i.e., not necessarily, already
exact-scientifically] ordered [actual] world in the sphere of empirical intuition becomes
[even after and during this reduction] constituted [sich konstituiert] as their empirical
[intentionally appearing] correlate. (Ideas 1, 134/124)

The consciousness in which the world is constituted in this sense is the
transcendentally pure consciousness. Husserl calls this consciousness “absolute”
since, instead of being dependent on some being, it is itself the ground upon

47 As Husserl had wanted his Phenomenology to be (see the fourth part of Ideas I).

#8See also EJ, 49-50/48-9, where this doublicity of the transcendental reduction in particular
is described on the basis of the discovery of the lifeworld: transcendental reduction leads, on
the one hand, to the primordial, pre-predicatively given lifeworld and, on the other hand, to
the constituting transcendental subjectivity. The same doublicity is described also in many other
passages in the Crisis. Levinas nicely condenses the meaning of the transcendental reduction as
follows: “[Transcendental] phenomenological reduction is a purification of the concrete life [of
intentional consciousness] from any naturalistic interpretation regarding its existence, but also
the awareness of the fact that the origination of Being is accomplished in the concrete life of
[intentional] consciousness” (Levinas 1973, 93; trnsl. md.). Nowhere do we find something like
an exclusive entrapment in a self-enclosed immanence that has lost its intentional relatedness to a
world and its beings. For more on the latter, see §2.7 and Chap. 3.
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which the totality of beings depends.*” The expansion and the radicalization that
transcendental reduction offers to the jurisdiction of Phenomenology are also
accompanied by a simultaneous new sense-giving projected upon both the contents
of the concepts “reality” and “consciousness.” Transcendentally pure consciousness
is not identical with the psychologically pure consciousness, which still presupposes
the ontology of the natural attitude. Transcendental consciousness is the field
of the transcendental, intentional, synthesizing functions, within which the very
ontological validity (Geltung) of the at-each-time appearing objectity, belonging to
this or that ontological region (Region) or constitution-level (Konstitutionsstufe) is,
for the first time, established.

Transcendental Phenomenology undertakes the task of experiencing and putting
into words the intentional noetic-noematic correlations of all sorts, in which the
various objective unities of this or that kind of transcendency and Being are
constituted. From now on, the term “world” may mean the thingly transcendence
(the sensorially experienceable world) as well as the world of numbers, of the
geometrical figures, but also any other region of beings with which we can find
ourselves in an intentional relatedness in corresponding intentional acts. The beings
of every region acquire their Being-meaning within the at-each-time proper horizon
of co-givenness (region, world) disclosed in the corresponding experiences. In this
way, every transcendentally constituted region of beings entertains its own proper
meaning of Being, which originates in transcendental subjectivity and appertains to
the corresponding way of correlative givenness.

In Transcendental Phenomenology, the term “intentionality” now names the
accomplishing correlations (leistende Korrelationen) in which beings of various
types of Being are constituted and appear in corresponding intentional comport-
ments. For example, intentionally living in a perceptual correlation means that
we are already out in the world, that the actual beings of the known experiential
world appear to us and are for us. The known things are given to us with
their familiar ‘phenomenology’ (three-dimensionally, intuitable from this or that
particular perspective, with colors, shapes, being close or afar, up or down, on our
right or left, accessible if we move toward them, graspable, etc.). Analogous remarks
hold for the beings that belong to other ontological regions and appear as such
in the appropriate for them intentional acts. Moreover, no being can anymore be
comprehended as standing beyond its truthful actuality. Truthfully appearing beings
are, in each case, as real as it can get. Their very ‘substantiality,” so to speak, is
contained in their appearing and is constituted in transcendental consciousness.>

490n the problematic meaning of this, however, see also §2.7 below.
30See also Chaps. 4 and 5.
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Nevertheless, in order to describe the intentional correlations discovered by the
transcendental reduction, Husserl also uses a seemingly paradoxical phraseology.
Instead of saying that consciousness is correlatively out there in the world ‘meet-
ing’ with the very beings, he prefers the transcendentally equivalent expression
that the world is correlatively ‘within’ consciousness. This phrasing creates, of
course, considerable difficulties, which are, however, not irresolvable. Since the
absolutizing positing of the natural attitude has been lifted or stricken-through,
experience, knowledge, praxis, valuation and their corresponding intentionally
existing objectities are now understood from the point of view of transcendental
correlations. The expression “transcendental intentional correlation” does not mean
an accidental engagement between a self-accessible consciousness and a mutely
posited inaccessible reality in itself, resulting in the intentional opening up of the
world and its beings qua psychologically-phenomenologically meant transcendent
phenomena. Rather, it names the happening of the constitution and givenness of
actual objectities of all kinds of Being, in corresponding synthesizing functions
of the “absolute” field of transcendental consciousness. On this basis, all Being
is ‘within’ transcendental consciousness as a self-overcoming, self-extending, self-
transcending field of constitution, resulting in the truthful appearance of intentional
correlates in their whatever actuality.’!

As has already been said, it is for this reason that Phenomenology achieves
its upgrading from an Eidetic-Descriptive Psychology to a complete Universal
Ontology. With the transcendental reduction, it reaches the field of possibilities
that establish the intentional correlations and yield Being to the corresponding
correlates of all kinds in their proper world-horizons. In this perspective, the
world is no longer an existent in itself, which somehow makes its entrance in
a camera-like self-enclosed consciousness, and nor is our access to it limited
to just knowing the phenomenologically-psychologically meant—transcendent, to
be sure—phenomena. Whatever the meaning and validity of the Being of these
phenomena may be, it is also meaning and validity constituted in transcendental
consciousness.

Husserl’s Phenomenology thus undertakes the infinite task of describing the
multifarious, inter-layered noeses-noemata correlations, i.e., of the world in its
broadest sense; and both statically and also, eventually, genetically. Thus, we will
be able to render intelligible to ourselves the specific sense and validity of every
‘reality’ and of all truth and knowledge that is to be evidently accepted about it.

SIWith these, however, not everything has been yet explained. We will come to this issue, i.e., to
the idea that transcendental consciousness is an absolute all-inclusive sphere of intentional time-
syntheses in §2.7 below.
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2.6 Further Refinement of the Transcendental Reduction
and Its Residue

2.6.1 Transcendental Reduction and Eidetic Reduction
2.6.1.1 A Preamble on Phenomenological Eidetics

After the examination of the problem of reduction and the elucidation of the
fundamental traits of the psychological-phenomenological and the transcendental-
phenomenological reductions, let’s now turn for a while to a different problem.
Even in the Idea, we basically come across three reductions: the psychological,
the eidetic, and the transcendental. The first two are the methods that Husserl had
already silently employed in his LI (1900-1901), where the psychological was
implicitly and the eidetic almost explicitly present. From this point of view, even
if in the Idea the term “reduction” shows up, whatever genuine turn occurs in that
work is not related with either the psychological or the eidetic reduction. Of course,
in the Idea, Husserl comes to a better retrospective understanding of the methods
he had already set to work in the LI.°> There, the new element is the transcendental
reduction, but this is present only with imperfect clarity (as we will see later in the
present subsection and in §2.7). This, however, means that the eidetic reduction,
which leads us from the particulars to their species (€{81), is neither introduced
there for the first time, and nor does its application amount, by itself, to either the
psychological or the transcendental reduction.

The eidetic reduction brings us from the experience of particulars to the
experience (intuition) of their universal essence. The process by which this happens
is called “free imaginative variation” or simply “eidetic reduction.” In order to
reach the intuition of an eidos or essence of a particular, we take an actual or
imaginary particular specimen, we freely vary its aspects or characteristics or parts,
and through this process we acquire, in parallel, the intuition of the species, the
particular, or the essence that is valid for it. For example, and in order to take one
of the simplest and least problematic cases, by varying the lengths of the sides
of a triangle, as well as the magnitude of its angles, we come to grasp the eidos
“triangle” in the sense of what is essential to any triangle. This is why we can also
speak here about achieving an intuition of essences (Wesensschau). Of course, it is
an open question whether there is something like the essence of everything, e.g.,
of consciousness, of perception, of space, of movement in space, of a whale or
platypus, or of man and of other empirical particulars, like gold or the color red,
etc., and whether our grasping of an essence is infallible, etc. It appears that there
are various possibilities and restrictions with regard to all of these.>

520n this, see also De Boer (1978), 305ff.

53See, for instance, a condensed account in Theodorou 2012b, note 18. Cf. Sowa’s—Fregean and
Popperian or, more generally, empiricist-analytic, I would say—lemmata “Eidos” and “Eidetics
and its methodology” (Sowa 2010a, 2011), where, e.g., the difference between the analysis of phe-



42 2 The Phenomenological Reductions in Husserl’s Phenomenology

Before anything else, care must be taken with regard to the following. Although
the Husserl of the LI sounded as if he considered the eidos as a Platonic Idea, he does
not actually subscribe to such realism with regard to universals. Husserl is explicit
that he does not hypostatize the species either metaphysically or psychologically
(see second LI, §7). In addition, even though the terminological expression “free
variation” as indicating the method for reaching the eidos or essence does not
appear in the second LI, which is dedicated to the “Ideal Unity of the Species,”
it actually appears repeatedly in the third LI (§§5, 23), which deals with the
“Phenomenological Apriori.” In the third LI, Husserl shows the steps that lead us
to the discovery of essential truths and safeguards the soundness of the talk about
species. This means that the LI contain the first teaching concerning the method
of eidetic reduction and eidetic seeing, based on the method of free variation.
In his later writings, i.e., Ideas 1, FTL and EJ, Husserl becomes aware of the
complexity and limitations involved in that basic teaching.>* Finally, eidos should
not be understood according to the following confused suggestions. The eidos is
not some representative member of its extension. The species is not some of its
actual or potential specimens. The species of the triangle is not another triangle and
the species “red” is not some shade of red. Hume’s empiricism falsely maintained
the contrary. (This, after all, may also have been Socrates’ enigmatic point, when
he asked “what is bravery?” and his interlocutors replied in vain by mentioning
examples of brave men. Of course, Phenomenology, and especially Transcendental
Phenomenology, does not espouse Plato’s or Aristotle’s solutions tout court.) The
species “triangle” is not the fused sum of the actual and/or possible multifariously
differentiated triangles, as Locke tried to show, simply because there cannot be any
such thing. Nor is eidos the open collection of the diversified specimens that are

nomena and the analysis of concepts, as well as the difference between the (accepted) contingency
of inductive generalization and the (at least claimed) necessity of essential universalization, is not
taken into consideration; a fact that creates considerable disorientation (in particular, e.g., 2011,
258-9). For more on the just mentioned difference, which has tantalized philosophy (the status of
philosophical research and the possibility of philosophical knowledge) since at least the time of
Ockham, see Chap. 3, §3.3. The introduction here of the difference under discussion is my way
of approaching the problem that Heffernan (2013, 2014) and Hopkins (2007, 2014) have with the
situation regarding the meaning, place, and function of essence or eidos in the context of Husserlian
Phenomenology, as presented by Husserl interpreters such as Zahavi (2003), Sowa (2010b), and
Beyer (2013). See also Hopkins 2011, where parts of the history of philosophy like Plato’s and
Aristotle’s theories of universals and Husserl’s eidetic Phenomenology are examined together in
a rather elucidatory way. Moreover, even though the distinction between meaning species and
intuitional species (see, e.g., the Introduction to the second LI) is generally ignored, despite its
great importance for understanding the method and aim of Husserl’s Phenomenology, will only be
hinted at here. The analysis that follows focuses basically on the intuitional eidos or species. Its
relevance and importance, however, shows up later in §8.8.1.

3See also the beginning of §2.4 and §2.7.2. In his later writings, Husserl also distinguishes
between various kinds of evidence in the givenness or intuition of essences, as well as various
kinds and levels of essences. There is also some disagreement with regard to the actuality and
weightiness of the difference between essence (Wesen) and eidos (Eidos) or species (Spezies). For
our purposes, the terms will be taken as equivalent.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_8

2.6 Further Refinement of the Transcendental Reduction and Its Residue 43

empirically discoverable or that come imaginatively to the fore in the process of
free variation. The issue is what we presuppose, in order to be able to even start
collecting such specimens.

Let us press on a little more with our latter example. The phenomenologist or,
more originally, the phenomenologically working geometer who wants to know,
in eidetic intuition, what a triangle is, freely varies in his or her imagination
given actual or imaginative specimens of triangles and constantly asks himself or
herself whether the ever new variant of the original accidental specimen is still
recognizable as a triangle or not. The condition that enables us to decide the matter
is the intuitional eidos “triangle.” And, in eidetic variation, we in fact become
intuitionally aware of the thusly discoverable limits of the horizon within which
this condition ‘moves’ and—in appropriate cases, like the triangle, also—‘gets
crystalized,” as it were. The elements comprising what is thusly crystalized within
the aforementioned limits are also what I should normally emptily conceive of when
I think the concept “triangle” or when I talk about triangles, etc. Eidetic variation
indeed creates a potentially limitless series of actually incompatible variational
specimens (themselves belonging to subordinate species “isosceles,” “orthogonal,”
“scalene,” etc.) as candidates recognizable by the superordinate eidos. Putting aside
the difficulty that this infinite series of varying specimens could only at the limit be
held in unity within some ‘eidetic’ intuition, it should not in any case be considered
that the disjunctive unity of the members of this series is equal to the eidos. Only the
condition thanks to which this disjunction can in principle be held in a sound unity
is to be considered as the intuitable eidos. What is crucial for our grasping the eidos
is the pinpointing of the ‘aspect’ or the ‘affinity’ from the point of view of which
the series of incompatibles is recognized as relevant and unifiable in this series. And
in the eidetic variation, we become intuitionally and explorably aware (even if in
many cases in a ‘negative’ way) of the eidos as a complex criterion for deciding
the relevance and unifiability of such otherwise incompatible variants. Husserl
teaches that while the eidetic variation and its ‘negative’ exploration progress, we
become aware not so much of the particulars comprising the series of the variational
specimens (which may be open-ended), but of the a priori or, better, necessary
condition on the basis of which these explored and potential members of the series
are held together. Generally speaking, the ‘elements’ making up this condition are
equal to the eidos as peculiar, intuitionally surveyable, identical and ideal unity. The
latter is then the point of view from which all the specimens, empirically available
and imaginatively constructible, are indeed recognizable as specimens belonging
together in what they are.

In the transcendental phenomenological constitutive perspective, of course, the
species have become the necessary, a priori presupposed rules of intentional
synthesis. What in the Phenomenology of eidetic constitution was a particular
belonging to an eidos (meaning-aiming or intuitional-fulfilling) is now what is
noetically aimed at as such, by the noetic sense, in the empty intentional acts
of thinking, and intuitionally recognized as such (by the noematic sense) in the
corresponding noematic fulfilment.



44 2 The Phenomenological Reductions in Husserl’s Phenomenology

2.6.1.2 Eidetic Reduction Must Be Carefully Distinguished
from the Transcendental Reduction

Having said this, we now come to our narrower issue. We should not think, as
Taminiaux (1989) does, that Husserl, unable to reach the realistic world with
its appearing particulars and faced with the danger of being left with only the
Heracletian flow of the non-appearing reell sensory contents, abruptly introduces
“the” (transcendental) phenomenological reduction and switches to Phenomenology
as Eidetic Analysis in order to finally save the intentional appearance of at least
universal objects (the species of the transcendently appearing, particular objects
and the species of the intentional acts).”® For Taminiaux, after Husserl realized
that the realistic transcendent world is unreachable, he presents to himself the
task of explaining the fact that we have knowledge, that we cognize, i.e., that we
intentionally experience objectities that transcend the immanence of our conscious-
ness with its mere reell contents (representations, impressions, sensations). And
he supposedly does this by means of the methodology he now introduces, i.e.,
by “the” (transcendental) phenomenological reduction. Taminiaux thus suggests
that this ‘emancipation’ of our consciousness, from its immanently carried reel
contents, happens only at the level of its reaching the ideal species. In this way,
he seems to suppose, the transcendental turn enables Husserl to finally entrench
his new interpretation of intentionality and offer an account of how consciousness
manages to overcome its virtually chaotic reell immanence and direct itself toward
transcendently (with respect to the flow of reell contents) appearing, intentional
objectities, i.e., for him, the universal species.

Something like this, however, would not constitute a solution (nor even a renewed
stance) to the double problem of transcendence, i.e., to the problem of bridging “the
inner with the outer” and “the psychic with the realistic.” For, indeed, Husserl thinks
that with ‘the’ reduction—the transcendental reduction—he gives an answer to the
problem of how, e.g., perception manages to find its object and not a mere Schein of
it, for instance this actual tree over there.

In the perception of an external thing, just that thing, let us say a house standing before our
eyes, is said to be perceived. The house is a transcendent thing, and forfeits its existence
[verhdilt der Existenz] after the [transcendental] phenomenological reduction. The house-
appearance, this cogitatio, emerging and disappearing in the stream of consciousness, is
given as actually evident [wirklich evident]. [ ...] [I]s it not [ ...] evident that a[n] [actual]
house appears in the house-phenomenon, and that it is just on this count that we call it a
perception of a house? And what appears is not only a house in general [a species], but just
exactly this [actual particular] house, determined in such and such a way and appearing in
that determination. (Idea, 57/72)°°

55See Taminiaux 1989, 59, 62, 66-7; also 2004, 15-6, 20-3. Cf., however, also Taminiaux 2004,
30f.

56Similar remarks are found, e.g., in CM, 32-3/71. Caution is needed, of course, due to the fact
that in the /dea, Husserl does not fully and clearly control the method of transcendental reduction.
What he seeks to achieve, however, is sometimes there too.
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This means that perception is neither imagination, nor dream, nor hallucina-
tion, nor illusion, nor experience of species. Phenomenology, i.e., Transcendental
Phenomenology too, changes nothing as regards this. Transcendental reduction of
perception lets us, of course, again perceive, albeit in a new ontological interpre-
tation of its correlates and in a new interpretation of the constituting functions
of perceptual consciousness. It lets perception surface as a direct intentionality,
responsible for the special appearance of actual intentional objects that are not self-
subsistent, but constituted in this particular intentional possibility of transcendental
consciousness. Transcendental reduction of perception presents us with perception
in its most ultimate primordiality, before the realistic interpretation has been
imposed upon its correlates by the general positing regulating the natural attitude.
But this does not mean that the transcendentally reduced beings are not ‘real’
(actual) or even that they are less ‘real’ (actual).

[For Transcendental Phenomenology,] the things are [ .. . ] constituted in these [intentional]
acts, and come to be given in such acts. It is only as so constituted that they display
themselves as what they are [als das, was sie sind] [—not merely “appear to be”]. (Idea,
57/72)

That is, after the effectuation of the transcendental reduction, we realize that in
transcendental consciousness, the very actual things and objectities are constituted,
“as that which they are,” neither as mere phenomena nor as already universal
species.

At least with reference to the direct ‘out-going’ acts, transcendental reduction
does not amount to—either immanent or transcending—transcendence toward the
species. On the other hand, the expansion of the legitimate scope of Phenomenology,
through the activation of the transcendental reduction so as to also include Being,
does not lead to the recognition only of the existence of the ideally being species.
The discovery of the species is not the exclusive task either of the Idea or
of any other psychological-phenomenological or transcendental-phenomenological
work.”” On the contrary, in both Psychological Phenomenology and Transcen-
dental Phenomenology, eidetic reduction comes as the separate, second step in
the methodology of the phenomenological work of elucidating the phenomena.
Once Phenomenology has, with the application of the epoché and the reduction,
discovered its field of research, it then moves toward the unveiling of the necessary
structures involved in the accomplishments of intentional correlations. This research
is done only with the employment of the eidetic reduction. As we will see in the

37To be sure, as De Boer has so profoundly observed, Husserl’s presentation of the transcendental
reduction in the Idea still retains a “psychological flavour,” (1978, 305 n. 1, 309). The same can be
maintained, though, even with reference to Husserl’s “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” (1911); it
is not totally clear there whether Husserl presents us with the science of Eidetic Phenomenological
Psychology or with the philosophy of Transcendental Phenomenology. The meaning of this
remark, though, will be decisively clarified later, in §2.7. As I have already said, I think that
the situation becomes progressively clear to Husserl only during the late 1920s, especially on the
occasion of the challenge that the “Britannica Article” (1927) in so many ways represented for him.
But even in his “Amsterdam Lectures” (1928) the issue somehow always remains in suspension.
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next chapter (§3.3), Phenomenology is not research aiming at inductive, accidental
generalizations over particulars. It is always in search of the set of the neces-
sary transcendetal a priori structures making possible the multilayered intentional
correlations, i.e., eidetically put, it is a search for the corresponding eide or
essences. For example, once a perceptual intentional correlation is psychologically
or transcendentally secured and stabilized, the phenomenologist may then proceed
by subjecting the poles of this correlation to an eidetic variation and examine
essential dependencies, e.g., those concerning the perceptual act and its inner folds,
or the appearing thing and its adumbrations, or the color and the surfaces, etc.
As we already saw, the intuitional—not discursive—proof and experience of these
discoverable necessary dependencies form, then, in each case, the totality of a
unitary species (here: “perception”). This work may then be suitably extended
to the many levels of givenness and to the many directions and ramifications of
founding dependencies, e.g., between perception and imagination, or perception and
judgment, etc.

2.6.2 Transcendental Reduction Does Not Present Us
with Non-actual Particulars in Reflection

Let us now examine another point. Drummond (1990) generally follows the
so-called “transcendental” or “East-Coast” interpretation of Husserl’s phenomeno-
logical philosophy, with which I have much in common. Contrary to the so-called
“Fregean” or “West-Coast” interpretation of Husser]’s Phenomenology, he rightly
maintains that noemata are not abstract beings that supposedly mediate between
consciousness and realistic things. Following Sokolowski, however, he does not
make the distinction employed here between psychological- and transcendental-
phenomenological reductions. Thus, he suggests that in the phenomenological “or”
transcendental reduction, the general positing of the natural attitude is lifted, in the
sense that we no longer adopt a definite position with regard to the real existence
or not of the outer thing, whereas we simultaneously turn reflectively to the very
acts. Moreover, he concludes that if one were to exclude the very reflective act,
transcendental reduction amounts to what Husserl in the Ideas I called “neutralizing
modification” (neutralisierende Modiﬁcation).58

In many respects, this reading comes close to the one presented in the fore-
going sections. However, neutralizing modification is a process different from
both the psychological- and the transcendental-phenomenological reductions. In
Phenomenology, the neutralizing modification basically gains its sense only after the
transcendental reduction, which has lifted the general positing and has opened up,
for us, the things and all sorts of objectities as actual—appropriately understood in
every case—noemata, constituted in transcendental consciousness. As an additional

58See Drummond 1990, §§9-10.
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move, with the effectuation of the neutralizing modification upon such correlative
noemata, we are left with such noemata destitute of their pertaining doxic theses
(actuality, doubt, supposition, etc.), much like the way in which the purely imaginary
objects are given to us in the first place.”

At first sight, neutralizing modification may also look similar to the psy-
chological reduction. It is not identical to that either, however. We saw that
after the psychological reduction, we are left with the thing just appearing (as
transcendent mere phenomenon) in the psychological sphere of experience. In this,
the thing appears only as a phenomenon, but also as a phenomenon of its supposed
realistic status (of its own or of its background underpinning it, as it were). The
realistic dimension keeps underlying there, behind or underneath, so to speak,
the psychologically, simply appearing thing. In the attitude of the psychological
phenomenological reduction, we simply do not engage in any definite position-
taking with reference to it. Neutralizing modification, on the other hand, applies,
e.g., to a correlative actual noema and definitely subtracts, as it were, from it all its
actuality (or other possible doxicalities). It does not apply to a thing that, from the
standpoint of the natural attitude, is seen as something realistic (or as underpinned
by something realistic) in order to abstract from it that specific ontological status.®
That is, it is not neutralizing modification that sets us free from the prejudice of the
natural attitude after all.®!

9Thus, see Drummond’s sincere and honest aporia, when he refers to the comment “No!” that
Husserl wrote in the margin of one of his personal copies of the Ideas I, next to the point where
the original text was connecting neutralizing reduction with the reduction “[about] which we
have earlier spoken so much,” i.e., basically with the transcendental reduction in that work (see
Drummond 1990, 53, 58 n. 10).

%0For Drummond, the natural attitude is the attitude in which we have the experience of
actualities directly presented in our intentional acts (1990, §§9-10 and, especially, 50, 84, 115,
118). Phenomenological reduction (thus unspecifiedly) supposedly transfers the phenomenologist
from the natural attitude to the philosophical-phenomenological attitude. This becomes possible
because the reduction releases the phenomenologist from accepting the actuality of the appearing
objectities and gives him or her the possibility and the right to turn the gaze, directing it now
upon the very act in which the thing appears (instead of living in the direct intentionality that
is turned upon the appearing thing). This combination of reduction and reflection is seen as a
methodological move that gives us the thing not as actual—as Drummond thinks they are given in
the natural attitude—but as some abstract, non-actual constituent of intentional consciousness. See
Drummond 1990, 52, 58 n. 9. The same holds for Sokolowski (1984, 1987, 2000, especially 471f.,
571f.). Husserl, however, even in 1933, was trying to free Transcendental Phenomenology from
the misinterpretation that the transcendental reduction was some “‘abstraction’ from the concrete
world-life [Weltleben]” (Hua XXX1V, x1v).

61 At a certain point, Drummond himself remarks that “The neutrality-modification, in fact, does
not necessarily involve a departure from the natural attitude” (1990, 52). For him, however, this
happens only because the neutrality modification, understood now just as a first step of doubt, does
not on its own amount to “the [full] performance of the phenomenological reduction, [but] it is
merely the precondition for any kind of reflection” (ibid.). For Drummond and Sokolowski “the”
reduction must be completed with the philosophical reflection that has the specific character of
being phenomenological; a character that consists in turning our concern from the object to its
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2.6.3 Transcendental Reduction Does Not Leave Us
with Senses or Meanings

It has also been suggested that transcendental reduction leaves us with residues
that are nothing but senses or meanings of intentional objectities. For example,
Gutting (1971) explicitly and clearly reports that “the” (one and unspecified)
phenomenological reduction does not annihilate the world but that something is
saved after it, while the transcendental consciousness at which we arrive is not the
Cartesian ego, a small part in the overall reality, but “when we have the absolute
consciousness we have everything” (1971, 211; also 207-216). However, if we
do not make any distinction between the psychological- and the transcendental-
phenomenological reduction, certain consequences follow, even if we say something
very reasonable and straight like the latter (we will come back to this in §2.7).
Gutting supposes that in the (transcendental) reduction “[w]e do not [...] find
objects as real [...] components of consciousness [...] but [...] as non-real,
intentional components of consciousness—i.e., as meanings” (ibid., 214; emphasis
added).%?

The same holds, among others, for Crowell (1990).93 Despite the fact that he
rightly draws the distinction between psychological and transcendental reduction,
he characterizes only the first of these as phenomenological, which he equates with
a reflective turn upon the being-lived of the lived-through in the context of the
natural attitude.®* He then equates transcendental reduction with an abstraction of
the Being—qua being-there or being-before-hand (Vorhandenheit)—from mundane
beings. He also suggests that after the transcendental reduction, we seem to be left
with mundane beings, i.e., for him, with the transcendental ego and the beings
with which it is intentionally—to be sure—related; beings, however, from which
any sense of existence is abstracted away. For Crowell, then, and especially with
reference to the ‘object’ side of that intentional relation, this means that we are left
with only meanings of beings. For him, that is, Husserl’s analyses, made possible

abstracted meaning or sense, qua way of our being conscious of the object (see also the following
§2.6.3). The reader can also consult the relevant lemmas in the more recent Drummond 2007.

”

62As we already saw transiently in the previous note, for Sokolowski and Drummond, “the
phenomenological reduction leads us, reflectively, to an intentional act, with our interest being
directed upon the neutralized—from the point of view of “actuality” (vaguely understood)—
intentional objectity that the act was previously aiming at in its direct mode. In order to arrive
at the residua of the full reduction, i.e., at the intentional objects as senses or meanings, they
suggest that we have to make a further move, i.e., transfer ourselves to the logical attitude. The
latter consists in a combination of neutralization applied to the intentional objectity and to the act
that is aiming at it, plus reflection upon the so-modified objectity (but no longer also upon the act
in which the latter appears). The logical attitude, then, presents us with corresponding meanings.
See Drummond 1990, 51, 54, 58 n. 11. Consult also the relevant lemmas in Drummond 2007.

63See Crowell 1990, 504, 508.
%4See ibid., SO3ff.
65See ibid., 514-5. On the partial truth of this view see, however, also §2.7 in the present chapter.
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after the transcendental reduction, are actually “analyses of meanings,” analyses
with only epistemological and no ontological significance.®

From the point of view defended in this chapter, though, the transcendentally
reduced beings, i.e., the noemata (as residua of the transcendental reduction), have
not lost anything of their fundamental actuality. The sole change is that from now on
we phenomenologically realize that the characteristic “independent self-existence”
no longer belongs to the meaning of their Being (to what it means that they are).
These very actual things appear to us as intuitional phenomena and are apprehended
by us as constituted in intentional correlations. Only in this way can Husserl
maintain that in the transcendental reduction, while in a sense we ‘eliminate’ the
world, in the end we do not lose anything at all (this is after all the striking
peculiarity of the transcendental reduction).®” The strangeness (Fremdartigkeit)
of transcendental reduction, to which Husserl refers,’® consists exactly in this
provocative claim; and the world does not disappear only in case we do not see
its residue either as an abstractum in reflection or as a meaning.

Phenomenological research will, of course, proceed further by means of the
eidetic reduction, whose purpose is to elucidate those necessary structures of
consciousness that made the corresponding intentional correlation possible in the
first place.

2.6.4 Phenomenological Reduction and Methodological
Solipsism

We can now refer briefly also to another interesting connection, which, if properly
understood, may be of great help in building bridges for a mutual understanding
between the analytic and the phenomenological philosophical traditions. Husserl’s
‘phenomenological’ reduction has also been understood in terms of Carnap’s

%6See ibid., 507-8, 515. See also Mohanty 1985, ch. 13 and, especially, pp. 192, 202. The view that
Phenomenology is the “analysis of meanings” is quite widespread among Husserlians, especially
among those who show particular interest in establishing communicative channels with analytic
philosophers. A stance like the latter is praiseworthy; and would have been fruitful if it enjoyed
mutual trust and esteem. Be that as it may, Husserl himself opposed his interpreters who saw
his Phenomenology as a mere analysis of meanings (see, e.g., “Draft” §10). Phenomenology
is intuitional research into the essential structures of phenomena (in correlation to the empty
meanings or—in case of pre-linguistic intentionality—senses by which they were or are being
aimed at); it is not any usual discursive analysis of meanings. And what is most curious, for
Phenomenology, even the empty aiming meanings (and senses) are seen as phenomena to be
analysed or rather—as it generally pertains to phenomena—elucidated in evidence.

67See Ideas 1, §88.
%8See PTP, 252/295.
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methodological solipsism, i.e., the methodological stance from which one is sup-
posed to be able to construct the world on the basis of one’s own auto-psychological
states (the immediate data of experience).%’

Barry Smith and David W. Smith, however, make this association without
any further qualification (see the Introduction to their 1995). Fodor brought
back to the foreground the research-strategy that Carnap called “methodological
solipsism” (Fodor 1980, 63—73), which the latter himself too explicitly associated
with Husserl’s method of “phenomenological reduction” (not further specified).”®
According to the generally current view regarding ‘the’ phenomenological reduc-
tion, Smith and Smith see only one reduction, which they identify with the epoché,
that is, with the methodological move by which “[w]e [...] ‘bracket,” or abstain
from positing the existence of the natural world around us” (1995, 11), without
any further specification. Again, following the generally accepted view, they think
that after this move we are introduced to a philosophy that has found shelter in
a “‘pure’ consciousness,” identified with the phenomenological “transcendental
ego” (ibid., 10-11). Paradoxically, they also think that, even after this move, a
phenomenological ontology remains. The paradox grows bigger when one discovers
that, in their interpretation, this phenomenological ontology is generally sought
for in the pre-transcendental Phenomenology of the Prolegomena (1900) and of
the phenomenological mereology of the third LI (1901), without any mention of
the Ideas 1 (1913) and the subsequent transcendental works of Husserl, where the
latter effectuated the ontological maturation of the transcendentally naive appeals to
beings (particular and universal) that one encounters in the LI. What they generally
conclude is that, in the end, ontology in Husserl’s Phenomenology (without any
other specification) is nothing but Formal Ontology, which studies only objects in
general, properties in general, relations and relata in general, etc. (ibid., 27f.).

Nevertheless, only under specific conditions, which have to do with the interpre-
tation of Husserl’s conception of intentionality, can this move be associated with
the “methodological solipsism” that Carnap introduced. More specifically, I would
dare say that Carnap’s methodological solipsism, together with his principle of
tolerance, could at best be compared to Husserl’s psychological-phenomenological
reduction.’”! But, again, we must always bear two things in mind. Firstly, it is not at

%See Carnap (1967), 101ff.
70See Smith and Smith 1995, 10, 42 n. 13. See also Dreyfus 1982, 3, 15-17.

71See especially his very important Carnap 1950. Surprisingly, let me add here, Quine’s more radi-
cal pragmatist response to Carnap could, I think, be read as parallel to what was here reconstructed
as the ontological point of view, enabled by Husserl’s transcendental phenomenological reduction.
Under certain conditions that have to do with questions of primordiality with reference to language
learning over pre-linguistic perception (and vice versa), Quine’s view (1951) can be read in this
way. We read there that from a strictly epistemological point of view, i.e., based on what is given
to the mere senses, we can say that, e.g., the ontological claims of nuclear Physics are not superior
to these of ancient Greek mythology, etc. That is, to put it simply, from within the corresponding
experiential frameworks, protons in the nuclear laboratory are understood as no more real than
goddess Athena in her interventions during the Trojan battles. To put it more phenomenologically,
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all clear how or whether Carnap disengages from the traditional representationalist
epistemology that lies far behind Husserl’s intentional-phenomenological solution
to the problem of transcendence. Secondly, Carnap attempted a logical-judgmental
construction of the world, whereas Husserl started from an elucidation of the
happening of the primordial, pre-linguistic, passive constitution of the appearing
world and its beings.”* Linguistic cognition demanded a second and higher founded
level of analysis that would explain the function of thematization and the formation
of the corresponding higher-level correlative experience.”?

Lastly, let me make a remark in connection with the view of Smith and Smith
regarding the possibility and character of the ontology that we are left with after the
transcendetal reduction. We have to be careful to distinguish when, in Phenomenol-
ogy, the expressions “something” (etwas) and “in general” (iiberhaupt) are used
with a formal-general meaning and with a material-general (or regional) meaning
and, for that matter, when they are used in connection, correspondingly, with a
priori analytic or a priori synthetic truths. Otherwise, we are left with a distorted
and, in the end, erroneous picture of Phenomenology. Formal Ontology offers us
only analytic truths, whereas Husserl is quite confident and persistent in stating
that Transcendental Phenomenology is a goldmine of a priori synthetic discoveries
regarding our intentional correlations with actual beings in their ontological regions.

2.7 Transcendental Reduction: Elucidating
the Remaining Adytum

2.7.1 Phenomenological Psychology and Transcendental
Phenomenology: Sciences or Philosophies?

First of all, let us turn our attention to a closely related puzzle left for us by Husserl.
In his lecture course of the SS of 1912, Husserl had presented his idea about a
science with the name “Rational Psychology,” which could and should found—the
already developed at that time—Empirical Psychology. In a sense, this founding
Psychological science ought to be Phenomenology. But Phenomenology had been
conceived as science even before 1912. More concretely, it can be argued that even
in his “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” (1910-1911), Husserl speaks precisely
about such a Rational or Phenomenological Psychology qua science, and not

what I experience as real (read: actual) depends in each case on the level of intentional functionings
(primordial or founded) and on the internal consistency of the intentional constitutions, based on
the ways consciousness interprets its relevant reell contents. See also the references in the next
note.

7?Regarding Husserl’s interesting influence on Carnap’s philosophical thinking, see also the
important Haddock 2008, especially 50ff.

730n this, more will be said in Chaps. 5, 6, and 7. See also Theodorou 2010b.
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about a Phenomenology qua philosophy, i.e., about Transcendental Phenomenology.
Moreover, from the point of view of his lecture course “Phenomenological Psy-
chology” (1925), Husserl himself explicitly recognizes, retrospectively, the Logical
Investigations (1900-1901) as Descriptive Psychology or (better) as Intentional
or Eidetic Psychology, i.e., again, as a science.”* To my knowledge, this tension
with regard to whether Phenomenology, in one or the other of its versions, i.e., as
Phenomenological Psychology or as Transcendental Phenomenology, is science or
philosophy (founding or not) is not clearly solved in Husserl’s work. Even at the
end of the 1920s, in the fourth and final version of the “Britannica Article” (1927),
we read the following.

The term “Phenomenology” designates two things: a new kind of descriptive method which
made a breakthrough in philosophy at the turn of the century, and an a priori science
derived from it; a science which is intended to supply the basic instrument (Organon) for
a rigorously scientific philosophy and in its consequent application, to make possible a
methodical reform of all the sciences. Together with this philosophical Phenomenology, but
not yet separated from it, however, there also came into being a new psychological discipline
parallel to it in method and content: the a priori Pure or “Phenomenological” Psychology,
which raises the reformational claim to being the basic methodological foundation on
which alone a scientifically rigorous empirical Psychology can be established. An outline
of this Psychological Phenomenology, standing nearer to our natural thinking, is well
suited to serve as a preliminary step that will lead up to an understanding of philosophical
Phenomenology. (PTP, 159/277-8; emphases added)

At times, Husserl also calls Phenomenological Psychology “First Philosophy.””>
The same oscillation is observable even later, e.g., in §52 of the Crisis (1936). In
sum, I suggest that we should rather conclude that Transcendental Phenomenology
is philosophy, and that Phenomenological Psychology is science. Of course, serious
problems may still remain in suspension. For example, consider the following
(consult the last cited passage).

(i) How will Phenomenology (as science) function as organon for the announced
scientific philosophy?
(i) What is the identity of this “scientific philosophy”?
(iii)) What kind of science, after all, is the so-called “Pure Psychology”?
(iv) What kind of relation does it have with Phenomenology as philosophy?
(v) What kind of reformation will the latter bring about to the rest of the sciences?
(vi) If Phenomenological or Pure Psychology, as science, leads to a scientific phi-
losophy that will reform the sciences, then how can this scientific philosophy
also reform its presupposition (Phenomenology as science)?

74To be sure, Husserl had already recognized that work as (Eidetic) Descriptive Psychology, i.e.,
as science, from the time of its first publication. See 5th LI of the 2nd ed., §16 first note. See also,
however, the “Draft” (1913), §11.

5See Hua IX, 267.
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This problematic situation is unavoidably reflected also in the meager but
important bibliography on the issue.”® I hope that the foregoing sections can at least
set the basis for a clearer background against which it will be tenable to overcome
these difficulties.

As a beginning, it would suffice to say that a priori or Pure Phenomeno-
logical Psychology is conducted under the methodological constraints posed by
the psychological-phenomenological reduction, and it contains necessary eidetic
analyses of the intentional acts (aiming or fulfilling) and of their founding inter-
dependencies. As such, it can comprise the pure or a priori epistemological part
of Psychology as an empirical discipline, providing the latter with its appertaining
object domain of research. The latter science can only have its objects available
for empirical-experimental research when it has a clear pre-empirical, i.e., a priori
or pure, recognition of these very objects in their essential constitution. Empirical
research on the objects of an empirical science may proceed through “trial and
error,” but sheer empirical trial and error is not the way by which this science
came to have these objects available for research. This is the old Aristotelian and
Kantian view of philosophy of science. To stay here only with Kant, the view says
that the possibility of Physics as empirical science is founded upon a Pure Physics,
an a priori discipline that contains the pure or metaphysical (a priori synthetic)
principles of Physics. Generally speaking, these principles are general metaphysical
and special metaphysical ones. In the case of Physics, principles of the first kind
include causality, preservation of matter and energy, etc., whereas the three well-
known Newtonian principles (action and reaction, inertia, and inertial mass as the
fraction of force over the rate of velocity change) comprise the special metaphysics
of Physics as empirical science.”’ Interestingly, the spirit of this fundamental
approach is also the core of the corresponding ideas that Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s
philosophies of science unknowingly re-introduced into discussion at the beginnings
of the second half of the twentieth century.’®

761 have in mind, for instance, Crowell 1990, and 2002a.

7TFrom this point of view only, this a priori laying-of-the-ground for the building of the specifically
empirical research of a science may also be considered as the philosophical or metaphysical part
of this science. In this part, the a priori philosophical work constitutes the object domain even
of an empirical science, i.e., it forms the metaphysics of the object that the empirical research
will investigate further. Otherwise, empirical research would be blind, stumbling accidentally, as it
were, one time on this and another on that being, without having any clue about how to avoid, e.g.,
mixing cases that resemble each other only superficially (not essentially). Additional information
is given in Chap. 3, n. 18, of the present book. In my Ph.D. thesis, after the development of an
interpretation of the ground tenets in Husserl’s Phenomenology, I defended the view that the
above philosophical preparation of the object domain of Physics as an empirical science is being
accomplished in what is known as scientific “thought experiments” (see Theodorou 2000). Some
points concerning this fundamental idea, presented in connection with the possibility and meaning
of science’s historicization, can be found in Theodorou 2010b.

78 An important remark must be made at this point. Until now, we have been seeing Phenomenolog-

ical Psychology as a Pure or Philosophical Psychology, functioning as a founding mathesis for any
empirical psychological research. We have also been saying that Phenomenological Psychology
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Beyond this function of Phenomenology as a priori establishment of the research
field of any empirical Psychology, it could of course also play the role of first philos-
ophy or ‘Fundamental Ontology.” It would elucidate the process of constitution and
the corresponding meaning of Being of the beings belonging to every ontological
region. This would be the task of Transcendental Phenomenology in particular.
Nevertheless, this method and the attitude it effectuates are anything but easily
accessible and plain. Thus, taking into consideration the fact that Transcendental
Phenomenology was conceived as a widening and deepening of Phenomenological
Psychology, Husserl coined the idea that Phenomenological Psychology, being
closer to our natural attitude intuitions, may work as an easy propaedeutic mathesis
for the far more difficult entrance to the transcendental phenomenological stance
and view. During the last years of the 1920s and in the 1930s, Husserl was confident
that this study-schedule would work and do the whole job. For example, this stance
can be easily traced in the “Britannica Article” body of manuscripts, as well as in
the third part of the Crisis manuscripts, published in the Husserliana series.

2.7.2 One Step Forward Two Steps Back: Mundane
and Monadological Transcendental Phenomenology

The above, however, were not the only difficulties that tortured Husserl throughout
his life-long endeavor to consolidate Phenomenology into a fully intelligible and
rigorous method of a priori research. As already mentioned above, in the early
1920s Husserl realized that Phenomenological Psychology actually develops from
the point of view of some remaining power of the natural attitude.”® Psychological-
phenomenological reduction had not actually eliminated the power of the natural
attitude. It had certainly put the outer-psychic, physical realistic out of play, but
had forgotten to do the same with some other presuppositions or prejudices of that
attitude.

has a merely epistemological value and function. These two ideas, however, do not exhaust the
character of Phenomenological Psychology and thus may, in their partiality, create a problem of
consistency. In order to arrive at a clearer view we must also say this: in its founding function,
Phenomenological Psychology at the same time fixes and posits its own subject matter, the psyche
or the psychic phenomena, in their essential make up, and then proceeds to a host of additional
a priori researches regarding further details, interconnections, etc., of these phenomena. It thus
provides empirical psychological research—in our day this could be the so-called Cognitive
Science—with the possibility to further know what it tries to experiment with, in the empirical-
natural research of what it is trying to locate, etc. In this, i.e., in fixing and positing the psychic
in its essential constitution, Phenomenological Psychology acts metaphysically. Once this sole
metaphysical move is made, it immediately turns to epistemological issues. More on the issue of
Phenomenology as science and as philosophy will be said in Chap. 3 of this book, especially with
regard to how Heidegger understood it.

7See also, e.g., Hua IX, 240-4.
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Firstly, Husserl came to see that the psychologically-phenomenologically
reduced Eidetic Psychological Phenomenology of the—thusly now read—Logical
Investigations had no right to have posited a sphere of eidetic realities beyond
the phenomenologically accessible intentional acts and intentionally appearing
objectities. Eidetic seeing, already discovered in the LI, secured that, in the
intentional constitution and experience of particular objectities appearing to the
intentional acts, a universal factor interferes and determines what is significatively
aimed at or experienced. Phenomenological eidetic seeing could ascertain that
this universal is experienceable and phenomenologically intuitable in categorial
acts of ideation; it wasn’t a mere conceptual fiction, a mere empty speculation. In
that work, however, although Husserl did not actually substantiate the universal,
either psychologically or metaphysically (the universal as such wasn’t either a part
of the particular acts or a denizen of a Platonically heavenly or supra-heavenly
reality),%° there was a problematic conception of it that somehow allowed it to
be independently ‘outside’ or ‘beyond’ the act itself and its particular intentional
objects. The species that become instantiated in the particular acts were universa
supra rem, not themselves constituted in the intentional acts and yet necessarily
presupposed for the latter. This is what standardly made the readers of the LI think
that Husserl was there a Platonic realist with regard to species.

In his maturing after the publication of the LI, though, Husserl thought that
the scheme of intentional constitution used in that work and its presupposition
of that peculiar eidetic realm were only quasi-phenomenologically sustainable.
The universal rule (Materie) conditioning—with its ‘instantiation’ in the aiming
and fulfilling acts—the intentional constitution of transcendent objectities could
not itself be simply presupposed as an unconstituted, independent, quasi-reality.
Thus, with the early transcendental turn of 1907, Husserl abandoned the “eidos
(Materie)/instantiation scheme” of intentional constitution, which was in use in
the eidetic psychological LI (1901). The constituting rule that is activated in the
constituting acts is no longer seen as the universal Materie instantiated in them.
Husserl now basically discovers and uncovers the rule-following inner functionality
of constituting intentional acts.

The first transcendental reduction (1905-1907 until circa early 1920s), then,
was a supplement to the psychological reduction that was already ‘unconsciously’
active in the eidetic LI (and only later thematized as such). And the methodological
task of that transcendental reduction was to phenomenologically uncover what was
genuinely taking place in the constituting acts of our intentional consciousness
and, of course, what sense of Being this constitution was capable of assigning
to the constituted objectities. Presumably under the influence of the transcenden-
talist Natorp, Husserl testifies that consciousness is a time-field of constituting
functionings. The factor dictating the functioning process was not Materie qua
eidetic reality instantiated in these acts, but the rule guiding the synthesizing
character of consciousness’ intentional functionings. This rule was generally called

80See §2.6.1 above.
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sense (Sinn)—or meaning (Bedeutung) in the specific case of linguistic acts—and,
since there are two kinds of acts, acts that merely aim and acts that intuitionally
fulfill these aimings, there are two senses: aiming senses and fulfilling senses.
Husserl called the first “noetic senses” (noetishe Sinnen) and the latter “noematic
senses” (noematische Sinnen). The first prescriptively determine the objectity that
is emptily aimed at. The second—which, let me add here, is in all likelihood better
understandable along the lines of the Kantian “schema”—sketch the lay out of the
objectity that intuitionally appears.

In addition to this, as previously discussed, Husserl had made the bold move
of transforming Phenomenology from epistemology to ontology. In brief, again,
instead of being content with the phenomenological certification that intentional
objectities appear just as transcendently self-manifesting correlates (with respect
to the immanence of the stream of the reell contents of consciousness), he now
claims that there are no realistic counterparts or underpinnings of such phenomena.
Intentional objectities are not ‘mere phenomena’ with respect to some other really
real dimension behind or within the latter. Intentional objectities qua appearing
phenomena are of course constituted basically as senses; they are somehow senses.
Nevertheless, as such, they are as real as it gets in each case; e.g., in perception,
the perceptual objects are as real as we experience them to be. There are no realistic
beings, but the appearing phenomena are indeed fully actual and are characterized
by the normal ‘phenomenology’ that we know in each case.

Secondly, Phenomenological Psychology is a mathesis working under the simply
deactivated ontological prejudice of the natural attitude. As such, it itself suffers
not only from the limitation we have seen, but also from an additional one applied
this time to its own self. Intentional consciousness qua totality of psychologically
psychic acts is itself a mere phenomenon that hovers over some unthematized but
supposed realistic substratum. In Phenomenological Psychology, the connection that
Husserl calls “psycho-physical” simply remains in suspension. The psychological
psyche or the psychic intentional consciousness can, with its acts, be examined as a
mere phenomenon. Transcendental Phenomenology will then be the philosophy that
undertakes the task of resolving the latter’s abeyance too and every other problem
concerning the meaning of Being for everything, i.e., also for consciousness as
subject matter of Phenomenological Psychology. The view from which such a thing
can be attempted is the one established by the transcendental reduction, as described
in the foregoing sections. Of course, the one who attempts to perform it should be
the above thematized, subject-side residuum of the latter reduction: the subject as
transcendetal consciousness. How this is expected to be done and whether this can
be done at all will be seen in the remaining subsections.

These two basic points form at least a great part of the ground upon which
Husserl’s first transcendental turn takes place. This move informs texts like the
Idea, “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science,” and even Ideas 1. During the 1920s,
though, Husserl progressively came to realize that this first transcendental turn
had forgotten to make an issue of the locus and status of the intentionally
synthesizing transcendental consciousness itself. After the analysis of the meaning
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of transcendental reduction in §§2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 of the present chapter, we will
now see that this story is further analyzable in at least two internal and generally
opaque sub-stories.

With the first transcendental reduction, Husserl progressed by making the
presuppositions of intentional constitution phenomenologically more appropriate.
He had now made Phenomenology more sophisticated and mature to the degree that
everything seemed to fall in the right place; everything appeared to be intact. Still,
something else was wrong in that version of Transcendental Phenomenology.

In the “Britannica Article” manuscripts and, more particularly, in the second
half of the second version of this work, but more clearly in the fourth version, which
were both written by Husserl himself (mostly as a reply to Heidegger’s remarks
and questions in the margins of the first version of the “Article”), the problem is
articulated as follows. When we abandon the natural attitude, says Husserl, we
realize that the world is and is what it is for our consciousness. Its Being and
sense are Being and sense constituted in the intentional acts of our transcendental
consciousness. This, however, soon leads to a serious problem.

Once the world in this full all-embracing universality has been related back to the subjectiv-
ity of consciousness, in whose living consciousness it makes its [transcendent] appearance
precisely as “the world” in the sense it has now, then its whole mode of being acquires
a dimension of unintelligibility [Unverstindlichkeit]. [...] [H]ow it [consciousness], so
to say, manages in its immanence that something which manifests itself can present
itself as something [taken to be] existing in itself, and not only as something [merely]
meant but as something authenticated in concordant experience [as true and actual]. [...]
Unintelligibility is felt as a particularly telling affront to our very mode of being <as
human beings>. For, obviously, we are the ones (individually and in community) in whose
conscious life-process the [transcendentally] real [reale] [sic] world, which is present for
us as such, gains sense and acceptance. As human creatures, however, we ourselves are
supposed to belong to the world. When we start with the sense of the world <weltlichen
Sinn> given with our mundane existing, we are thus again referred back to ourselves and our
conscious life-process as that wherein for us this sense is first formed. (PTP, 168-9/288-9;
emphases added)

And if this is a somehow careful attempt on Husserl’s part at a consolidation
and clearing of the problem, here is how he described the situation regarding unin-
telligibility (Unverstdndlichkeit) in the second draft of the “Article” that Heidegger
had read and questioned in puzzlement. On the one hand, since Phenomenology
realizes that whatever is (in any sense of the word “is”) and is what it is only
for a consciousness that constituted it in rule-governed synthesizing acts, the
transcendental stance makes unintelligible (unverstdndlich) any posited reality in
itself, e.g., the physically realistic, the world of numbers and of propositions in
themselves, the sphere of eidetic realities in general, etc. (PTP 125/271). On
the other hand, since Pure or Phenomenological Psychology still moves on the
ground of positivity, it remains transcendentally naive. This then produces a severe
difficulty.

Despite their purity, all pure psychic [transcendently appearing] phenomena have the
ontological sense of worldly real facts, even when they are treated eidetically as possible
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facts of a world which is posited as general possibility but which, for that very reason, is also
unintelligible from a transcendental point of view. For the psychologist, who as psychologist
remains in positivity, the systematic psychological-phenomenological reduction, with its
epoché regarding the existing world, is merely a means for [subsequently] reducing the
human and animal psyche to its own pure and proper essence, all of this against the
background of the world that, as far as the psychologist is concerned, remains continually
in being and constantly valid. (PTP, 127-8/272-3; emphasis added).

It was these latter descriptions of his old teacher’s new insights that alerted
Heidegger and forced him to thematize, in the relevant epistle we have, his
absolutely understandable confusion and irritation with this dark issue of the
“unintelligibility”:

The first thing in the presentation of the transcendental problem is to clarify what the

“unintelligibility” of entities means.

(1) In what respect are entities unintelligible? i.e., what higher claim of intelligibility is
possible and necessary?
(i) By areturn to what is this intelligibility achieved?
(iii) What is the meaning of the absolute ego as distinct from the pure psychic?
(iv) What is the mode of being of this absolute ego—in what sense is it the same as the
ever factical “I”’; in what sense is it not the same?

(v) What is the character of the positing in which the absolute ego is something posited?
To what extent is there no positivity (positedness) here?

(vi) The all-inclusiveness of the transcendental problem. (PTP 139/602)

Here is how we should make sense of the problem that the mature Husserl
discovered within the perspective of his first Transcendental Phenomenology.
Having in mind the two points presented earlier in this subsection, i.e., that every
worldly being, in its whatever actuality, is constituted in intentional consciousness,
we stumble upon this challenging puzzle. How can consciousness—be it either
the one constituting according to the eidos-instantiation schema of the LI or the
transcendental synthesizing one of the Ideas I—as a part of the actual world, next
to the ‘extended res,” constitute both that latter and itself? Or, to put it otherwise
(and solely in transcendental-synthesizing terms), if everything that is in the world
has been or becomes constituted by transcendental consciousness, then how can this
consciousness be a being within the overall world sphere? Who or what constituted
it? Such a transcendental consciousness should be at the same time constituting (by
its ‘definition’) and constituted (as one being within the sphere of beings). But this
does not make any sense. This is something totally unintelligible.®' It presents us

81See also Hua XXXIV, 481-6; Hua VI, §§52-54. Fink, in fact, bases his whole presentation of
Husserl’s Transcendental Phenomenology exclusively on this (later) idea of an unintelligibility as
arising in the context of the transcendental reduction (1970, 101, which is, however, developed
in 114ff.). In the end, this is a problem regarding the phenomenologically justified content of
a Phenomenological Egology, a problem with which Fink was deeply acquainted, and with
which he had already struggled in his collaboration with Husserl for the so-called “Sixth
Cartesian Meditation”; an effort that would solve the impasses that had blocked Husserl’s further
development of the Phenomenological Egology contained in the Fifth Cartesian Meditation (1929).
Here, a more transparent story is being presented. We will come back to the importance of this
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with the enigma or paradox concerning human subjectivity: “being a subject for the
world and at the same time being an object in the world” (Crisis, §53).

If Transcendental Phenomenology wants to become a true First Philosophy, then
it must abandon even the last remaining bit of naiveté (of ‘unconsciously’ relying
on self-understandable presuppositions). It must manage to really free itself from
all traces belonging to the natural attitude. This means that it must find a way of
elucidating the transcendentally synthesizing consciousness (to restrict ourselves
here to this) in a way that no longer reads it as a part of the actual world or,
seen otherwise, in a way that endows it with sound absoluteness. That is, a full-
fledged and non-speculative Transcendental Phenomenology worthy of its name
must realize that the transcendental consciousness discovered up to this point, in the
context of its developing transcendental methodology, is in fact a mundane reality.
It is a psychological-phenomenological psyche clumsily disguised as an absolute
transcendental consciousness. As such, it cannot have any place within a complete
Transcendental Phenomenology that sees all worldly actual beings as constituted
in a rightly understood, transcendentally synthesizing consciousness. The hitherto
adopted perspective of understanding transcendental consciousness needs to be
abandoned.

In some way, an intelligible transcendental consciousness must be a horizon
that somehow ‘encloses’ both the rest of the actual world and its mundane
(psychological or naive transcendental) self. Husserl then thought that, grasped in its
fully appropriate sense, only a genuinely absolute consciousness, one cast in terms
of monadology, seems to be the most suitable context for accommodating these later
transcendental phenomenological perplexities.

2.7.3 Traces of the Developing Change

Husser!’s relevant inspiration toward this turn seems to have been Fichte, whose all-
constituting “I”’ had supported Husserl’s transcendental journey already (probably
around 1915 if not 1913),8? and Leibniz. It seems that in all likelihood, the first
intimately relevant connection with Leibniz’s thought must have happened already,
before 1910. In the early 1920s, Leibniz and monadology had been a systematically
constant concern in Husserl’s writings and publications.®> Absolute transcendental
consciousness is now conceived as an all-inclusive monad, qua complete stage upon

“unintelligibility” and to its connection with the quarrel between Husserl and Heidegger in Chap.
3, §3.10.

820n this, see Kern 1964, 35-7, 292, 297; also Hart 1995.

83See Schuhmann’s Husserl-Chronik (1977). For more details on Husserl’s adoption of basic Leib-
nizean schemes of thought, from “Philosophy as Rigorous Science” to his research manuscripts of
1937, see (Cristin 1990; Mertens 2000; MacDonald 2007). On the difficulties and the impasse that
this mature, monadological, transcendental turn signals, see also Chap. 10, §10.4.
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which the drama is played of the totally whole, transcendentally reduced actual
world, as we experience it in lower- and higher-order intentionalities. Monadolog-
ically absolute consciousness, that is, constitutes not only the world transcendently
appearing to us, but also the worldly consciousness qua mundane psyche either in
its eidetically or in its transcendentally functioning intentional constituting. In the
monadologically absolute transcendetal consciousness, the whole range and ranks
of intentional correlations is constituted.

In the Crisis, the CM, and the “Britannica Article,” Husserl indeed clearly
maintains that, in the end, the psychological ego or the mundanely understood,
early transcendental ego, is only the self-objectification (Selbstobjektivierung) of the
ultimate, always already functioning, anonymous (letztfungierende anonyme), fully
monadological transcendental subjectivity.®* In other words, when the anonymous
transcendental subjectivity understands itself naively, it actually objectifies itself as
a mundane psyche (eidetically or synthesizingly constituting). It apprehends itself
as a tiny edge in the world, left over from the positivity of the hardly eradicable
natural attitude.®

It must have been clear by now, then, that mundane transcendental consciousness,
i.e., transcendental consciousness after the first conception of the transcendental
turn (e.g., that about which Husserl still speaks in the Ideas I), can be both
epistemologically successful (and thus find its proper place in an appropriately
modified Phenomenological Psychology) and ontologically unsuccessful (and find
its proper place in a pre-monadological Transcendental Phenomenology). The
latter unsuccessfulness, that is, can be lifted if we do not take the transcen-
dentally synthesizing consciousness to also constitute objectities in their Being
(thus leading to the “unintelligibility”), i.e., in case we approach it with only
a phenomenologically-psychologically limited epistemological interest. From the
point of view of Husserl’s later realizations, the merely epistemological Tran-
scendental Phenomenology, i.e., a Phenomenological Psychology that has adopted
the constituting model of the Ideas I, appears to be free from the defect of
the aforementioned unintelligibility.®® This, of course, once again makes clear
that there are in fact two kinds of Phenomenological Psychology, the Eidetic
one of the LI and the Synthetic or Transcendentally-Functioning one of the

84See also Fink 1970, 133ff., 139f.

85See Hua VI, 115, 116, 156, 183, 186, 190; Hua IX, 274, 294; Hua 1, 130, 136f, 157, 159, 168, 207
comment to 59.15, 208 comment to 60.33; Hua VII, 73; Hua XVII, 222f., 243. We will come back
to the problems related with this possible conception of transcendental consciousness in Chaps. 3
and 10.

8To be sure, as must have already appeared, a ‘milder’ version of “unintelligibility” could
be projected in the context of a Phenomenological Psychology referring to an intentional
consciousness qua (mundane) psyche, which is intentionally constituting either according to the
eidetic constituting model of the LI (Materie/instance in the act) or according to that of the Ideas
I (time field of ‘transcendetal’ syntheses). I mean by this the—either way suspended—psycho-
physical connection: whence the reell contents and whereupon the constituting functions? See also
Chap. 10.
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first transcendental period, which we can refer to as “mundane Transcendental
Phenomenology.” Otherwise put, from the point of view of the Monadological or
Radical Transcendental Phenomenology, Mundane Transcendental Phenomenology
can in fact be seen as another valid version of Phenomenological Psychology (the
version that understands intentional constitution in terms of syntheses).?’

Only with difficulty can the course of the just delineated change in Husserl’s
maturation be unambiguously traced in the course of his thought. To my knowledge,
there is no perfectly clear self-criticism about this on Husserl’s part. It seems,
though, that some self-reflection or criticism after the publication of the Ideas 1
and before 1920 must have made Husserl realize the difficulty. From Fink (1970),
though, we learn that in fact a criticism of this sort, actually stemming from the
Neokantian camp, was launched against Husserl as late as 1930 and 1932.38% It
seems that in the Neokantian tradition, the issue of the ontological status of the
transcendentally constituting consciousness had always been at the center of their
concerns. For example, in his Allgemeine Psychologie (1912), Natorp, with whom
Husserl retained a close personal contact, starting at least from the time of the LI,
had made a special effort to argue against the possibility that absolute constituting
consciousness is in time, like all the rest of its objects.89 Husserl studied this work
thoroughly, together with Natorp’s essay “Philosophie und Psychologie” (1913),
in 1918.°C Thus, in all likelihood, Natorp, who was a key figure in Husserl’s
abandonment of the ‘Platonist’ perspective (eidetic intentional constitution) as
found in the LI, also played some role in Husserl’s further maturation and in his
move from the mundane Transcendental Phenomenology of the Ideas I to the later
radical, fully monadological Transcendental Phenomenology of the years following
the early 1920s.

In this connection, it is also remarkable that there is a striking analogy in the
two stages of Husser]’s maturation after the LI. This can be vividly displayed in
the aporias that led to these two steps and to the developments following them.
In the overcoming of the LI, the crucial question is: how could we presuppose
self-standing realities like the species, when Phenomenology should be presupposi-
tionless research into the origin of all objectities and of all fundamental concepts?
In the overcoming of the Ideas 1, the crucial question is: how could we presuppose
that after the transcendental reduction we are left with a consciousness seen as a
mere worldly region or corner, when Transcendental Phenomenology should be an
analysis regarding the constitution of all kinds of beings?

8 Naturally, this dimension of Husserl’s itinerary sheds a new light on the first round of elucidations
and distinctions that were made above, in §§2.2-6.

88See Fink 1970, 74ff, 145 n. 1, and especially, 92ff, 96f.

890n Natorp’s influence upon Husserl after the publication of the Ideas I, see also Kern 1964, §31
and, especially, 348ff.

90See Kern 1964, 350 n. 4.
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2.7.4 Beyond Fink’s Advocacy of Husserl’s Transcendental
Phenomenology

Fink, however, builds his advocacy of Husserlian Transcendental Phenomenology
along a line of argumentation that, in its development, does not recognize any
point at which transcendental consciousness was presented—if not also conceived—
in a mundane perspective. That is, Fink retrospectively projects Husserl’s mature
monadological understanding of transcendental consciousness back on the Ideas
I and the relevant works after 1905 (or 1907).°! As I see it, though, this is
a retrospective retouch that serves to hide some annoying abjured figures from
the official picture presented to the public. And the additional difficulties in our
understanding of Husserl’s progress and Phenomenology that this authoritative
beautification created cannot be underestimated.

That we have to do with such a retouch and that the situation is very obscure
and complicated to a degree that has prevented a full penetration into the ady-
tum of its perplexities and a full reconstruction of a clear view of Husserl’s
development can also be seen from the following. If we focus on the Ideas I,
Husserl’s supposedly breakthrough transcendental phenomenological work, we
come across many phrasings that tempt us to read them as clear statements of a
fully monadological conception of transcendental consciousness. I will cite here, in
particular, those passages that sound very much like the late 1920s remarks negating
an understanding of transcendental consciousness as a small part or a small piece of
the whole world.

[In the preceding sections (§§27-50) of the “Fundamental Considerations” in the Ideas 1, we
have] penetrated to the cognition that there is something like the field of pure consciousness,
indeed, that there is such a thing which is not a component part of Nature [Bestandstiick
der Natur], and is so far from being that, that Nature is possible only as an intentional
unity motivated in transcendentally pure consciousness by immanent connections. (/deas 1,
114-5/107-8; emphasis added)

91A line of reconstruction that is present also in De Boer (1978), cf. also Ricoeur 1967, 14—
5, 24ff. To be sure, Fink makes an allusion to the fact that there is something problematic
in the presentation of the transcendental reduction in Ideas I, but he considers this a matter
of “inadequacy,” “inappropriateness,” “equivocality,” or “provisionality” and not of “literally
negligence” (1970, 114, 120, 122, 130, 135, 136). A detailed and unprejudiced examination of the
matter, however, shows that it is much more complicated. Moreover, as can be seen from Husserl’s
self-corrections on his personal copies of the Ideas I (see Hua 111.2), we are not dealing with mere
mistakes in the presentation of clearly discovered ideas and phenomena, but with an incomplete
and problematic conception of that early transcendental phenomenological methodology, which
only later gets corrected in another direction. After all, Husserl was struggling to properly cope
with the idea of the reductions even as late as 1936 (see his letter to his son Gerhart from February
20, 1936, where he says that only in the Crisis had he achieved the first lucid, all-sided, and clear
presentation of “the” phenomenological reduction)! With all this, also, I do not mean to claim that
Phenomenology can only be done in its monadological transcendental sense, and that we have to
accommodate ourselves in its context. See also Chap. 10 in this book.

”» <
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At first sight, this indeed sounds like an indisputable statement of Husserl’s
later clear view that transcendental consciousness should not be some part of the
whole world, but the all-encompassing, intentionally-transcendentally synthesizing
condition for the possibility of this world. As usual, however, appearances are here
deceptive. Husserl writes “Nature” not “World.” In fact, in the personal so-called
“copy D” (1929) of the Ideas 1, Husserl corrects the phrase “of Nature” so as to read
“of the real world!”*? In the original Ideas 1, we should not conceive of transcen-
dental consciousness as a part of Nature, i.e., of physical reality (actuality)—not
of the world as a whole! From the perspective of the 1920s, however, the fully
monadological transcendental consciousness must not be conceived as a part of the
world as a whole—not of physical reality (even as an alien attachment to it).

That, in the Ideas I, Husserl is in confusion with regard to that upon which
the transcendental reduction may have its effects—does it apply to Nature, to
transcendent ‘realities,” or to the totality of the world?—can be seen also at other
points. In §33 of the first edition of that work, Husserl writes the following.

What can remain, if the whole world, including ourselves with all our cogitare, is excluded?
(Ideas 1, 63/66)

Sometime in the early 1920s, however, in his so-called “copy A” Husserl added this
marginal note on this point:

Is the world-all [Weltall] not the “all” of whatever exists [des Seienden iiberhaupt]? Is
there any sense to ask for that which “remains” [was “iibrig” bleibt]? As a matter of fact
[and from the fully monadological point of view], the expression is objectionable because,
having been taken from the world of sensuous reality [read: Nature], it carries with it the
thought of doing away with one part of a whole, one part of a real context. [From the fully
monadological point of view], [t]he question may, however, still have a legitimate sense
when stated in the form: What can still be posited as Being [Sein] if the world-all, the
“all” of reality, remains parenthesized? [The answer should be: what remains is the full
monadological consciousness.] (Ideas 1, 63 n. 3/485; emphasis added)

Perhaps the most convincing evidence is found in the very text of the original
edition of the Ideas 1. On the one hand, Husserl describes the world from the
perspective of the natural attitude, including indeed in it the natural world and
every human being qua—mundane—human being (be that the one describing the
world from the first person perspective or all the other human beings that are
given to that person). Moreover, when he prepares us for the introduction to the
transcendental epoché and reduction, he explicitly notes that to the meaning of
this double process pertains its universality.”> Thus, the reader may be excused for

92See Ideas 1, 115, n. 46/Hua 111.2, 500. That, in the 1920s, Husser] corrected the Ideas I so as to
upgrade them to a fully monadological transcendental level may be seen also from his corrections
in §51 and elsewhere. The term “mundane” moreover, appears just once in the Ideas I (Hua 111.1,
109; the English translation has it as “worldly”) and refers to a totally irrelevant subject matter.
In all likelihood, this absence signifies that at that time, Husserl hadn’t yet arrived at a clear-
cut distinction between the mundane and the fully monadological transcendental (but only to that
between the natural and the—unknowably so—mundane transcendental).

93This is the story developed in Ideas 1, §§27-31.
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becoming confident that the reconstruction offered by Fink (and Husserl) (1933)
and followed by erudite Phenomenology scholars like De Boer 1978, maintaining
that already in the Ideas I transcendental reduction leaves us with an a-regional,”
fully monadological transcendental consciousness, is beyond questionability. On the
other hand, though, we are immediately caught by surprise.

But with good reason we /imit the universality of that [transcendental epoché and reduction].
[...] [IIf it were as comprehensible as possible, then no province would be left for
[transcendentally] unmodified judgments, to say nothing of a province for science [i.e.,
Phenomenology as a rigorous science, that would have transcendental consciousness as it
proper object “province”]. But our purpose is to discover a new scientific domain [namely,
Phenomenology, that will provide us with pure rigorous truths about that which will be
left as a residual ontological province after the performance of the suitably restricted
transcendental reduction, i.e., of the transcendentally pure intentional consciousness]. [ .. .]
[Therefore] [w]e put out of action the general positing which belongs to the essence of the
natural attitude [ . ..] [as especially limited to] the whole natural world. (Ideas 1, 60-1/65;
second emphasis added)

In the Ideas 1, if Phenomenology wants to secure its proper field of research, it
must in a way limit the possible universality of the transcendental reduction so as to
leave behind, as its residue, transcendental consciousness in the sense of a special
region of Being, forgotten in the darkness of some dusty corner of the world.”> Once
again, the latent mundane perspective is panegyrically tracked and uncovered within
the constitutional text of Transcendental Phenomenology.

Even though the term “monad” indeed appears sporadically at the time of the
“Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” and the Ideas I, it does not have its full
monadological, i.e., a-regional, transcendental sense. In those works, Husserl’s
conception of the transcendentally functioning consciousness in terms of monad
did not go beyond seeing it as a unity of a self-enclosed time-field, within which
intentional constitution happens (in passive and active ways).”® Self-enclosure is
one characteristic of the monad as unity; a characteristic, nevertheless, that does
not yet secure its non-mundaneity.”’ The other, and most important characteristic

94See Fink 1970, 122; De Boer 1978, 431. See also note 97 below.
95Cf., however, Fink 1970, 112.
9See Ideas 1, 193ff./182ff., 283f./273f.

9’De Boer, mostly following Fink (1933), sees only one mundaneity, connected with the psy-
chological intentional consciousness of Phenomenological Psychology, the psychological psyche
(see De Boer 1978, 168, 175, 245-6, 410). We have seen, however, that mundane may also be
the transcendentally functioning or synthesizing intentional consciousness. Otherwise put, the
transcendentally functioning, mundane psyche is, properly speaking, nothing else than a (post-
eidetic) psychological psyche, the psyche of the Eidetic Phenomenological Psychology that now
constitutes otherwise. And this was the case in Husserl’s Transcendental Phenomenology before
the 1920s. De Boer gives us excellent description of the final transcendental reduction and of its
outcome: “‘[What] remains after the transcendental reduction is being itself. It is not the correlate
of a mundane consciousness regarded as a region; it is rather the correlate of an a-regional
consciousness that is the origin of all regions.” (1978, 431; emphasis added). He, however, projects
this later post-1920 view even back on the Ideas 1. In the Ideas 1, though, Husserl still refers to
transcendental consciousness as a residuum, as a sphere of Being, and even as a region of Being
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of a specifically monadological unity, is all-inclusiveness; inclusiveness even of its
empirical bodily and psychological, self-objectified version of itself.”® It is only on
this count that the non-mundaneity of the full-fledged, a-regional, monadological,
transcendental consciousness has been attained. Before the 1920s, intentional
transcendence was effectuated as a transgressing and overcoming of the limits of
the abysmal trench surrounding the ‘monad’ as regional self-enclosure, as the entity
characterized by “immanent Being.””’

From the 1920s point of view, Husserl can see that the epoché and the
reduction, understood as “exclusion” of reality, can only mean that transcendental
consciousness, which is meant to be left intact after these methodological processes,
is left as a mere residuum, as a tiny stretch or tiny region of the previous world-
all. And this led to the serious unintelligibility that Husserl explicitly thematized
in the “Britannica Article.” From the perspective of the fully comprehended
monadological transcendental turn, Husserl’s aporetic question in copy A, “What
can still be posited as Being [Sein] if the world-all, the ‘all’ of reality, remains
parenthesized?” (Ideas 1, 63 n. 3/Hua 111.2, 485) is fully understandable. Nonethe-
less, it should have been phrased in a clearer way, so as to move us away from
seeing transcendental consciousness as something ‘positive’ standing there (““What
can still be posited”), curled down in a corner of the previous world status. We
should have been more clearly directed to view it as a total time-like hyper-horizon,
within which the happening of the constitution of us qua subjects—having the
experience of the actual world and of the founded objectities—occurs. We are,
nonetheless, instructed to ask what remains if we are not to exclude just Nature,
but to parenthesize the world in its fotality. In this case, of course, as the fully
monadological Transcendental Phenomenology teaches us, what is left is indeed
the unitary horizon wherein all the functioning and possible intentional correlations
take effect (including the one that I now currently happen to be in, e.g., my currently
perceiving that tree over there, or thinking the Pythagorean theorem, together with
all my recorded past, my acquired habitualities, and my vaguely projected future in
the context of a human community, etc.).

or generally as some kind of remainder or leftover (see also Ideas 1, title of the third chapter and
§8§33, 42, 49, 55, 57, 61, 76). Even at his best, Husserl defines there transcendental consciousness
as a primal region (Urregion) (Ideas 1, 171/159), i.e., still in terms of regions, of a region—and not
as plainly and simply a-regional field of constitutions as De Boer, echoing Fink (1970, 122), wants
it.

981t is probably this unnoticed transition that makes De Boer actually notice that, at least in the Idea
(1907), the reduction has a “psychological flavour” (see above note 57). Something analogous,
however, must be said even for the “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” (1911), where, in fact,
Husserl uses for the first time the term “monad,” and the Ideas 1 (1913). Especially with regard to
the view that by “Rigorous Science” Phenomenological Psychology is actually meant, see a further
confirmation in Hua XXXIV, 4.

9See Ideas I, 110/104.
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Many other corrections and marginal notes from Husserl’s personal copies
indicate the serious change that his thought underwent in its passing from the Ideas
I to the way he started reflecting on the issue of transcendental subjectivity in the
1920s.

Naturally, all these back-and-forths with regard to the meaning of the tran-
scendental consciousness as a residuum of the transcendental reduction have
their repercussions in the way Husserl conceives of the status of Psychological
Phenomenology and Transcendental Phenomenology and the relation between
them. And it is no longer a self-evident truth that the progress with regard to
the first issue always finds a faithful reflection on the second. In his “Britannica
Article,” Husserl managed to attain a clearer view of how to separate the two
‘transcendental’ perspectives reconstructed above. Nevertheless, he could not as
yet clearly distinguish Science, which, generally speaking, is an a priori or/and a
posteriori research of a certain delimited region of beings, from (First) Philosophy,
which is not research of such a fraction of what is, but general—even if not
necessarily also formal—research into the possibility and constitution of Being and
beings of all sorts. Transcendental Phenomenology as First Philosophy (or, let me
repeat it, Fundamental Ontology) is not research into the (eidetic or synthesizing)
psychic as a region of beings, but into the transcendental syntheses as such or, better,
of the intentional correlations as such, i.e., of the field of emptily aiming and of
intuitionally fulfilling time-syntheses.'® It is only now that Transcendental Phe-
nomenology can properly speak about consciousness’ syntheses as happenings in an
a-regional time-field. And of course, then, this transcendental consciousness is in no
way identical with the regional Cartesian ego or the regional psychic consciousness
of either the LI or the Ideas 1. Finally, under the conditions here exhibited, Husserl
can easily claim that, epistemologically speaking, the analyses of Phenomenological
Psychology (Eidetic or Synthetic) can be turned into analyses of Transcendental
Phenomenology “word for word” (Hua IX, 266, 270). Ontologically, however, the
meaning of these words has been drastically and decisively changed; they bear a
totally different sign (Hua I1X, 247-8).'%!

100Eor a moment of relative clarity on this, see, e.g., Hua IX, 253.

101See also Fink 1970, 119ff., where we can excavate such a distinction between Phenomenological
Psychology as a regional science of the mundane psychic and Transcendental Phenomenology as
an all-encompassing First Philosophy.



Chapter 3
Heidegger and the Phenomenological
Reductions in Husserl

With the [sic] phenomenological reduction [Phenomenology] establishes an in principle
novel kind of experience, which is not an experience of the world [in the natural attitude],
and sets us directly upon the absolute ground, i.e., that of the [fully monadological]
‘transcendental subjectivity.” Unfortunately, the ‘phenomenological movement’ remained
blind about this. Almost all the expositions and critical expressions regarding these sides of
the reduction are so misleading that I myself can only warn you about them. (E. Husserl:
letter to Parl Welch from June 17/2 1, 1933; trnsl. mine)

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, we arrived at some important realizations. At least after
1907, Husserl recognized that in the Phenomenology of the L7 (1901), i.e., in Eidetic
Descriptive or Pure Eidetic Psychology, elements that were silently presupposed
were actually in need of phenomenological clarification and reconsideration. This
was also the case with regard to the problematic ontological status of the world,
as it is experienced in the natural attitude. In order to overcome this difficulty,
Husserl invents the method of transcendental reduction and, on its basis, transforms
the Eidetic Phenomenological Psychology of the LI into the Transcendental Phe-
nomenology, which, in a systematic form, is first expounded in the Ideas I (1913).
The transcendental reduction is conceived of as a widening and a radicalization in
comparison to the possibilities of the psychological reduction that was already at
work, albeit silently, in the LI.! If the psychological reduction leads only to the
world as a mere phenomenon, the transcendental achieves something deeper and

I'This is evident, e.g., from the way Husserl refers to the LI, at least from the perspective of his SS
1925 lectures on Phenomenological Psychology (see Hua IX, §3); see also Chap. 2, §2.2, 2.3 and
2.5, of the present volume.
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more decisive. On the one hand, it offers Phenomenology the means to effectively
re-interpret and re-appropriate the question regarding the Being of all intentional
objects. On the other hand, it enables Phenomenology to uncover consciousness’
deepest time layers of synthesizing functions, where the constitution of whatever
actually is happens.

Of course, if Phenomenology is to retain its avowed original novelty, importance,
and identity, then phenomenological intentionality should be constantly considered
as the sound essential mark of consciousness, or of psychic or mental phenomena
in general.” The transcendental turn should not cancel out intentionality, on pain of
Phenomenology’s own self-cancellation. According to all the indications Husserl
provides for us, this condition seems to be fulfilled, even after that turn. The proof,
nonetheless, that all this is actually the case is more easily claimed than it is given
and accepted.

Thus, from the moment in his Ideas I when Husserl re-defined the whole range
of Phenomenology’s work, he never stopped refining it, uncovering complications
ensuing from the ontological intentional correlation, and overcoming unexpected
incomprehensibilities. From the research regarding the role that kinaisthesis plays
in the constitution of the meaning and the actuality of the perceptual world—already
achieved from the time of the 1907 lecture courses and the Ideas I1 (1912)—up to
the genetic ontological analyses on the basis of the pre-given lifeworld, which found
their final expression in the texts and manuscripts of the Crisis project (1934-1938),
he time and again worked painstakingly to shed enough light on all the folds of the
issues surrounding transcendental reduction and transcendental constitution.?

Despite this, as Husserl repeatedly complained, the meaning of Transcendental
Phenomenology was never completely understood by even his closest disciples and
collaborators. This is no surprise. As we know, the series of difficulties one must
face in the effort to appropriate Husser]’s Phenomenology, let alone the passing
from the LI to the Ideas 1, are disheartening, if not totally repelling. In Chap. 2,
we have already seen and confronted various difficulties in the exposition of the
teaching of the reduction, as well as some representative recent misappropriations
of the meaning of the transcendental reduction. We have done the same with regard
to the specific confusions related to the—notorious—notion of “unintelligibility.”
In the present chapter, we will focus on another misappropriation of Husserl’s
phenomenological method, the one for which Heidegger himself was responsible,
and which the Heideggerians continue to follow unquestioningly.

20n the way Husserlian intentionality is understood in this book, see Chap. 2, §§2.2 and 2.3; Chap.
4, §4.7, 4.8, and 4.9; Chap. 5, §5.3 and 5.4; Chap. 6, §6.7.

3For more on Husserl’s attempted refinements of the details regarding transcendental reduction and
its residua, see Chap. 2. In recent times, the unfortunate event of Biemel’s critical edition of the
Ideas 1 in the Husserliana series has contributed to the perpetuation of Husserl’s original failure to
make himself understood. On this, see Chap. 2, note 45. Here, we will see another reason of the
failure.
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3.2 Husserl’s Difficulty in Presenting the Move from the LI
to Transcendental Phenomenology

In his analyses that followed the Ideas I, Husserl desperately tried to guide all those
who were still tightly enchained to the enchanting, breakthrough teachings of the
LI toward the true meaning of Transcendental Phenomenology. In order to do this,
he either re-worked older explicatory means or developed new ones. In sum, he
used the so-called “three different ways.” More particularly, he used the “Cartesian
way,” the way through Phenomenological Psychology and, finally, the way through
the sciences and the lifeworld (or “way through ontology™).* At the time of his
calamitous attempt at a close collaboration with Heidegger, on the occasion of
the “Britannica Article” project, Husserl had fully developed and used at least the
first two of these. In what follows, I will appeal to these in order to explain and
assess Husserl’s dissatisfaction with the way his transcendental methodology was
understood, especially by Heidegger.

In order to do so, though, I must first clarify some crucial points regarding the
transition from the LI to the Transcendental Phenomenology that was made public
in the Ideas 1. This will enable us to appreciate the general context within which the
attempted collaboration between Husserl and Heidegger took place.

As Husserl later remarked, in the Ideas I (but also already, somehow, in the Idea
and later in the Cartesian Meditations), he endeavored to make “the” phenomeno-
logical reductive method understandable by paralleling and confusedly comparing it
with Descartes’ method of universal doubt, i.e., by employing the “Cartesian way to
transcendental subjectivity” or to Transcendental Phenomenology. He soon realized,
though, that the problems with this one-step path to transcendental subjectivity were
much greater than the explicative service it provided. In the end, Husser]l himself
deeply regretted having used this so-called “Cartesian way” to Transcendental
Phenomenology.

More particularly, he admitted that this one-step transfer to the transcendental
ego had created the wrong impression that the phenomenological transcendental
consciousness had the specific sense of the Cartesian cogifo, and that after the
application of the transcendental reduction, consciousness had to be empty of any
contents.’ During the painful process of intellectual maturation, then, Husserl tried
to reform and even to replace® that one-step monolithic “Cartesian way” with a com-
bined move, consisting precisely in the two known steps of the psychological and the

4See the classic Kern 1977. In its systematic conception, the third way was not made available in
any publication before the FTL (1929) and, then, in the Crisis (1936) and will not be specifically
examined here. See, however, Theodorou 2010b.

SFor this, see Crisis, 155/157-8. For what concerns us here the most, i.e., for the adoption of the
Cartesian way and its total failure, see also Kern 1977, and especially pp. 130-1.

6See also Hua 1111, liii; Hua VIII, xxxvi n. 5.
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transcendental reduction.” As we saw in Chap. 2, though, the correct meaning and
the precise difference between the psychological and the transcendental reduction
are themselves issues traceable to the Ideas I, and they became clearer in Husserl’s
own thought progressively, crystallizing only toward the end of the 1920s.

As we can assume, the “Cartesian way” that was employed in the Ideas I was
actually the ‘natural outcome’ of the fact that Husserl was already, latently or in a
self-understandable way, using the psychological reduction in the Phenomeno-logy
of the LI. And the later discovered failure of this “way” made him more conscious
of the supposed self-evident meaning of his turn from the LI to the Ideas 1. So,
Husserl’s move from the “Cartesian way” to the way through Phenomenological
Psychology was, in actual fact, a regressive attempt to better explicate what had
obscurely appeared in 1913 as a development upon the achievements of 1900-01.

In any case, in the Ideas I, the situation was already disastrous on this count.
As we saw in the previous chapter (§2.1), Husserl’s marginalia and research notes
(written between 1925 and 1929) on his personal copies of the Ideas I alarm us
about this state. In 1913, both “the” “phenomenological”¢ oy 1 (and reduction) and
the “transcendental” ¢ oy 1 (and reduction) were presented. In its surprisingly rare
appearances, however, the latter was still confusedly understood at the time. Beneath
the surface of these methodological moves, though, there were in fact already at least
two different versions of ¢ oy and reduction silently at play and in interplay. In
the original edition of the Ideas I, Husserl failed to clearly distinguish the range of
jurisdiction and the duties of the phenomenological ‘or’ transcendental reduction
from those of the psychological reduction (already mutely in the background of the
LI). In that work, then, there is an inner tension which runs, mainly, through its third
part.®

As a whole, though, the circumstances surrounding Husserl’s expositions of his
itinerary from the LI to the Ideas I present us with the following situation.

The LI concern the species of intentional acts in their structure and their
interrelations. Intentionality, in this phase, characterizes the relatedness between the
stream of living experiences and the phenomenologically-psychologically meant
transcendent phenomena as established in consciousness. The focus of interest is

"This is clear enough in the notorious “Britannica Article” (1927) and in the third part of the
Crisis manuscripts (1935-38) (“The Clarification of the Transcendental Problem and the Related
Function of Psychology”). Chapter 2 of the present book was dedicated to the clarification of this
issue and its hidden perplexities.

8This was made clear in Chap. 2. The meaning of Ideas I, §89 offers another occasion. The question
there is whether an actual fire can or cannot burn out the tree as noema. Originally, the section
had the precarious subtitle “The noema [i.e., the residuum of the transcendental reduction] in the
psychological [sic!] sphere.” Expectedly, from the perspective of the D copy (annotated in 1929),
Husserl commented with the phrase “The psychological phenomenological reduction,” which
indicates that the whole issue should be re-examined by taking into consideration the originally
mutely present phenomenological-psychological perspective.
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on the mere phenomena of the world and its beings as they appear ‘within’® a
psychological sphere of intentional experiences. The supposed sphere of the real-
istically interpreted ‘backing’ of these phenomena is put aside and left unexamined.
Nevertheless, even if with the psychological reduction the realistic ‘subsoil’ of the
phenomena is not taken into consideration, and even if it is “left out of play,” it never
ceases to be constantly presupposed.

It seems, then, that for the Phenomenological Psychology of the LI (and,
mutatis mutandis, the one unearthable in the Ideas 1), there are still two fields
of Being. On the one side, there is the field of purely psychical experiences
and appearances, where the correlation between intentional acts and intentional
transcendently appearing phenomena takes place. On the other side, there is the
supposedly self-subsisting but phenomenologically inaccessible realistic field of
beings (‘behind’ or ‘under’ the phenomena). That is, the purely psychic field of acts
with their appearing intentional objects continues to constitute a sphere of Being
that stands next to (as it were) a simply ignored and supposed realistic counterpart,
which ‘underpins’ it and its phenomena.

On the basis of this latter discussion, then, we can firstly see why and how the
more familiar Cartesian point of view, which was also considered a more friendly
introduction to the unrecognizably mutated post-LI Phenomenology of the Ideas
I, can make one prone to understanding intentionality as the characteristic of a
consciousness qua res cogitans ‘within’ which the mere appearances of the res
extensa are now contained.'”

Of course, Husserl had meanwhile also raised the claim that Phenomenology
could not remain silent with regard to the supposed realistic dimension of the world
and its objects. But the way in which he tried to introduce it to his philosophy
appears to have given the things an additional and confusing twist.

As we saw in Chap. 2, in the context of Transcendental Phenomenology,
a decisive ontological claim is coined. The phenomena appearing to (but
phenomenologically-psychologically also “in”) our consciousness are expected to
be understood as having the Being of actuality (further specifiable so as to appertain
suitably to each kind and level of intentional correlate). From the transcendental-
reductive point of view, the common mark of these appearing actual beings is
the fact that they are all intentional correlates, constituted in the transcendental
consciousness—and, beyond this, nothing. Husserl, then, thought that he had
integrated his full possible itinerary as a philosopher, and that he had managed
to bring within Phenomenology’s range the whole horizon and all the depths of
consciousness together with the complete actuality, in all its founding and founded
levels of Being.

This is of course a term exposed to the highest possible potential for misunderstanding. It is
responsible for a large number of the confusions surrounding the appropriation of Husserl’s
philosophy, especially during the period we are now examining. For the proper Husserlian
phenomenological meaning of this “within,” see Chap. 2, notes 15 and 28.

1°0n the point that Husserl does not understand ‘extensionality’ in the Cartesian theoretical sense
that it has in Geometry, see Chap. 5 and Theodorou 2010b. See also §3.10 below.
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But how could something like this be believed or even just followed as a thought
when Husserl himself was also teaching two highly problematic things?

On the one hand, the constitution of the appearing beings in their most robust
actuality was assigned to a transcendental consciousness like the one disclosed in
the Ideas 1, later discovered to have been simply a mundane psyche, i.e., not a fully
monadological, transcendental, time-field of intentional syntheses. This, of course,
created the problem of the notorious “unintelligibility” discussed in the foregoing
chapter."!

And, as if this was not enough, the reader of Husserl’s new Transcendental
Phenomenology was also called upon to assimilate an additional claim. The
aforementioned completion was supposedly arrived at by means of a move called
“transcendental reduction,” described as a “bracketing of reality” or as a “putting
out of play” of any reality whatsoever, a stepping backwards to the evidence of
consciousness. Isn’t it that a guideline like this may indeed be understood as a call
for a retreat from any ‘transcendent reality’ back to a consciousness-immanence?
Wouldn’t such immanence run the danger of being bereft of any connection to
whatever was soundly transcendent? Isn’t it, then, that Husserlian transcendental
consciousness becomes at best a traditional representational camera, or at worst a
pitch-dark wasteland of total absence?

Through this carelessness, Husserl dealt the final blow to even his most patient
reader. Here, of course, Ingarden’s remark that Husser]l “was a great analyst, but
not as great a synthetizer and systematizer” (1968, 151; trnsl. mine) finds its
most fitting application. Instead of moving his Phenomenology securely ahead,
Husserl had unwittingly worked toward its fall into disrepute and desolation. After
1913, all these problems regarding “the” phenomenological “or” transcendental
reduction, and thus Phenomenology as such, were to have cumulative negative
consequences. As we will see in the following sections, all Husserl’s later efforts
to save his Transcendental Phenomenology from fatal misunderstandings arising
from the above described complex situation were not enough to undo the damage
that had already been done.

To be sure, from the perspective of the late 1920s, when Husserl had indeed
achieved greater clarity with regard to his methods and possibilities, Heidegger
could have better met the old man’s expectations for help and collaboration. The
historical records, however, show unmistakably that Heidegger was neither in the
position to help, and nor did he really want to engage in such a project any more.

1T here offer the following brief reminder. “Phenomenological Psychology” refers to epistemolog-
ical phenomenological analyses conducted after the phenomenological-psychological reduction,
and may presuppose either the eidetically constituting intentional psyche of the L/, or the mundane
transcendentally synthesizing psyche of Husserl’s first transcendental turn (1905/1907 until the
beginning of the 1920s). In Chap. 2, we also saw that “Transcendental Phenomenology” refers to
epistemological and ontological phenomenological analyses conducted after the transcendental-
phenomenological reduction, and may presuppose either a mundane or a monadological version of
a transcendentally synthesizing consciousness—with the mundane leading to incomprehensibili-
ties that are lifted by the monadological. See also §§3.9 and 3.10 in the present chapter.
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3.3 Husserl’s Rejection of Heidegger’s Understanding
of the Reduction(s)

Let us now move on to the issues that will be our direct concern. Immediately after
the completion of the “Britannica Article” project (1927) and the effort toward a
closer collaboration with Heidegger, Husserl hastens to carry over to his disciple
and friend Roman Ingarden a very disappointing as well as alarming discovery. In
the relevant letter, of December 26, 1927, we read the following.

The new Encyclopedia article has given me a lot of trouble, chiefly because once again
and in an original way, 1 thought through my fundamental [methodological] procedure
and carefully arrived at the conclusion that Heidegger, as I now have to believe, has
not understood this procedure nor, consequently, the whole sense of the method of the
[sic!] phenomenological reduction. (cited by Kisiel and Sheehan 2006, 388; trnsl. sl. md.,
emphases added)

A thorough examination of the events and the texts connected with the “Article”
makes it clear that this statement of Husserl’s concerns the meaning of the
transcendental phenomenological reduction—especially from the perspective of the
late 1920s.'? In the following, we will consider what Husserl might have meant by
this crucial remark.'?

The confusion that Heidegger experiences'* with regard to the inner itinerary
of Phenomenology actually starts from the problem that anyone faces in trying to
figure out how the militant anti-psychologism of the Prolegomena (1900) coheres

12Let it be noted here that even though the letter was written after the completion of the fourth
version of the Artikel, where Husserl devoted a special effort to elucidating the distinction between
the psychological and the transcendental phenomenological reductions, and this on the occasion
of his will to arrive at a mutual understanding with Heidegger on the issue, vis-a-vis the fortunate
prospect of an authoritative first-hand presentation of Phenomenology to the English-speaking
world, Husserl again refers rather carelessly to “the” phenomenological reduction, with no further
specifications. Clues to his problems with Heidegger’s understanding of “the” reduction and of his
Phenomenology can also be found in Husserl’s letter to Pfander, on January 6, 1931.

131t is usually thought that Husserl’s statement was a mere expression of his bitterness about
Heidegger’s abrupt alienation, after his takeover of the chair of philosophy at Freiburg (succeeding
Husserl). As I hope will become clear, this view does not exhaust the whole issue, especially in
1927, and Husserl has real reasons for his complaint. Moreover, it is self-understandable that the
results of these sections, against the possible misconceptions of Husserl’s transcendental reduction,
equally concern e.g., Biemel (1977) and all the interpreters following the received Heideggerian
criticism of Husserl’s reduction(s), such as e.g., the influential Dreyfus (1982, 1991). See also §3.7
below.

!“It is remarkable that, in his “My Way to Phenomenology” (1963), Heidegger himself explicitly
admits that quite often his passing through Husserl’s work left him in “perplexity”” and “confusion”
(see TB, 78/97; also Moran and Mooney 2002, 251ft.)—at least, as he says, before he had met
Husserl in person. As we already saw in Husserl’s letter to Ingarden, though, it was perhaps only
Heidegger’s impression that this confusion was totally dissolved after he met with the “old man”
(some of Husserl’s students did indeed refer to him using this expression, e.g., Heidegger in his
letter, of May 8, 1923, to Lowith).
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with the analyses of living experiences (even if intentional) in the main part of the
LI (1901). How can an analysis of living experiences be non-psychological (non-
psychologistic)? Heidegger informs us that he found the answer to this question,
regarding the content and meaning of the LI, only in 1913, when he studied the
Ideas 1. But this can only be a telling misunderstanding. So, in what sense could
Heidegger’s reading of “the” phenomenological qua transcendental reduction in the
Ideas 1 have determined his understanding of Husser]’s Phenomenology, especially
its passing from the eidetic-constitutive to the transcendental-constitutive version
and from the psychological-reductive to the transcendental-reductive versions?

3.4 Heidegger General Background Relation to Husserl’s
Works

3.4.1 Heidegger’s Search for the Meaning of Phenomenology’s
Anti-Psychologism: Pure and Empirical Psychology

Before anything else, the solution to the problem of compatibility between the anti-
psychologistic Prolegomena and the analyses in terms of living experiences in the
main part of the LI exists within the LI itself, even if not quite as clearly as we might
like. The analyses there in terms of living experiences are not psychologistic—they
do not concern psychological occurrences or neuro-psychological processes—in the
following three senses. First, the analyses are conducted under the silent application
of the psychological reduction, i.e., they abstain from the possible (realistic)
physical ground upon which even living experiences may ‘lean.” Second, the
analyses do not focus on the actual contents of the stream of living experiences (the
“Heraclitian flux” of the reell contents of consciousness), but are turned toward what
Husserl discovered as the “intentional interpretation” of these contents or sense-
giving moments of the act (i.e., on the level of full-fledged, i.e., properly intentional,
living experiences). The contents of the stream are interpretatively unified into
the transcendently appearing intentional beings (qua transcendent phenomena) in
a way that is normatively conditioned vis-a-vis the truthful appearance (or non-
appearance) of the thusly aimed-at correlates. Third, Husserl’s aim in the LI is not
the development of an empirical, inductive Philosophical Psychology, but, as we
already saw in Chap. 2, the building of an a priori, Eidetic-Descriptive'® Philosoph-
ical Psychology, i.e., of an Eidetic Phenomenological Psychology. What this means

15See TB, 76-7/95-6; also Moran and Mooney 2002, 252.

16Husserl’s subsequent regret about his characterization of the analyses in the LI as “descriptive”
is well-known. It is not at all uncommon, though, to find (even nowadays) phenomenologists being
tortured by this question: how can Phenomenology, e.g., that of the LI, be descriptive and still
claim to have discovered necessary laws regarding its subject matter? The answer must be this:
Phenomenology describes species (gi8n), essences; essential structures (not particulars in their
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is that Phenomenology, even in the LI, wasn’t offering inductive generalizations
regarding observable regularities of psychological occurrences (or even of psychic
interpretations), as the natural sciences offer inductive generalizations (when they
do only this) about the observable regularities of natural phenomena. Eidetic (or,
more generally, Phenomenological) Psychology, is not a search for lawfulness
based on either outer perception or “inner perception” qua “introspection” of the
particular phenomena and the properties that we happen to encounter as constantly
accompanying them and their behavior. The laws discoverable by generalizations
based on this kind of observation say only what is usually/constantly observed
to happen, and amount to what in philosophy of science are known as empirical
laws. The latter, then, cannot found necessary truths and, if they are contents
of a Psychology, they cannot found the normative laws of Logic, Mathematics,
and (hopefully) of Axiology and Ethics. Any effort to the contrary leads to the
psychologization of these disciplines and the abolition of their core meaning.
In the six LI, though, Husserl is actually involved in a “reflective” and eidetic
search for the necessary laws of intentional phenomena, i.e., of the eidetic truths
or of the laws of essence, which we met in Chap. 2, §2.6.1."7 The “is” that
Phenomenological Psychology discovers there, then, is not that of an accidental
inductive generalization after an external observation of particulars; it is the “is” of
essential necessity. Thus, to put it this way, the eidetic-descriptive (i.e., essential)
“is” indeed manages to ground the normative “ought,” which is to be found in the
so-called “normative matheses,” e.g., in Logic, etc. This is the idea of Husserl’s
achievement in the long arguments of the Prolegomena (1900), and it is carefully
applied throughout the LI.

Moreover, it is clear—and this can be found also in Husserl’s lecture course on
“Phenomenological Psychology” and in the versions of the “Britannica Article”—
that epistemologically, the eidetic should precede the empirical, in the specific
sense that the first constitutes a priori the field of the objectivities that can then
be recognized by the second as its own proper research area. In Husserl’s terminol-
ogy, Pure Phenomenological Psychology founds Empirical Psychology. In Kant’s
terminology, Pure Phenomenological Psychology would amount to the necessary
special Metaphysics for Empirical Psychology as a posteriori, inductive research.'®

accidental make up and behavior). Thus, it is Eidetic-Descriptive. What, from this perspective “is,”
is necessarily so.

170n all this, see also LI 5, §§5, 13, 27; LI 6, §44; Appendix to the LI, §§2-4; Ideas 1, §§41, 46,
75-78. See also McDonnell 2012.

18] et me, however, mention a critical difference here. In his Preface of the Metaphysische
Anfangsriinde der Naturwissenschaft (1786), Kant states that in a mathesis there is as much science
as the Mathematics that can be found in it; which means that, for him, no science of the psychic is
possible. From the point of view of Kant’s philosophy of science, exactitude is co-extensive with
the mathematical and, since no Mathematics of the psychic is possible, no science is possible for
it either. Thus, for him, Psychology was destined to be a mere “historical,” i.e., merely narrative
discipline, not capable of even mere metaphysically ungrounded, (exact) inductive generalizations.
Husserl agrees that there is no Mathematics of the psychic (see Ideas 111, 38/43-4; Ideas 1, §72).
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Be that as it may, in the Ideas I (1913), Husserl had already moved far away
from the LI, persuaded that he had found the road to overcoming the narrowness
of their merely epistemological scope (i.e., their restriction to the eidetically
constituting psychological psyche and its merely appearing intentional objects) and
their methodological naiveté (abstention from any question regarding the realistic
Being irrespectively of particular regions). In his work of 1913, Husserl was no
longer answering a problem regarding the inner consistency in the LI, which had
already been done in a magisterial way in the earlier work. In the Ideas I, Husserl
thought that he had finally discovered the road to transforming Phenomenology
from Pure (Eidetic) Psychology or phenomenologico-psychological epistemology
into a complete ontology, having the right to talk positively about Being and actual
existence.”

3.4.2 Heidegger’s Search for the Meaning of Husserl’s
Transcendental Reduction

Let us now pass to our central concern. As a whole, in his criticisms of Husserl,
Heidegger basically takes into consideration the former’s publications starting from
the LI and ending with the Ideas I, with an intermediate stop at the “Philosophy as
a Rigorous Science” (1911). In Chap. 2, and briefly here (§3.2), we saw what the
character of Husserl’s analyses in the LI was. The question then is: could Heidegger
have found in the “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” any substantial clues for a
proper understanding of Husserl’s transcendental reduction?

In that latter essay, Husserl explicitly announces a rigorous science of the
purely psychic, which is distinguished from Empirical Psychology qua inductive,
a posteriori, experimental research of the possibly accompanying neuro-biological
occurrences. In the “Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” too, then, Phenomenology
is basically research into the essential morphology or structure of intentional living
experiences, of their interrelations, and of the transcendent phenomena appearing

However, his eidetic phenomenological analyses are introduced as a way of arriving at rigorous
(streng) concepts of even inexact, non-mathematical and non-mathematizable, i.e., morphological
essences, like “living experience,” “perception,” “memory,” etc. On this ground, Husserl, who
generally follows Kantian guidelines in the philosophy of science, moves further than Kant and
suggests the possibility of a Phenomenological Psychology as a rigorous science. On the basis
of this, then, Heidegger correctly remarks that, as a model for a priori research, Phenomenology
should not at all be considered as less streng (rigorous) than Mathematics; on the contrary, exact
Mathematics should just be considered as enger (narrower) than such a novel form of science (see
the closing of §32 in BT).

190f course, we should remember that this was done in the special way we have seen, i.e., in
the way of a mundane Transcendental Phenomenology, which, in the end, could be either an
unintelligible ontology (an unintelligibility that was overcomable, to Husserl’s mind of the late
1920’s, by the monadologization of transcendental consciousness) or an intelligible ‘Synthetic’
(no longer Eidetic) Phenomenological Psychology.

<«
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in them, without actually dealing with the question regarding their possible realistic
‘backing.’?"

As we realize from the above, and from the “Britannica Article,”?! before
the Ideas 1, Heidegger faced a Phenomenology qua (Pure or A Priori) Eidetic
Phenomenological Psychology (next to any empirical Psychology). And, as we saw
earlier, he was able to do so only by way of forcing himself to project the spirit
of the ‘less enigmatic’ Ideas 1 back upon the ‘enigmatic’ LI. It would not be an
exaggeration, then, to claim that Heidegger in fact always remains attached to—if
not trapped within—the charm and mystery of the LI, especially his “beloved” sixth
LI. He does, however, also appeal to the Ideas I as a work that brings with it a kind
of clarification of the LI, but he thinks (as we will see later in this chapter) this is
done at the cost of some unfaithfulness to Phenomenology’s original spirit.>?

In what sense, then, could the Ideas 1 (with the announcement of the turn to
Transcendental Phenomenology by means of “the” phenomenological qua tran-
scendental reduction) have shaped Heidegger’s negative estimation of Husserl’s
transcendental turn and of its effect on the spirit of original Phenomenology?

As we saw, Heidegger’s above-mentioned autobiographical note does, on the one
hand, register the positive contribution of the /deas I to his overall understanding of
Husserl’s original Phenomenology. As he says, only in the Ideas I did Heidegger
realize that “‘Pure Phenomenology’ is the ‘grounding science’ of philosophy that
is now marked by Phenomenology.” (TB, 77/96; trnsl. md.). On the other hand,
the Ideas 1 also had a negative impact, and he writes that in that work, “However,
the ‘subjectivity’ of the knowing, acting and valuing subject [ ... ] consciously and
decidedly moved into the [Cartesian] tradition of modern philosophy” (ibid.). The
Ideas 1, moreover, by understanding this subjectivity as transcendental, show that
“Phenomenology retained ‘experiences of consciousness’ as its thematic realm, but
now in the systematically planned and secured investigation of the [synthesizing]
structure of acts of experience, together with the investigation of the objects lived-
through in those acts with regard to their objectivity [der in den Akten erlebten
Gegenstinde hinsichtlich ihrer Gegenstdandlichkeit]” (ibid.; trnsl. md.).

2In Chap. 2 (note 57 and §2.7.1) we saw that, even though the Idea and the “Philosophy as a
Rigorous Science” belong to the period after Husserl’s first transcendental turn (1905-1907), they
retain a “psychological flavour,” as De Boer has put it. Especially with respect to the transcendental
ambitions of the Idea (and this both in terms of the ontological scope and the form of intentional
constitution), the Logos essay amounts to a regressive programmatic restatement of an agenda
silently residing within the LI. Husserl seizes the opportunity of a self-presentation in the Kantian
journal, and tries to show how Eidetic Phenomenology could benefit those projects in Empirical
Psychological research that were at that time being clumsily developed. See also the references in
the previous note.

210n this, see Hua IX, 257; GA 20, 137.
22See also Moran and Mooney 2002, 251ff.
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Now, what might all this mean? Is it right that Husserl’s transcendental con-
sciousness is a Cartesian cogifo? Are the transcendentally reduced intentional
objects mere lived-through contents? Have the intentionally transcendent world and
its objects been annihilated?

3.5 Heidegger’s Palpable Confusion With Regard
to the Reduction(s)

One of the sub-sections of the first half of the second version of the “Britannica
Article”—half of which was written by Heidegger, after Husserl’s invitation to do
so—has the title “(a) The phenomenological-psychological reduction” (Hua IX,
260). (Biemel, editor of the Hua IX volume, where this article appears, notes that
this “-psychological” was added by Heidegger only to the B1 copy of that version—
probably after discussion with Husserl.) In one of his notes in his translation of that
version of the article, Sheehan makes the following correlation (which, nevertheless,
remains totally unexploited): “In 1925, he tells us, “Heidegger called this reduc-
tion ‘the first stage within the process of the phenomenological reductions’ <note
the plural >and referred to it as ‘the so-called transcendental reduction’” (PTP,
113; emphasis added).”* As we will see in what follows, this rather paradoxical
remark of Sheehan’s is correct only from the point of view of the way in which
Heidegger himself understood the concept of “the” reduction. Instead of thematizing
the fundamental problem behind the two reductions, the psychological and the
transcendental, Sheehan merely reports that the reduction mentioned by Heidegger
in his half-finished version of the article as “psychological-” was also called by
him “transcendental.” Moreover, Sheehan brings to the reader’s attention the plural
(“reductions”) in Heidegger’s text from 1925, so as to stress the fact that, from
his own (Sheehan’s) point of view, Heidegger shouldn’t have written “reductions,”
since, as it is supposedly shown from the perspective of the “Article,” there aren’t
“reductions,” but only one phenomenological reduction, which may be called either
“psychological” or “transcendental.” Unfortunately, it seems that it is Heidegger
who should be blamed for misguiding Sheehan in how to understand Husserl’s ideas
regarding the phenomenological method. I will try to explain this a bit further.
When Heidegger, in his 1925 lecture course (PHCT), says that the reduction
he was presenting was the “first stage in the process of the phenomenological
reductions,” what he means is of course not that he was also about to introduce
his students to the transcendental reduction as the “second” reduction. Indeed,

23Here, and in all other cases, the acutangular brackets are by the original editor or translator.
Sheehan refers to Heidegger’s 1925 lecture course “Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of
Time” (PHCT).

2*Heidegger’s phrases cited here in this passage are, of course, from Heidegger’s lecture course
“Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of Time” (PHCT, 100/137).
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Heidegger there presented as “first” what he called transcendental reduction (which
was generally understood as ‘the’ phenomenological reduction). However, the
aforementioned plural is totally justified, since as the immediate context of the
passage explicitly shows,? after that first phenomenological reduction, Heidegger
wanted to introduce his students to the eidetic reduction (which is, of course, as
phenomenological as both the psychological and the transcendental ones are). But
is the transcendental reduction of which Heidegger spoke in 1925 identical to the
psychological one, according to the terminology he had to use in the 1927 “Article”?
Of course not! And, in fact, the whole “Britannica Article” project marked the final
breakdown of Husserl’s philosophical relation with Heidegger, because they didn’t
manage to move beyond this level of speaking at cross-purposes.

Heidegger’s understanding of Husserl’s phenomenological methodology
remained problematic and, in the end, this made any possibility of communication
impossible. We can see this from Heidegger’s most systematic presentation of
Husserl’s Phenomenology in his PHCT (1925). More specifically, it is worth
examining more closely what Heidegger, Phenomenology’s “Wunderkind,” has to
say with regard to the “first phenomenological” ‘or’ “transcendental” reduction,
as a method of getting access to some “pure” consciousness as the field of
Phenomenology’s investigation. (All the passages are from PHCT.)

[TThe aim is to discover a new scientific domain. This new region is called the region of pure
lived experiences, of pure consciousness with its pure correlates, the region of the pure ego.
This region is a new domain of objects. (95—6/131). [ ... ] [T]his wholeness of the stream of
experience, as a self-contained totality, excludes everything, that is, every real [reale] object,
beginning with the entire material world [materielle Welt]. Over against the region of lived
experiences, the material world is alien, other. (97/133). [...] [Cloncsciousness [...] is
[...]inreality [realiter] one with the [real] nature in the concretion of every factual living
being (man); but at the same time consciousness is also separated from it by an absolute
gulf. [...] Now this separation into two spheres of being is remarkable precisely because
the sphere of immanence, the sphere of lived experience, establishes the possibility within
which the transcendent world, separated from it by a gulf, can become objective atall. [ .. .]
How is the drawing out and highlighting of consciousness as an independent region of lived
experiences, as an independent region of being, still possible? (98/134; emphasis added)
[...] [The answer is that] in reflexion 1 am directed toward a particular experience [...]
such as that of perceiving a thing, I am thematically focused upon the perception and not
upon the perceived. [ . . . ] This way of considering the act and its object is not a transcendent
apprehension of the thing itself. I [...] do not ‘go along with’ the concrete perception
[...] but [I live] in the attitude of the immanent reflective apprehension of perceiving the
chair, not in the thesis?® [Thesis] of the material world, but in [the reflexion on] perception
and [...] its object as it is there in the act. This ‘not going along with’ the thesis of the
material world and of every transcendent world is called  oxm, refraining. [...] This
bracketing [ ...] has [...] the sense of making the Being-character [Seinscharakter] of the
entity present [ . .. ] of making the entity present in regard to its Being. (99/135-6; emphases
added) [...] I thus envisage the acts and their objects in terms of how they are presumed
[im Wie ihres Vermeintseins] in the acts. This securing of the sphere of acts [in the way
just explicated] [ ...] is called reduction. [ ...] This is the first stage within the process of

»See PHCT, 100/137.
26Read: positing.
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phenomenological reductions [...] [the] so-called transcendental reduction; the reduced
field is [ ... ] that of my stream of consciousness. (99-100/136—7; emphases added) [...]
[This] pure consciousness is the field which Descartes glimpsed under the heading of res
cogitans. (101/139)

How could Husserl’s philosophy have hoped for any better fate, if his avowed
spokesman, his most authoritative representative (according to Husserl’s own
attestation), was teaching it along the fundamental lines presented above?

Phenomenology (without further specifications) returns reflectively, by a back-
ward and inward move, to a regional pure (without further specifications) conscious-
ness or pure (without further specifications at first) ego, which is a self-enclosed
unity of streaming lived experiences,”’ with no connection any more with the
real world itself, qua transcendently appearing actuality. This is supposedly the
result of our “not going along with” the positing of the realistically real world (in
the context of the pre-phenomenological natural attitude), a stance that Heidegger
equates with the turn of our gaze from the perceptual thing to the perceiving, or to
the perceivedness of the thing. In the latter, we no longer have the transcendently
appearing, actual thing, but the thing in the how of its appearance, or in its Being-
character, or in its being-meant, or in terms of its constituting factor, or, we may add
(following Husserl’s analyses in the LI and in the first publication of the Ideas I) in
its sense (Sinn)—understood, at best, as the universal factor prescribing the form of
an empty aiming that struggles to be established rather than as something particular.
The reduction that is responsible for this new stance is equated by Heidegger with
the “so-called transcendental reduction,” which leads us also to a pure consciousness
that is, now, no other than Descartes’ res cogitans, the isolated immanent world-
edge of the thinking reality next to the sphere of extended reality that is, moreover,
stricken through by “universal doubt.” When, in the Crisis, Husserl made the bitter
remark we saw him making earlier (§3.2) regarding his “Cartesian way,” he was
absolutely right (but also a bit delayed).

In the “Britannica Article” (1927), Heidegger has not really moved beyond this
horizon. And when, next to that first phenomenological reduction which is “the so-
called transcendental reduction,” he has to add that there is a second novel reduction,
different from the “second” of 1925 (i.e., different from the eidetic), he realizes
that he is facing a very painful situation. Heidegger hadn’t followed the evolution
of Husserl’s thought toward the deepening of his self-understanding regarding the
transcendental-phenomenological methodology, especially the latter’s ripening after
the first publication of the Ideas I and during the 1920s.%8 It is only because of this

YFrom this point of view, Phenomenology’s analyses do not concern the purely psychological,
transcendently appearing phenomena of objects, but objects that in an unspecified—if not
paradoxical—sense are “lived-through in those acts [der in den Akten erlebten Gegenstinde]” in
some vague “regard to their objectivity [hinsichtlich ihrer Gegenstéindlichkeit]” (7B, 77/96; trnsl.
md.). To use a Nietzschean expression here: incipit tragoedia!

28As we saw in Chap. 2, Husserl comes to a deeper understanding of the transcendental-
phenomenological methodology and to a fully intelligible and truly ontological understanding of
Transcendental Phenomenology only after the late 1920s. Then, moreover, as we can conclude on
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that, in 1927, Heidegger seems to have been caught in an unexpected throttling
clinch by Husserl. For how should he treat the first phenomenological reduction of
his first part of the second version of the Britannica article (which, in the B1 copy of
his manuscript, was marked as “psychological”) if in 1925 he considered the “first”
phenomenological reduction to be the “so-called” transcendental reduction? A real
mess indeed!

In what follows, we will encounter additional evidence that will help us overcome
these fatal misunderstandings, which continue to leave Phenomenology internally
divided and unbearably introvertive.

3.6 The Residua of the Phenomenological Reductions
in Heidegger and Husserl

3.6.1 Heidegger’s Faulty Understanding and his Final Stance

As becomes clear from Heidegger’s relevant references in 1925 and 1927,% he
essentially never updated his connection with Husserl’s developing thought after
his study of the Ideas I (1913). Thus, Heidegger’s knowledge of an explicit phe-
nomenological reduction concerned the generally “phenomenological” (or vaguely,
“transcendental,”) reduction that Husserl used for his analyses in the Ideas 1. That
generally phenomenological reduction can be “first” only with regard to the eidetic
reduction. From 1901 until 1927, then, Heidegger was, in “confusion,” trying to
assimilate Husserl’s Phenomenology on at least these three counts.

(a) He somehow managed to solve his open problems with the consistency of the
LI by searching the content of the Ideas 1.

(b) He unsuccessfully tried to understand Husserl’s transcendental turn as it was
expressed, basically, in the Ideas 1.

(c) He unsuccessfully tried to make sense—especially in 1927—of the newly
appearing to him “phenomenological psychological” reduction, in relation to
the phenomenological transcendental reduction.

The confusion, of course, was not totally unjustified. As we have seen, Husserl
himself admitted that the one-step transition to Transcendental Phenomenology,

the basis of what was said in Chap. 2 and up to this point in the present chapter, epistemological
transcendentalism (Synthetic Phenomenological Psychology) is distinguished from the really onto-
logical transcendentalism of either the unintelligible mundane or the intelligible monadological
sort. (The intelligibility of the latter is recognized from Husserl’s own point of view and should
not be a kind of unquestionable orthodoxy for all Phenomenology. On this, see also Chap. 10.) Cf.
also the present account of this section and the relevant analyses of §3.4.1 above here, along with
Crowell 2002a.

YSee PHCT, 121-2/167-8; Heidegger’s letter of October 22, 1927 to Husserl (Hua 1X, 600).
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via the monolithic “Cartesian way,” was responsible for much confusion among
his readers and students, regarding the meaning and scope of that version of
phenomenological philosophizing. And what we saw in the previous chapter with
regard to the development of Husserl’s thought on phenomenological methodology
also provides ample reasons for such confusion.

Facing all these difficulties, Heidegger seems to have understood transcendental
reduction in a way determined by the situation that was sketched earlier, in §3.2.
In the LI, Heidegger’s favorite and—in many respects the most acceptable—
phenomenological work of Husserl’s, it becomes clear at some point that Phe-
nomenology does not examine the real (realistic) thing, but only the intentionally
appearing thing.*® This, of course, means that a certain restriction is already
presupposed in Phenomenology’s methodology. In the Ideas I, however, Heidegger
is caught by an unpleasant, so to speak, surprise: he reads that Phenomenology must
now perform a phenomenological ‘or’ — still confusedly — ‘transcendental’ epoché
and reduction, in which we put into brackets the world, and that, by means of a
process called “experiment of world-annihilation” (Weltvernichtung), we can prove
that, whereas the transcendent world is annihilatable, transcendental consciousness
will always remain intact as an “absolute” sphere of Being.

Bearing in mind Heidegger’s itinerary in Phenomenology, it seems reasonable
to conclude that, for him, the Transcendental Phenomenology announced and
developed in the Ideas I demands the application of a method that instructs us to
erase or annihilate even the faded remains of the transcendent world, still allowed
in the LI, in order to retreat and to find final refuge in a desolate consciousness
that has lost any foothold in the transcendent world. In Heidegger’s eyes, then,
Husserl’s Phenomenology absolutely betrays itself. In its transcendental rendering,
Phenomenology seems to totally strike-through the transcendently appearing world
and its beings, in order to lead us back to an empty consciousness deprived of
its original characteristic mark, its very intentionality! At best, it is left with
its immanent cogitationes (mere reell living experiences, mere aimings, mere
possibilities of intentional aiming and intentional correlation) much like what
happens with Descartes’ cogifo. Thus, transcendental reduction’s residuum, i.e.,
transcendental consciousness, may be thought to remain, after all, practically empty.
If the transcendental reduction is an anxious bugle for retreat to safety and to
familiarity, to our most intimate ownness, then not only the realistic reality is
abandoned but also the transcendent phenomena that were left still intact in the LI.

The notorious world-annihilation experiment makes all this even more persua-
sive. After its involvement in the project of the transcendental turn, the impression
that the transcendental-phenomenological methodology wants from us the abolition

390n this, see also Chap. 2, note 12. From the perspective of the ontological Ideas 1, Husserl, of
course, changed his mind and abandoned the basically Brentanian idea that was present in the first
edition of the LI. Phenomenology precedes Physics and any other empirical science of any kind of
reality and shows that all Being is Being constituted in transcendental consciousness (see Ideas 1,
§52).
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of the transcendent world and our backward turn into an actually empty conscious-
ness can be easily formed. When one lacks a clear distinction between psychological
and transcendental reduction, Phenomenological Psychology and Transcendental
Phenomenology, and psychologically and transcendentally pure consciousness, then
transcendental consciousness in the Ideas 1 is thought to be the poor remnant and
faint shadow of the intentional consciousness introduced in the LI. It becomes a
worldless self-enclosed region of sterile stirring of ineffective attempts at syntheses
upon ‘raw material’ of a disappearing (or in any case inscrutable and enigmatic)
origin. This would indeed then mean that Transcendental Phenomenology blatantly
betrays and deserts the grounding arch-principle of Phenomenology: the idea of
intentionality and intentional transcendence to an appearing world with beings.

In Heidegger’s relevant lecture courses of 1925 and 1927, we can trace a certain
wavering in the way he presents intentionality in Husserl’s Phenomenology. On a
charitable approach, this can be explained on the basis of the problem regarding
the understanding of the latter’s systematic transition from the LI to the Ideas
13" In the PHCT (1925), Husserlian intentionality is presented positively, as an
overcoming of the corresponding traditional concept that Brentano had inherited
from the Scholastics (PHCT, §§4.e-5). Husserlian intentionality secures continuous
contact with the world, thus solving the traditional epistemological problem of
bridging ‘mind and reality.” In the BPP (1927), the misunderstandings of the concept
of intentionality which Heidegger attacks are: (a) that which considers intentionality
as a relation, and (b) that according to which intentionality makes possible a
transcendence toward the world, in the sense of a move starting from an inwardness
in order to arrive at an outwardness (BPP, §9). Neither of these two cases can refer
to Husserl and, especially with regard to the second, Heidegger remarks that it refers
to the non-phenomenological philosophies. In Being and Time (1927), however, the
stance reconstructed above takes full shape. It is clear that Heidegger’s allusion
there, that a reductive effort to free ourselves from all presuppositions would leave
us with a “worldless ego,” (BT, 190-1/205-6) has as its addressee none other than
Husserl.

3.6.2 Husserl’s Actual Intentions With the World-Annihilation

Nonetheless, as we know from the second chapter of this book, this picture is
erroneous. Transcendental reduction simply wants to bring to light that which
previously lay hidden: the ultimate time-structures upon which the intentional
correlation between conscious, rule-governed, synthesizing acts and transcendently
appearing, actual object-unities happens. In this sense, transcendental reduction

3 And not, say, on that of an inner struggle between Heidegger’s documented frenzy to surpass
Husserl and his expression of a deep awareness of his great debt to him.



84 3 Heidegger and the Phenomenological Reductions in Husserl

does not lead us to a cabinet-like consciousness experiencing nothing, but to the
very always-already-established intentional correlations, where actuality itself, in
all its kinds of Being, gets constituted.

The experiment of the world-annihilation, so crucial after all for a proper
understanding of the transcendental turn in Husserl’s Phenomenology, indeed leaves
us facing the limit-experience of a sheer self-enclosed emptiness. But this is done
only in order to draw our attention to the ceaselessly functioning transcendental
consciousness, within which the givenness of the world (with its beings) in its Being
is, in the end, accomplished in internally harmonious, intentional syntheses. The
realistic conception of the world (and its beings) is, then, proved to be the result of
a naive, erroneous absolutizing interpretation of this appearing world.

The thought experiment of world-annihilation, which intervenes in the process
of transcendental reduction, does not signal a further and more radical retreat
in immanence than that of the psychological reduction. It does not mean that
consciousness, after having first just suspended the question regarding the reality
of the transcendent world (in the psychological reduction), now refuses even to
acknowledge this transcendently appearing world, in order to be awkwardly led
to the elimination of its own very intentionality and, thus, of its essential make-up.
Contrary to the widespread view, with the transcendental epoché and reduction,
Husserl wants to make consciousness’ ‘ties’ with the transcendent world in its
actuality as manifest and robust as is phenomenologically possible—‘ties,” which,
in this special meaning, were at first simply left out of play.*?

The [transcendental] epoché in respect to all natural [natiirlichen] human life-interests
appears to be a turning-away [Abwendung] from them (which is, by the way, one of the most
common misunderstandings of the transcendental epoché). But if it were meant in this way,
there would be no transcendental inquiry. How could we take perception and the perceived,
memory and the remembered, the objective and every sort of verification [Bewdhrung] of
the objective, including art, science, and philosophy, as transcendental theme without living
through these sorts of things as examples and indeed with < their > self-evidence [regarding
their original transcendent appearance and their transcendental-phenomenologically re-
interpreted natural reality, i.e., actuality]? (Crisis, 176/179-80; emphases added)

After the transcendental reduction, the world remains solidly connected with
the field and the constituting possibilities of transcendental consciousness, with the
transcendental time-field, where the world is constituted in its sense (Sinn), validity
(Geltung), and Being (Sein). Within this attitude, the world or, perhaps more accu-

32Cf. Moran 2003, 241. Regarding the world-annihilation thought experiment, see Ideas I, §§31,
49-50; see also the explanations offered here in Chap. 2, §2.4. On the relation between epoché and
reduction and their combined function, see Chap. 2, §2.1, 2.3. In the Husserlian bibliography, the
thesis that with the transcendental reduction Phenomenology re-gains the whole world in its Being
was stressed for the first time by Fink in 1933 (1970). On this, see also Merleau-Ponty’s relevant
remark that reduction (here read: word annihilation experiment) “steps back to watch the forms of
transcendence fly up like sparks from a fire; it slackens the intentional threads which attach us to
the world and thus brings them to our notice” (Merleau-Ponty 1962, xv).
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rately, the beings of this or that specific worldliness,*® appear as transcendentally
constituted transcendent correlates. They appear, that is, as noemata—i.e., first of
all as the things experienced in the “threshold intentionality” of simple sensory
perception and, ascending up to the acts of higher order, as the objectities aimed at
in them (and perhaps also intuitionally given) as founded upon perception in this or
that way. The world no longer appears in the context of the ontological interpretation
(understanding) dictated by the positivity and the general positing (Generalthesis)
of the natural attitude. It now appears as intentionally constituted in the one or the
other intentional correlation, but also in its—whatever each time—full Being.>*

If, then, transcendental reduction is expected to do something ‘more’ than the
psychological reduction, this more is the showing of the inevitability of the onto-
logical dependence of the actual world and its beings on the field of transcendental
syntheses. Transcendental reduction is Husserl’s way of solving this question too,
by showing that there is no gap separating the appearing, actual thing from its
absolutized apprehension, projected somehow within or behind the appearing thing.
For Transcendental Phenomenology (either mundane or monadological), what is
gives itself (and what can be can give itself) in some intentional correlation
according to the “phenomenological principle of all principles.”* The sphere of
realistic beings and its distance from the appearing phenomena are now seen as
mythological speculations established on the basis of the general positing that
characterizes the ontologically naive natural attitude.

Transcendental reduction does not extend the spirit of the psychological reduc-
tion in a linear manner. Transcendental reduction is not a retreat and a loss, as,
in a sense, is the case with the psychological one. The whole itinerary, of the
natural attitude to that of the Phenomenological Psychology and from it to the
attitude of Transcendental Phenomenology, is not exactly a march of devastation
and loss. We do not follow a course leading us from the self-subsisting thing to its
psychological (but still transcendent) phenomenon and then to the destruction of
even that phenomenon. The residue of the transcendental reduction is hence not the
intentionally null, a regional self-enclosed ego with ineffective meanings and van-

3The term “worldliness” (Weltlichkeit) appears in Husserl’s writings before 1929 (the time at
which he thoroughly studied Heidegger’s published works) and even before 1927. See, e.g., Hua
1V, 369; Hua XXXV, 289; Hua 1X, 274, 613; Hua XXXIV, 253, 265, 288-9; Hua I, 125, 129. See
also Theodorou 2010b. Its meaning there, sometimes gesturing toward “mundaneity” (on the use
of this term here, see Chap. 2, §2.7, and below here §3.9) and at other times toward “character of
the world-horizon within which the corresponding beings appear,” does not prohibit the use just
suggested in the main text (which is connected of course with the second meaning of the current
explication and with Heidegger’s use). See also Chap. 2, note 42.

3“Whatever” in a double sense: (a) noetically, in whatever noesis (Noesis), from the point of
view of the act’s character (if the being is aimed at or appears to us in perception, imagination,
memory, etc.) and from the point of view of the act’s order (if it is aimed at or appears to us
in simple perception, mythological interpretation, this or that theoretical thematization, etc.), and
(b) culturally or historically. On this point, see also Theodorou 2010b. For the use of “Being” in
connection with Husserl’s Phenomenology, see Chap. 2, note 20.

3See Ideas 1, §24. We will come to this fundamental point later, in Chap. 10.
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ishing ‘raw material,” as Heidegger generally thought in 1927. Indeed, as we saw in
Chap. 2, and this is important (despite its defects), even the mundane transcendental
consciousness retains its full intentional capacity (despite the “unintelligibility”).
And this is further supported by the next step in the maturation of the transcendental
reduction, which leads from mundane to fully monadological consciousness. Thus,
in his part of the second version of the “Britannica Article” Husserl wrote:

As transcendental phenomenologist, what I have now is not my ego as a [psychologically-
phenomenological or even mundane transcendental] psyche—for the very meaning of the
word ‘psyche’ [in this sense] presupposes an actual or possible world [as a sphere of res
next to that of such a psyche]—but as a [monadologically] transcendentally pure ego. (PTP,
129/274)

Heidegger, however, having missed the inner developments of Husserl’s method-
ology, misunderstood this description of the transcendental residuum. In a marginal
note, he asks Husserl:

Does not a world-as-such belong to the essence of the pure [transcendental] ego? Cf. our
conversation in Todtnauberg < April, 1926 > about “being-in-the-world” (Being and Time
§12, §69) and its essential difference from presence-at-hand “within” such a world. (PTP,
129/274 n. 1)

Here, the dialogue between Husserl and Heidegger has reached the apex of
talking at cross-purposes! Phenomenology’s internal maturation collapses. The
roads of development have been separated.

3.7 The Standard Heideggerian Reception
of the Transcendental Reduction

In the standard Heideggerian critique of Husserl’s Phenomenology, no real care
is taken to consider the original causes that led to the misunderstandings about
which Husserl so often complaints. For instance, Seeburger (1975) suggests that
Heidegger’s problem with Husserl does not so much have to do with “the”
phenomenological reduction, since Heidegger too (in order to overcome the priority
or rather current factum of Vorhandenheit) must somehow find a way to get out
of this particular concretization of Being-in-the-world characterizing the presently
entrenched historical situation of humanity. Heidegger’s problem with regard to
Husserl’s Phenomenology consists rather in that, as Heidegger himself says, Husserl
supposedly makes the following mistake.

[Husserl] confuses Being with beings, insofar as he clings to the assumption that the
structures of Being (Sein) must be grounded in some being (Seiendes). [ .. .] [He] attempts
to ground all structures of meaning and Being (Sein) in transcendental subjectivity, which
remains, after all, a being (ein Seiendes). (Seeburger 1975, 200)3°

36Similar views are maintained by Bernet (1990, 144-5, 147), Morrison (1978, 54), and Schacht
(1972, 304-5).
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After Husserl’s subsequent tracing of the unintelligibility problem, and his
adoption of the monadological problematic, this line of criticism no longer holds.
A monad is not one being among the other mundane beings of the world in its
totality, and it does not constitute actual (‘real’) beings while sharing with them
the same mode of Being. Husserl’s transcendental monad is, rather, an a-regional,
horizonal, time-field of syntheses, within which all mundaneity gets constituted in
a genetic-historical fashion. It is the very a priori, universal, non-ontic condition
for the possibility of rule-guided intentional constitution of all beings in their
particular Being or proper worldliness; a condition for even the possibility of its
self-objectification as mundane psyche.

Taminiaux (1989) reads the situation in an analogous way. His reading is
explicitly?” based on the line drawn by Heidegger in 1925, already mentioned above.
Firstly, without having distinguished between psychological, eidetic, and transcen-
dental phenomenological reductions, Taminiaux treats Empirical and Phenomeno-
logical (Pure) Psychology as indistinguishable, and reads Transcendental Phe-
nomenology merely as an eidetic-descriptive mathesis, referring exclusively to—
psychologically-phenomenologically understood, in the end—phenomena, which
has no right to discuss Being. For him, transcendentally reduced constitution
means, basically, arrival at essences, not re-appropriation of ontic existence or of
the meaning of Being. In straightforward intentional correlation, transcendental
consciousness does not confer existence to its correlates; it only lets them appear
or be given as ‘mere’ phenomena.38 In what, then, do the LI differ from the
later transcendental phenomenological works? Certainly not in that in the LI we
allegedly exclusively find analyses having in view only the living experiences, the
cogitationes, but not also the transcendently appearing intentional objectities, the
cogitata—as Taminiaux seems to think.>* How could Husserl otherwise repeatedly
claim, e.g., in the “Britannica Article,” that all the psychological-phenomenological
reductions can, by a simple change of sign, be turned “word for word” into
transcendental phenomenological reductions and vice versa?

Secondly, Taminiaux’s difficulty in distinguishing between psychological and
transcendental phenomenological reduction also leads him to the impression that
the transcendental subject in Husserl is necessarily forced to have the same Being
as that of a physical transcendence and, more specifically, as seen from the
pre-transcendental point of view, i.e., the natural standpoint. For Taminiaux, the
distinction between nature and mind that Husserl supposedly attempts to introduce
in his Idea of Phenomenology (1907) leads us back to Descartes’ metaphysical

37See Taminiaux 1989, 671f.

38See Taminiaux 1989, 66. Also: “The ‘reduction’ [...] is designed first of all to defend pure
immanence against any contamination by transcendence.” (Taminiaux 1991, 12-3; more generally,
12ff).

3That something like this is clearly excluded may also be seen from Husserl’s explicit references
in subsequent works and marginal notes, e.g. in Hua II1.1, 296 and 296 n. 1, 217-8, 203 n. 1. See
also below in the main text.
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dualism of res extensa and res cogitans (without any further specifications).*

Taminiaux lets us see here that, being in complete agreement with Heidegger’s
misinterpretation of Husserl, the transcendental ego is for the latter, and from
beginning to end, a mere mundane entity. For Husserl, though, the monadological
transcendental ego is, in the end, purged of any of the residual positivity that escaped
the transcendental reduction up to the 1920s; it is not a sphere of intra-worldly
Being, next and parallel to res extensa.

When no care is taken with the distinction we made earlier, one is left with
a general and vague idea about “the” phenomenological reduction, which in an
uncontrollable way allegedly puts into brackets “existence” or the “real existents.”*!
As expected, this has its consequences. Thus, despite the fact that, e.g., Maloney
accepts the priority of the ontological question among the motives that led Husserl to
the transcendental reduction, he thinks that at the critical moment, Husserl deprives
transcendental consciousness of its intentionality, thus rendering it worldless.** And
this, as the same maintains, is because after placing the world between brackets,
the “transcendentality” of the Husserlian consciousness consists in “transcending
the world,” i.e., it consists in its being-outside it and without it. On the contrary,
he continues, only the Heideggerian Dasein manages to be “transcendence fo the
world” and thus to remain faithful to the spirit of Phenomenology.*?

Crowell is one of the few phenomenologists who clearly refer to the specifically
psychologically pure ego as amounting to a mundane entity.** He, however, thinks
that Husserl locates both the psychological and the transcendental ego (without
further specification) within mundaneity, attributing to the first the mode of Being
“present at hand” (Vorhandenheit) and arriving at the second by simply “abstract-
ing” this meaning of Being from the first. Thus, despite the fact that Crowell
recognizes that Husserl discovered a “non-formal transcendental field [that] allows
him to speak of ‘transcendental facts’” (1990, 508), he ultimately suggests that for
both Husserl and Heidegger, “the ‘transcendental’ [must] be a field of evidence

40See Taminiaux 1989, 71; 1991, 35.

4IMaloney 1986, 16. Biemel also thinks that the transition to transcendental and constituting
(indeed) Phenomenology is accomplished when “the Being of the world” has undergone an epoché
(Hua 1X, xxiv), without any further specifications. He then maintains that Phenomenological
Psychology is effectuated within the natural attitude, but without elucidating any of the details
that we were here trying to deal with. See also Biemel (1977).

42Maloney 1986, 15. Under certain conditions, which we will discuss further below, we must not
oversee Crowell’s positive remark that Husserl uses the term “world” in two different ways: (a)
“to mean ‘the totality of objects,” i.e., in the sense of something ‘present at hand’ (if not as a
whole) for the theorizing (and pre-theoretical) subject,” (Crowell 1990, 512), and (b) “as a non-
objective ‘horizon’ of all positing” (ibid., 513). For him, it is only from the point of view of the way
(a) prescribes that “the transcendental ego must, as reduced, be worldless” (ibid., 513; emphasis
added). The preceding analyses of this chapter, however, hopefully complement this reading. See
also Theodorou 2010b.

43See Maloney 1986, 16.
4See Crowell 1990, 506, 512.
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embedded within mundaneity” (1990, 509), but with a difference in what concerns
the meaning of Being of “the transcendental” and of “mundaneity.” This view,
however, comes as a result of the fact that, on the latter’s approach, there is no
absolutely clear view of, on the one hand, the substantial relation among natural
attitude, mundaneity, and psychological ego in Husserl*’ and, on the other hand, the
precise meaning of the sort of—at least claimed—Iliberation from mundaneity and
the existence appertaining to it as it was effectuated by the transcendental reduction,
especially its late 1920s understanding. In short, it is not correct to suppose that
Husserl recognizes just one kind of Being among the mundane beings and that,
due to this, transcendental reduction forces him to be left with only beings without
Being, i.e., only with meanings.*® For Husserl, mundaneity characterizes beings
that, although constituted in intentional correlations, are naively considered—tacitly
or thematically—as self-subsisting beings in themselves (realistic entities). This is
the result of the general positing conditioning the natural attitude. Transcendental
reduction frees us from precisely this general positing. It leaves us, though, with
the beings in this or that appropriate mode of actual Being, e.g., with perceptual
beings in their usual perceptual actuality, but now as clearly marked by the
meaning “intentionally constituted in transcendental consciousness” (no matter yet
if transcendental consciousness is taken in its mundane or in its monadological
status). Probably because of the fact that Crowell understands the relation between
the psychological and transcendental ego in the way he does, ultimately he lets
Heidegger’s problematic presentation of the issue (seen in §3.8 the citation from
PTP, 109/257), go unnoticed.*’

Moreover, on the basis of this, he also thinks that transcendental reduction
signals “a departure from all questions of ontology” and, thus, “the question of
the ‘existence’ (= worldly [read: mundane] existence) of such a subject can no
longer have any meaning” (Crowell 1990, 515), since, as it is meant there, with the
transcendental reduction, even the meaning of Being as “presen[ce] at hand” was
subtracted. That is, for Crowell, the transcendental subject is the psychic ego that
transcendental reduction further transformed into mere meaning.

Nevertheless, according to the reading presented in Chap. 2 and here, none of
the latter readings really succeeds in reaching the core of Husserl’s Transcendental
Phenomenology; much less to threaten the consistency (only this concerns us here)
between its methodology and its systematic pretensions, as well as its claimed
research field.

430n this, see Crowell 1990, 513-4.

4For the latter equation, see Crowell 1990, 507-8, 515. See also Chap. 2 §2.6.3 of the book at
hand.

47See Crowell 1990, 510. Despite the differences in our approaches, I must say that, to my
knowledge, Crowell’s writings are the most sensitive and apposite analyses of the relationship
between Husserl and Heidegger (especially those concerning the “Article” incident).
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3.8 Heidegger’s 1927 Fallacious Apprehension
of Phenomenological Psychology and of Its Place Within
Phenomenology and Philosophy

Even in 1927, then, Heidegger does not seem to have a clear view of the
developments in Husserl’s thinking. He is still deeply puzzled with regard to both
the ultimate methodological presuppositions of the LI and the meaning of the
transition from that work to the Ideas I and subsequent advances. “What is the
meaning of the absolute [transcendental] ego, as distinct from the pure psychic
[ego]?” (PTP, 139/602), he asks Husserl, in eloquent puzzlement, in a letter of
October 22, 1927. And while still confused with regard to this difference, he built
his own Phenomenology together with a harsh, multi-fronted, and yet asymptotic
criticism of Husserl’s specifically transcendental Phenomenology.

In the first part of the second version of the “Britannica Article,” i.e., in the
part of the article that Heidegger wrote fully on his own (after Husserl asked him
to do so), Heidegger tries to crystallize the way he had understood the standing
architectonics and future plan of his teacher’s Phenomenology. In particular, the
awkwardness of the manner in which Heidegger had understood the relation
between Phenomenological Psychology and Transcendental Phenomenology is
vividly displayed in some critical points of his manuscript. Consider the following.

Nonetheless, fundamental reflection on the object and method of a Pure Psychology can let
us see precisely that such a Psychology is fundamentally unable to secure the foundations
for philosophy as a science. For Psychology itself, as a positive science, is the investigation
of a determinate region of entities and thus, for its part, requires a foundation. (PTP,
109/257)

Philosophy as a science is a mathesis that needs foundation. Pure Psychology is
a positive science that cannot found philosophy as science. Pure Psychology itself
needs a foundation—probably in Philosophy as a science.

Phenomenological Psychology is here called “positive science” and it is as such
that it does not suffice to form the founding basis for philosophy as science. But
what does “positive science” mean here? And what would the necessary foundation
for a phenomenological philosophy as science look like? That is, we can assume,
what kind of foundation would we need for Phenomenology as First Philosophy or,
which is here for Heidegger the same, for Transcendental Phenomenology as First
Philosophy or, for that matter, for Phenomenology as Science of the Sciences or
Fundamental Ontology?*® Here, too, Heidegger appears desperately perplexed.

Firstly, the following must be said in this context. Calling Pure or Phenomeno-
logical Psychology—either in its eidetic or in its mundane ‘transcendental’*’

“80n the prehistory of this understanding of Phenomenology on the part of Heidegger, i.e., as
Science of the Sciences or, after all, as Fundamental Ontology, i.e., as project for an a priori
intuitional elucidation of the meaning-qua-phenomenon of Being as such, see Theodorou 2010a.
See also here Chaps. 8, 9, and 10.

490n the meaning of this ‘transcendental,” see notes 8, 11, 18, 19, and 28 above.
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version—a positive science is not necessarily a sound animadversion for Husserl’s
plans with it.>° Husserl himself had done this already in his first version of the
article. As we saw in Chap. 2, in the 1920s, Husserl realized that the Eidetic
Phenomenological Psychology is actually developed from the point of view of some
remaining power of the natural attitude. Latently in use in the L/, the psychological-
phenomenological reduction had not actually eliminated the full power of the natural
attitude. Psychological-phenomenological reduction still silently left intact or kept
“posited” the realistic world behind both the physical and the psychic.’!

Besides this, the fact that Pure or Phenomenological Psychology is expected to
fix the metaphysics of the subject matter of any empirical psychological research
means that it determines the essence of the psychic as one of the actualities in the
world, as a specific region of Being. This is another sense of what “positive” may
mean in the last citation.

Be that as it may, though, Phenomenological Psychology as such was never
conceived by Husserl as First Philosophy or as a foundational level of Transcen-
dental Phenomenology as First Philosophy. As we saw above, in §3.4.1, Husserl
had conceived of it only as the a priori foundation of Empirical Psychology (and,
later, as mere propaedeutic for the Transcendental Phenomenology).

We must now try to examine more closely whether and how Husserl managed
to overcome the restrictions imposed to Phenomenological Psychology (from the
fact that it itself is a ‘positive science’) and reach the level of Phenomenology as an
intelligible Transcendental Phenomenology and, thus, of phenomenologically sound
First Philosophy.

Before turning directly to this task, let us first see how Heidegger understands the
matter, and how this seriously affects the way he presents Husserl’s Phenomenology.
The lines below follow immediately the last cited passage (PTP, 109/257).

The return to consciousness, which every philosophy seeks with varying <degrees
of > certitude and clarity, extends itself back to [erstreckt sich< ... >iiber< ... > zuriick]
the region of the pure psychic, into the field of pure subjectivity. Because the Being of
everything that can be experienced by the subject in various ways, i.e., [the Being of] the
transcendent in the broadest sense, is constituted in this pure subjectivity, pure subjectivity

30Considering Phenomenological (or Pure) Psychology as a positive science can, of course, become
problematic, if this positivity were to be understood along the lines of the positivity of the natural
sciences, i.e., as implying reliance on empirical data that are to be inductively processed. However,
the adjective “Pure” normally protects from some such misunderstanding. On Heidegger’s side,
we preclude of course any reading of Phenomenological or Pure Psychology as science, which
would understand it as an empirical (inductive) endeavour in need of another regional metaphysical
founding of its subject matter or object-domain; i.e., it cannot be the case that Heidegger sees Pure
Psychology in a manner analogous to Classical Physics, which—as positive empirical inductive
science and for the constitution of its object domain—is in need of the special metaphysics
that Kant recognized (and Phenomenology should also recognize) basically in Newton’s three
principles. For more on this, see Chap. 2, especially §2.7.1 and note 77; also §3.4.1 in the present
chapter.

S'We saw that this was done also by the transcendentally constituting consciousness of the Ideas I,
i.e., with the mundane transcendental consciousness in its epistemological synthesizing version.
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is called transcendental subjectivity. Pure Psychology as a positive science of consciousness
points back to [weist zuriick in] the transcendental science of pure subjectivity [i.e., to
Transcendental Phenomenology as supposed science (of all sciences)]. (PTP, 109/257;
trnsl. md.; emphases added?)

On the one hand, we notice that here, in 1927, Heidegger considers treating
consciousness as constituting everything transcendent in its Being. However, this
does not restrain him from also thinking that all this is lost after Husserl’s
reductive move. On the other hand, the serious distortion that arises here cannot
escape our attention. Until this passage and, more generally, throughout the first
part of the second version of the “Britannica Article” (the part that he wrote),
Heidegger examines the possibilities and the problems arising with regard to Pure
Psychology as “positive” science. It is this Psychology which is there presented
as the supposedly sole phenomenological way for traditional philosophy’s sought-
for return to consciousness, to conscious subjectivity. And now it is as if all these
are suddenly forgotten. It is forgotten that for Husserl too, this Pure Psychology
or Phenomenological Psychology is, mutatis mutandis, nothing but a “positive”
science, with all the implied weaknesses and restrictions that something like this
imposes upon it. In manifest violence, now in 1927, Heidegger seems to repress
and conceal the consequences of his calling Pure Psychology’s field of research
“pure psychic subjectivity.” Abruptly and inconsistently, he confusingly projects
onto the Husserl of 1927 the idea that this—psychologically-phenomenologically,
of course—pure subjectivity, the one with which Pure Psychology as a “positive”
science deals, constitutes the Being of the transcendent correlates of all sorts of
intentional acts.

We are already appropriately prepared to understand that this is a serious
misreading of the 1927 Husserl. It is as if Heidegger’s reading wants to point
back, from the direction of his own worries, to the problem of “unintelligibility.”3
However, from the point of view of his own agenda, Husserl has already confronted,
dealt with, and solved this problem.

3.9 Husserl’s Ultimate Conception of Transcendental
Consciousness

Phenomenological Psychology strictly understood (either in its eidetic or in
its synthetic version) is conducted under the auspices of the psychological-
phenomenological reduction. And this means that—to a certain degree, not
only in Husserl’s clearer thought of the 1920s—it cannot by itself amount to
a transcendental consciousness that constitutes its intentional correlates in their

52The terms “transcendent” and “transcendental” are emphasised in the original text.

33We should recall that this “unintelligibility” was the subject matter discussed in Chap. 2, §2.7.
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Being. It is from this later perspective that, in his Cartesian Meditations (1929),
Husserl warns us with regard to the content of his mature views on the ego.

[I]Jt must by no means be accepted as a matter of course that allegedly with our apodictic
pure [transcendental] ego we have rescued a little tag-end of the world [ein kleines Endchen
der Welt] as the sole unquestionable part [...] of the world. [...] Unfortunately, these
prejudices were at work when Descartes introduced the apparently insignificant but actually
fateful change whereby the ego becomes a substantia cogitans, a separate human mens sive
animus. (CM, 24/63)

We also find an analogous warning in another work of the same period, Formal
and Transcendental Logic (1929), where we read that transcendental intentional
subjectivity is not disclosed with a turn toward the Cartesian cogito, the mere “I
think” (Hua XVII, 48). All this, of course, applies—as an implicit self-criticism—
to Husserl’s own earlier rendering of the transcendental consciousness in the Ideas
I, which was still presented along the lines of Cartesian doubt. Even when, in
1921, Husserl writes that “das Residiuum der phdnomenologischen Reduktion” is
“was bleibt undurchstreichbar als reines ego und sein cogito, gewinne ich mich
als Monade” (Hua X1V, 52), he does not seem to have escaped from the dangerous
attraction of the Cartesian way. The same holds for another passage from 1922 (Hua
X1V, 264.4-11). It says that, after the transcendental reduction to my solitary life,
I am left with “my monad behind its solitary shutter [Blende].” The editor of the
volume informs us that Husserl “later” struck-through this point and criticized it
with the comment “naive” in the margin of the manuscript. And, again in 1921,
Husserl writes as if his transcendental monad were a Cartesian ego, a being that
retains its subsistence even when everything else in the world has been annihilated.
“Jede Monade ist in ihrem Dasein nicht abhdngig von der anderen, sie bliebe
auch bestehen, und das Ich bliebe dieses Ich, wenn die Welt als Natur aufhorte zu
existieren, und es hdtte dieses Ich auch gewesen sein konnen, wenn in thm Natur sich
nie konstituiert hditte und hditte konstituieren konnen. So hat Leibniz recht, wenn er
sagt, die Monade entspreche dem Cartesianischen strengen Substanzbegriff: wofern
in ihm nur gesagt wiire, dass selbstindig ein Wesen dann ist.” (Hua XIII, 233).>

Two points in another direction seem to be the following. In 1920 Husserl
remarks that “Fingiere ich eine Genesis, in der ich noch keine Anderen habe, so
gewinne ich Korper und meinen Leib, letzteren in einem schon ziemlich vollen Sinn,
aber doch nicht ganz, denn was jetzt die Hauptsache ist: Die konkrete Einheit
meiner Subjektivitit mit dem in ihr schon Konstituierten (Korper, Leib) kann sich
nicht als Einheit in einer Apperzeption konstituieren: Meine Monade ist das Milieu
fiir alle Apperzeptionen und noch nicht Seele.” (Hua XIII, 461 n. 2). In its context,
this remark means that the monad as residuum of the transcendental reduction is

S4Cf. Marion’s remark in note 61 below. See also Hua XIV, 295 n. 1, a text from 1922, where, as an
alternative definition of the transcendental subject as monad, Husserl self-understandably refers us
to Spinoza’s definition of “substance” (from Ethica, part I, def. 3) in which we read that substance
is “id, cujus conceptus non indiget conceptu alterius rei, a quo formari debeat [that, the conception
of which does not need the conception of other realities that would have to form it]” (trnsl. mine).
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not actually a mere object like any other object which is constituted precisely in
such a monad. And again, in the first volume of the published lecture course on
“First Philosophy,” (1923-24) Husserl explicitly states that the Cartesian “pure ego
is nothing different than the pure psychic [ ...] [;] a small piece [Stiickhen] of the
objective world” (Hua VII, 73; emphasis added)—but this doesn’t hold anymore for
the monadologically transcendental, pure ego.>

As Husserl’s still problematic and unsatisfactory—even to his own eyes—
expositions in the Britannica manuscripts show, it is true that all this was not
analytically clear, even to him, prior to the late 1920s. On this count, Heidegger’s
puzzlement and confusion were of course understandable, albeit not unconditionally
acceptable. Moreover, it is also probable that Husserl becomes for the first time fully
aware of the problem of the Unverstdndlichkeit after his discussions with Heidegger
during his visit to Husserl’s house in 1927. For example, to my knowledge, there
is no relevant mention of the critical term (“unintelligibility”) before his version
of the second part of the second version of the article. Nonetheless, it does appear
afterwards in relatively clear connection with the problem of the reduction and the
status of the reminding ego or consciousness, e.g., in the manuscripts from 1932-35
collected in Hua XXXIV.

Pure Psychology, as Heidegger explicitly recognizes in the first citation of §3.8,
rests upon a basis that does not suffice to render it the First Philosophy that would
unpresupposedly found the whole range of the particular sciences. The fact that
it itself presupposes one regional part of the world, with a particular meaning of
being and an unexamined realistic positing, cannot let it as such found (or ground)
the sciences that would like to explore other regions (their reality) of the world and
shows that all of them are in need of a more fundamental grounding. To ignore this is
precisely one version of the transcendental circularity upon which Husserl blames
the whole modern philosophical tradition.”® From his most developed standing, he
blames it for trying to produce the world from one of its sub-regions, from the
cogito, mind, Kantian transcendental ego, etc., as if the world were not already
presupposed in this very same move, and as if it were possible that a being of
the—essentially—same ontological order with that of the world (‘res’) constitute
the world and its very self, too, as part of this world.

33See also Hua XVII, 235, where we read again that the Cartesian ego is a small piece or a tiny
edge of the world. Cf. Diemer 1965, 26, 21, where the psychological reduction is related to the
Cartesian method that leads us to a supposedly certain tiny edge of the world; and Levinas (1973,
143 ), where the psychological consciousness is indeed distinguished from the transcendental or
absolute one, and only the second is described as truly and fully constituting, whereas the first
is presented as basically constituted. Phenomenological Psychology does not have in view the
intentional life of consciousness qua “source” or “origin” of Being, but qua one of its regions
(Levinas 1973, 145). From our perspective, we must add that what Diemer and Levinas remark
about psychological consciousness holds equally well of mundane transcendental consciousness.

36See, e.g., Hua IX, 264ff, 273, 290, 298.
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To be sure, there is an indication that at some point Heidegger comes to
understand and accept Husserl’s mature transcendental position. In the second part
of the second version of the “Article,” which Husserl wrote in order to complement
Heidegger’s first part (that was ending in the aporias we saw earlier), he ascertained
that “Once one has systematically disclosed, in <Pure Psychology>, the realm of
the pure psychic, one thereby already possesses, implicitly and even materially, the
content of the parallel transcendental sphere, and all that is needed is the doctrine
that is capable of merely reinterpreting [the pure psychological sphere] rather than
supplementing it <by adding something on to it>[i.e., ‘the’ transcendental reduc-
tion].” (PTP, 134/277; emphasis added). This is another articulation of Husserl’s
“change of sign” idea. Heidegger, though, asks in the margin (still confusing
the tasks and range of the psychological and the transcendental): “But on the
contrary, isn’t this ‘reinterpretation’ really only a ‘supplementing’ application < or:
utilization > of the transcendental problematic that you find incompletely < worked
out>in Pure Psychology, such that when the psychical comes on the scene as a
self-transcending < entity>, from that moment on, everything positive is rendered
transcendentally problematic—everything: both the psychical itself and the entities
(world) constituted in it.” (PTP, 134/277 n. 1). In the last phrase, we find repeated
the thesis previously encountered in the second citation of the current section.
Note here, too, the thesis that the world is a being (like all the other beings)
that Heidegger projects on Husserl. Discussion and other communication on this
matter, though, apparently led Heidegger to another position. Thus, in the letter to
Husserl of October 22, 1927, he finally acknowledges this: “We are in agreement
on the fact that entities in the sense of what you call ‘world’ cannot be explained
in their transcendental constitution by returning to an entity of the same mode
of being.” (PTP, 138/610). To my knowledge, however, after this sign of mutual
understanding, no other positive stance is detected on the part of Heidegger.

Husserl, in any case, had already moved beyond Heidegger’s late realization
of the real problem in 1927. The difficult experience, though, makes him eager
to seek the opportunity to make himself clear once more. In his “Nachwort”
(1931), Husserl expresses himself in this way. “‘Transcendental I’ is an old term
given a new sense; [ ...] [it should be now understood as] the [most] primordial
locus [Urstdte] of all meaning-giving and validation of Being.” (Ideas 11, 406/139;
emphasis added). From the properly intelligible perspective of the monadological
Transcendental Phenomenology, this means that the truly a-regional monadological
transcendental consciousness constitutes even the being that, from the natural
attitude, is recognized as psychologically-phenomenologically pure consciousness
(psyche), an edge of a particular sense of being ( ‘res cogitans’) within the totality
of the world (‘res’).”’

It is only because of such confusions between the tasks and the limits of
the psychological and the (mundane and monadological) transcendental reduction
that Heidegger can reproach Husserl that transcendental subjectivity is suppos-

57See also Chap. 2, §2.7.2 and 2.7.3, and notes 8, 11, 18, 19, 28 above in the present chapter.
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edly simply one more intra-worldly being-before-hand (etwas Vorhandenes). Only
because of this can he reproach Husserl, in his course PHCT (1925), for allegedly
not posing any question with regard to the meaning of Being of transcendental con-
sciousness, etc.”® On this basis, we can also explain the theses and the interpretations
of the standard Heideggerian criticism that the transcendental consciousness about
which Husserl speaks is an isolated region of Being, whose meaning of Being is the
same as that of the beings that it constitutes; that it is found next to them and that it
is essentially worldless.>

3.10 Absolute Transcendental Consciousness and Dasein’s
Absoluteness

We are now familiar with Husserl’s perspective of the late 1920’s, marked by
the clear and correct distinction between the psychological and the (mundane
and monadological) transcendental reduction and between psychologically and
transcendentally (mundanely and monadologically) pure consciousness. It is only on
this basis that we are also able to retrospectively assess the meaning of the passage
from Ideas I, where Husserl—provocatively indeed, but, still, as another Koestlerian
sleepwalker—claimed the absoluteness of transcendental consciousness.

[Clonsciousness considered in its “purity” must be held to be a self-contained complex of
being, a complex of absolute Being into which nothing can penetrate and out of which
nothing can slip, to which nothing is spatio-temporally external and which cannot be
affected by any physical thing and cannot exercise causation upon any physical thing®®—
being presupposed that causality has the normal sense of causality pertaining to Nature as
a relationship of dependence between realities [Realitdten]. (Ideas 1, 112/105; emphases
added)

This passage offers itself to two different possible readings.
From the premature transcendental stance of the Ideas 1, it means that this
transcendental consciousness is a self-enclosed sphere of Being; but a sphere of

38See PHCT, §10-13. See also Chap. 4, §4.10 and especially §4.10.2, of the present book.

S9Characteristic are the comments of, e.g., Bernet 1990, 144-5; and Maloney 1986, 16, 18-9. See
also Dreyfus 1991, 177, 248. We will come back to these issues in the section that follows. On
the meaning of consciousness’ independence from the beings in the world as sown by the world-
annihilation thought experiment, see also Marion 1998, 82-3.

%n his copy D (1929), Husserl adds: “not by any being prior to it conceived as absolute” (Ideas
I, 112 n. 28/499); there is no other absolute being before it. Retrospectively seen, from the
pre-monadological transcendental perspective of 1913, ‘absolute’ transcendental consciousness is
absolute in the sense of a remaining edge of the world in its totality; it is absolute as a residuum
within the totality of world. This absolute “edge” is, in 1913, seen as synthesizingly-constitutively
producing the rest of the actual world as dependent on that absolute consciousness. From the
perspective of the late 1920s, this idea is recognized as an “unintelligibility” (see Chap. 2, §2.7.2
and 2.7.3). The specifications of a monadological absoluteness were of course set on track, albeit
still naively.
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Being. “Absolute” here means “independent from any other reality”®' or “inde-

pendent region of Being.” Next to this sphere, another appears—supposedly in its
reality (actuality)—as intentionally constituted in the transcendentally functioning
(synthesizing) subjectivity. And this “self-enclosure” means that the consciousness
under discussion is in no need of anything external, e.g., incoming stimuli, in order
for it to constitute or even to exist. And yet this constituting consciousness is still
conceived literally as a residue, as something left over or saved after the thought
experiment that has annihilated the transcendently appearing world in its ‘reality.’
This consciousness is thus tacitly seen as a tiny edge of the world, which remains
intact after the destruction of the (rest of the) world. Indeed, this consciousness was
given the task of constituting the whole world in its Being. This is a task that, as
mature reflection discloses, is not intelligibly attainable by such a consciousness.
In fact, it then manifests itself as nothing more than a transcendentally functioning
(synthesizing), psychologically-phenomenologically cognizing pure consciousness.

From the now mature, monadological, transcendental-phenomenological atti-
tude, inescapability and impenetrability do not define an “edge” within the naturally
interpreted world, which “edge” remains uncontaminated from every transcendent
“reality.”®” Inescapability and impenetrability cannot, in the end, concern some
hermetically self-enclosed partial locus of the total world that does not contain
anything and cannot take anything within itself, being thus equal to an empty punc-
tual locus. From the genuine monadological transcendental perspective, Husserl
arrives at the adequate meaning of that passage. Nothing can penetrate to this
absolute consciousness, because the world in its totality is already found ‘within’
it%3; and nothing can escape from it, because there is no ‘place’ outside it to go.
The totality of the world with its various regions and sub-regions of beings in their
corresponding Being are co-extensive, so to speak, with the horizon of the mon-
adologically absolute consciousness. “Absolute” now means “most fundamental,

81Marion’s reading of Husserl’s transcendental reduction in the Ideas I attempts to insulate Husserl
from such a reading. He brings to our attention the fact that in copying Descartes’ description of
the status of consciousness, i.e., the idea that consciousness “nulla alia re indigeat ad existendum”
(“it does not need any other res in order for it to exist””) Husserl purposely omits the word “alia”
(“other”) (Marion 1998, 82). This, for him, is clear evidence that in the Ideas 1, Husserl did not
consider consciousness as a region of res, that is, as what we have up to this point considered as
“mundane psyche.” Despite the incontestable philological acuteness of Marion’s point, I will only
briefly remind us here of Husserl’s own later admission of the “intelligibility” issue.

©2A  psychologically-phenomenologically pure consciousness (either the eidetically or the
epistemologically-transcendentally constituting one) does not run such a ‘danger’ of being thus
‘contaminated.” Otherwise put, this danger is not conceivable in the context of Phenomenological
Psychology. In the latter, consciousness is purified from any reality; it is intentionally related only
with mere (transcendently appearing) phenomena. Note, however, that, as the last line of the latter
cited passage allows, a mundanely Being-constituting transcendental consciousness would indeed
have been in such danger, since in Transcendental Phenomenology we thematize the world not
as just a phenomenon but in its “reality”—even if not in the positive perspective of the natural
attitude, but as actuality in the most robust sense possible.

63Consult also Chap. 2, note 11, 15.
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a-regional ground of all Being,” which is also “source of all Being” that can be
constituted within it throughout history. The Husserlian genuinely monadological
transcendental consciousness is the world; in its geneticality or generativity, it is the
actual world in its experienced becoming historicity.

As he was totally aware of the problems regarding intentionality, Being, and
appearance, problems that he considered alien to Husserl’s thought and insolvable
within its context, Heidegger tries to outline another route for Phenomenology.
But did he have any really radical alternative to offer, in place of Husserl’s fully
monadological transcendental subjectivity? The answer is “yes and no.” Right now,
we will address the “no” answer. In Chap. 10 we will also consider the “yes” answer,
and assess it separately.

Surprisingly enough, Husserl’s fundamental idea of mature transcendental prob-
lematics is not actually foreign to Heidegger’s own thinking. In his summer
lecture-course of 1927, the “Basic Problems of Phenomenology,” he referred to his
alternative conception of consciousness, i.e., to Dasein, using (almost verbatim)
the words we saw Husserl using to describe his monadological transcendental
consciousness (see passage on p. 96)!

When Kant talks about a relation of the thing to the cognitive faculty, it now turns out that
this way of speaking and the kind of inquiry that arises from it are full of confusion. [...]
For the Dasein there is no outside, for which reason it is also absurd to talk about an inside.
(BPP, 66/93; emphases added)

Even though he only rarely (and even then only mediately),** poses the question
of the ‘first material’ for Dasein’s constitution of reality, Heidegger himself offered
a surprisingly over-idealist solution. Dasein or, better, the Da of the Dasein—or
Dasein in its Da—‘is’ the world in its historical unfolding of the realities we
discover and confront. Monadological transcendental consciousness is not an empty
box standing over there in one corner of the world. It is totally all-inclusive, in
the sense that everything in its actuality is or happens ‘within’ the compass of the
ultimate time-field of consciousness, which ‘co-extents’ as the ultimate ground of
the openness of the horizon, where the world happens (is and becomes in history). It
is only because of this that Husserl can say that with the transcendental reduction we
do not intent to lose anything, but, on the contrary, that we attempt to gain Being in
its totality. It is only then that the full meaning of intentionality has been unfolded.
And it is because of this that, if the following passage from BT is understood as a
tacit criticism of modern philosophy, then, contrary to Heidegger’s intentions, this
criticism cannot be legitimately applied to (the generally transcendental) Husserl.

%I have already referred to Husserl’s problem regarding the origin of the reell contents of hyle in
Husserl’s monadological transcendental consciousness in Chap. 2, §2.4. Heidegger does not seem
to pose this question for his Dasein. Heideggerians, though, are strongly interested in it. I have in
mind Dreyfus 2001, and Dreyfus and Spinosa 1999, who defend a “robust” scientific realist view
with regard to the status of the traditional in-it-self in Heidegger’s context. In Chap. 10 of the
present book, we will come back to these issues in the founding fathers of Phenomenology and try
to estimate the situation.
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In directing itself towards [ ...] and in grasping something, Dasein does not first go [say]
outside of the inner space in which it is initially encapsulated, but, rather, in its primary kind
of Being, it is always already “outside” together with some being encountered in the world
already discovered. (BT, 58/62)

In his Basic Problems of Phenomenology, Heidegger in fact openly relates his
conception of the Dasein in its Da, as intentional openness to (or of) the world, with
Leibniz’s monad, placing the relevant view on its proper basis.®

In his criticism of Husserl, Heidegger actually repeats Leibniz’s critique against
Descartes’ cogito and the dualism between res cogitans and res extensa. This may
show that either Heidegger was a more perceptive reader of Leibniz, or that Husserl
had considered the monad’s unceasable, uncancelable, seamless, transcendental
intentional relatedness with the world as most self-understandable.

We see that this exploration of the way in which Heidegger understood the
meaning, function, and consequences of the transcendental reduction is particularly
revelatory. There could still be room to find the ground for collaboration and
development.

Unfortunately, and despite his admission in the aforementioned letter to Husserl
(from October 22, 1927), Heidegger refuses to see this evident possibility of reading
Husserl’s (at least) advanced Phenomenology of consciousness, and stubbornly
struggles to retain all the positive credentials of his analysis of the Dasein. We
cannot help also examining this latter possibility, since even decades later, in his
Ziihringen seminar (1973), his estimation of the situation inexplicably persists.

With Husserl, the sphere of [traditional] consciousness is not challenged, much less
shattered. [...] One cannot, in fact, shatter it as long as one starts from the ego cogito;
for it is the basic constitution of the ego cogito (just as with the monad in Leibniz) to have
no windows from which something could either enter or exit. In this way, the ego cogito
is an enclosed space. The idea of ‘exiting’ [herauszukommen] this enclosed space is itself
contradictory. This is why one needs to start from something other than the ego cogito [i.e.,
with Dasein]. [ ...] [Only then can one say that] When I look at the inkwell [...] I take it
itself into view, the inkwell itself. (FS, 70/121)

We have managed to see, though, that starting from the Cartesian consciousness
does not necessarily lead to a self-enclosed and inescapable immanence (even
though Husserl became aware of this danger and took appropriate measures only
in the late 1920s). Husserlian intentionality accounts for the fact that in my simple
experience I am aware of the inkwell itself; I do not only lived-through some reell
immanent sensory contents, or only have an immanent representation of it. (On what
is simple experience in Husserl and in Heidegger, however, we will have much more
to say in Chaps. 4, 5, 6, and 7.)

%5See BPP, 174-5/247-8 300-1/425-6. On Fink’s own attempt to adopt Heidegger’s Lichtung back
to the Heraclitian-Leibnizean apparently relevant or even parallel notion of “fulguration,” see
Cristin 1998, 26-8.
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3.11 Husserl’s Final Estimation Regarding the Reception
and Fate of his Work

We can now see how justified Husserl’s worries and complaints regarding the quality
of the assimilation of his work were. Some of his writings after 1927 vividly reflect
what he believed about the way in which his readers (and, most importantly, closer
students who benefited from his work the most) approached his efforts to build a
coherent phenomenological methodology.

[In some cases] one thinks that knows already too much [about Transcendental Phe-
nomenology]. [...] At best, someone has read my writings or, something which is more
common, has been guided by my students. [...] In this way, he orientates himself in
accordance with the interpretations and criticisms of Scheler, Heidegger and others and
frees himself from the very difficult indeed study of my own writings. To my continuous
protestations there is one answer: the old man has become stubborn and continues to move
with obstinacy along the lines of thought he once introduced, unamenable to any refuting
criticism. (Hua V1, 439; trnsl. mine)

When crucial points in Husserl’s thought-itinerary have been misunderstood,
disregarded, concealed, and, in the end, totally forgotten, it seems natural to
accuse Husserl of Cartesianism, loss of intentionality (with the move of “the”
phenomenological reduction), regress to a ‘punctual’ or hermetically self-enclosed
worldless consciousness, an ontology of “presence at hand,” a view of the world
as a mere aggregation of entities, overlooking the historicity characterizing our
understanding of the Being of entities, Platonism, psychologism, anthropologism,
representationalism, ignorance of the possibility of founding Being (both of the
entities and of the transcendental subjectivity) on time, and of many more lethal
phenomenological and philosophical sins. In these two Chaps. (2 and 3), we have
seen that some of these ‘sins’ were not committed by Husserl at all, and that others
were understood and rectified in time by him. In the chapters of Part III, we will see
something analogous for the rest of these.

It seems necessary to understand Husserl, but mostly Phenomenology itself,
anew; at least for the reason of restoring historical and philosophical accuracy with
regard to the details of the founder’s work and its development over time. The
standard Heideggerian critique does not do justice to Husserl’s accomplishments,
because it does not pay proper attention to these details, taking for granted the
rightfulness of Heidegger’s authority over against the very word and spirit of his
teacher’s philosophy. As we will see in the chapters that follow, though, it is
impossible to learn about Husserl’s foundational phenomenological guide-lines by
studying Heidegger’s Prolegomena to the History of the Concept of Time (1925), or
The Basic Problems of Phenomenology (1927), or his Being and Time (1927), etc.
If we do not blindly trust Heidegger’s—indisputable—greatness and his reading
of Husserl, another picture forms. Of course, again, this cannot mean that we
necessarily take Husserl’s Phenomenology as a holy doctrine. It may only mean
that if we want to see Phenomenology as a philosophical research line that is worth
studying, and not merely as a chapter in the “history of ideas,” we should take care
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to restore its ‘internal stories’ in a way that may allow us one day to consolidate its
normalized core: the fundamental co- and inter-operating ideas that may work as
the ferment for a future substantial theory applicable in a wide variety of old and
new problems. In a project such as this, the clearing of the ground of Husserl’s
Phenomenology has priority. Recognition, then, of Heidegger’s (and Scheler’s)
extreme importance must follow. Otherwise, Phenomenology will be condemned
to remain in the state of internal division and self-canceling hostility that Husserl
described in his “Nachwort” (1931).

I would only like to say expressly that I cannot acknowledge any kind of justification to the
objections that have been advanced by those quarters [“the counter-trends of the present’]:
e.g., my intellectualism, the miring of my methodic procedure in abstract one-sidedness,
my failure, in general and in principle, to touch upon original-concrete, practical-active
subjectivity, and my skirting of the so-called problems of “Existence” as well as the
metaphysical problems. These objections are all based on misunderstandings and ultimately,
on the fact that my Phenomenology is interpreted back to a level, the overcoming of
which is precisely its whole sense. In other words, they are based on the fact that what
is in principle the novelty of the [transcendental] “phenomenological reduction” has not
been understood, and consequently neither has the ascent from mundane subjectivity (from
man) to “transcendental” subjectivity. So it is my critics who have remained mired—in an
anthropology, whether empirical or a priori, which, according to my theory, does not at all
secure the specifically philosophical ground. And to take this anthropology for philosophy
is equivalent to a relapse into a “transcendental anthropologism” or “psychologism.” (Ideas
11, 407/140)

In those circles where the phenomenological [transcendental] reduction is dispensed with
as a philosophical irrelevant oddity—whereby, of course, the whole sense of my work and
of my Phenomenology is obliterated—what is left is only an a priori Psychology. (Ideas 11,
421/155; trnsl. sl. md.; emphasis added)

From the point of view achieved here in Chaps. 2 and 3, the meaning, truth,
and importance of Husserl’s latter remarks have hopefully become clearer. I also
hope that this first round of explications regarding the issue of phenomenological
methodology opens up the perspective that will be further advanced in the chapters
to follow.

However, let me say here that what we have seen up to this point helps
us see that under certain widely known conditions, which will be repeated in
the chapters to follow, Husserl’s and Heidegger’s Phenomenologies are not so
foreign to each other as we have become used to thinking. As even in Husserl’s
Phenomenology, the “change of a sign” suffices to create the differences we have
been discussing in these two Chaps. (2 and 3), so the discovery of other changeable
signs can offer us the possibility of tracing the seam along which Husserl’s and
Heidegger’s Phenomenologies run parallel (or even meet), and to some extend also
overlap as chapters of the same philosophical school. Once we have cleared up the
points of misunderstanding and actual and sound disagreement, we can see these
Phenomenologies as more closely associated than we may have otherwise expected.

Thus, through such an exploration, we could have, of course, the first elements
for a new and more sober reconstruction of the philosophical dispute developed
not only between Heidegger and Husserl, but also between the two camps among
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their spiritual descendants. But, at the same time, something more will become
possible. We will be able to locate with greater accuracy (and evaluate on a more
correct and concrete basis) the nodal points around which the whole nexus of
Husserl’s and Heidegger’s Phenomenologies can be interconnected in a new, more
‘economical,” more coherent, and more practical, if you like, “research program”
in Phenomenology. In Part I1I, we will extend this examination to other (substantial
this time) key-points in the dispute between Husserl and Heidegger. Hopefully, in
the end, we will have managed to overcome the sterility of this dispute, and we will
have prepared the ground for freeing still hidden potentials within Phenomenology.
Thus, phenomenological philosophizing will have the opportunity to prepare itself
for more daring and self-confident engagements with the real problems that still
haunt humanity and its condition.



Part I11
Key Husserlian Teachings
and Heidegger’s View

Looking back from this vantage to the Logical Investigations, 1 am now convinced that
Husserl was never a philosopher, not even for one second in his life. He becomes ever more
ludicrous. (Heidegger: letter of February 20, 1923 to Karl Lowith; cited in PTP, 17)

Much as the study of the great thinkers of the past had influenced me, I still saw all
around me only undeveloped, ambiguously iridescent problems and deep-delving but
unclear theories. Weary of the confusions and fearing lest I sink into the ocean of endless
criticism, I felt myself compelled to push the history of philosophy aside and, for the sake
of philosophical self-preservation, to risk the attempt of starting someplace on my own
and to look for problems which were immediately accessible—be they ever so modest and
considered of little importance—from which I could perhaps eventually work my way up
step by step. (Husserl: Draft, 16-7)



Chapter 4
Perception and ‘Action’: On the Praxial
Structure of Intentional Consciousness

Questioner: Well if you chose to make Doing the Be-all and End-all of human life, why do
you not make meaning to consist simply in doing? [ ... ]

Pragmaticist: [ ...] It must be admitted, in the first place, that if pragmaticism really
made Doing to be the Be-all and the End-all of life, that would be its death. For to say that
we live for the mere sake of action, as action, regardless of the thought it carries out [read:
that carries it out], would be to say that there is no such thing as rational purport. (C. S.
Peirce, Philosophical Writings of Peirce, New York: Dover Publications, Inc. 1995, 262-3)

What is actual is not the external action but an internality in which the individual cancels the
possibility and identifies himself with what is thought, in order to exist in it. This is action.
(S. Kierkegaard: Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press 2009, 284)

4.1 Introduction

At some point of his career, Husserl started adopting a new terminology to refer
to what were previously known as “intentional acts” or “intentional living experi-
ences.” He now speaks about “intentional practices” in general. Every unfolding
of consciousness’ intentional possibilities may now be understood as some kind of
“Praxis.” Even the intentionality characterizing simple perceptual consciousness
is now seen as a practice, a perceptual practice (Wahrnehmungspraxis).! The
intentionality of the acts of predicative thematization is now seen as another kind
of practice (Handeln).> The special acts of consciousness by means of which we
do theoretical and scientific work are also collectively called “theoretical praxis”

ISee Hua XVII, 437-446, and esp. 445.
2See Hua XVII, §63.
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(theoretische Praxis).> The question is: what does this mean and what does this
change signify? It is only recently that some sporadic interest in this aspect of
Husserlian scholarship has begun to arise.*

The whole issue, however, is important not only in the strict context of Husserlian
scholarship. It also relates to recent trends in cognitive science and the philosophy
of perception. During the last two decades or so, there has been growing interest in
the connection between perception (or knowledge of the external world in general)
and the human capacity for actions or practices of different sorts. I think that this
encounter between Husserl’s philosophy of intentional consciousness, especially as
praxial, and current Anglo-American trends in epistemology—cognitivist and non-
cognitivist—will soon become more substantial and more fruitful for all.?

Meanwhile, though, we must first make clear the fundamentals of the relevant
issues in Husserl’s Phenomenology. Thus, I begin by delineating and criticizing a
first possible reading found in the existing (and still meager) literature concerning
what we may call Husserl’s “praxial turn” (§§4.2, 4.3, and 4.4). I then proceed
by examining a second possible understanding of this turn (§4.5). Next, I prepare
and develop my positive account of how we should understand this matter (§§4.6,
4.7,4.8, and 4.9). In §4.10, I discuss two key issues that will be brought up in the
systematic sections of this chapter. I refer to some important paralipomena regarding
the notion of Streben (§4.10.1) and the question concerning time as the common
texture of the ultimate fields upon which intentional constitution occurs, according
to Husserl and Heidegger (§4.10.2). Finally, in §§4.11, I recapitulate the solution
offered, and touch upon some further possibilities concerning current worries in the
literature regarding intentionality and the possibility of its naturalization.

In this chapter, I will focus mostly on the fundamental case of perceptual
intentionality. Although the conclusions at which I will arrive are easily applicable
to the sphere of judgmental and theoretical praxis, a detailed elucidation of these
latter intentionalities would require separate treatment.®

3See Hua VI, 113. In the Crisis, we read that, in the lifeworld, our whole life unfolds and develops
in terms of praxis (Crisis, 50-51/51). The beginning of this turn, which to my knowledge never
resulted in definite and systematic teaching, has not yet been accurately traced. It seems, however,
to have taken place circa the early 1920s. See also §4.10.1 of the present chapter.

4See Saito 1991; Lee 2000; Moran 2000a.

SWith this, T do not yet mean to take sides on the issue of, e.g., whether Husserl’s Phenomenology
can be read as a chapter of cognitive science, as quite a few phenomenologists want to argue
(Dreyfus 1982; Petitot et al. 1999). Even though what will be said here may suffice as an indication
for my views on the matter, a lot more must of course be added, in order to make this indication
more substantial and persuasive. See also §4.11 and notes 11, 19 below.

50n the way theoretical intentionality works in terms of praxis, see Theodorou 2010b. Meanwhile,
I have also presented the first findings of how the reading offered here could be applied to the
phenomenological understanding of the emotions as intentional acts, and as intentional experiences
of values. See Theodorou 2012a; 2014a, b.
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4.2 “Praxial” in the Sense of the Doing that Brings
in Fulfilling Reell Contents

Why is it important that Husserl refers to intentional consciousness in terms of
praxis? After all, isn’t it Husserl himself who, from the time of his Logical
Investigations (LI) (1900-01), already speaks of intentional experiences as acts, as
having an act-character?

Even though Husserl does indeed refer to intentional experiences in terms of acts
in the LI, he in fact refuses in that work to conceive of the term “act” in the usual
sense—as we may explicate it—of a “setting in motion,” “drive or incite to deeds,”
“activity,” “doing,” etc.

In talking of [intentional] acts [...] all thought of activity [Betditigung] must be rigidly
excluded. (LI, 563/379)

In a footnote, Husserl points out that he, like Natorp in his Einleitung in
die Psychologie (1888), objects to “fully serious talk about ‘mental activities,’
‘activities of consciousness’ or ‘activities of the ego.”” And he continues with this
remark (citing Natorp’s original point almost verbatim).

“[Clonsciousness only appears as a doing [Tun], and its subject as a doer [7¢iter], because
it [consciousness] is often or always accompanied by conation [Streben].” We too reject
the “mythology of activities [7dtigkeiten]”: we define “acts” as intentional experiences
[intentionale Erlebnisse], not as mental activities [psychische Betditigungen]. (LI, 563 n.
2/379 n. 1.; emphases added)

But if consciousness is often (or, better, always) accompanied by Streben or
“conation,”” then why we should not think of intentionality in terms of an activity
or doing?

7In its everyday usage, the German term generally has the meaning “mit grofer Energie versuchen
etwas zu ereichen” or “sich in Richtung auf ein Ziel bewegen und sich dabei von nichts ablenken
lassen” or even “fleifig lernen” in the sense of biiffeln (see, e.g., the online The Free Dictionary).
Analogously, the English term has the general meaning “the aspect of mental processes or
behaviour directed toward action or change and including impulse, desire, volition, and striving”
or “the aspect of mental life having to do with purposive behaviour, including desiring, resolving,
and striving” (ibid.). In philosophy, the German term is used with the meaning “selbsttitige,
eigeninitiative Bewegung auf ein Ziel hin” or “menschliches Bemiihen,” characterized by “die
Momente der Spontaneitdit, Aktivitdit (energeia) und Finalitit,” whereas to it the “wesentlichen rein
menschlichen Merkmale der Reflexion und der Reflexivitdit” characteristically belong (see the UTB
Online-Wéorterbuch Philosophie). Husserl uses the term under discussion many times in the L/ with
the precise meanings cited here, see, e.g., “Streben nach Erkenntnis,” (Prolegomena, 31) translated
by Findlay as “efforts after knowledge”) and “Ziel moglichen Strebens” (LU 11.1, 102), translated
by Findlay as “end of possible endeavour”). This meaning is also accordingly modified in its
composite forms of Anstreben, Bestreben, etc. The same holds for Husserl’s implicit understanding
of the term in the immediate context of the two passages cited here. In §4.3 below, more will be said
concerning this issue. Later, in §4.10.1, we will re-examine the situation regarding the meaning of
the almost occult term (Streben).
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Husserl admits that “intention” may indeed have the meaning of an at-first
empty aiming-at or striving-for that demands fulfillment at a secondary stage, which
can be obtained via some activity (of the sensory systems, of the limbs, etc.)
that would bring in the relevant fulfilling material (reell contents). Nevertheless,
as he makes clear in the immediate context of the above cited passages, this is
just a “narrow” sense of intentionality. This narrow sense fits only “theoretical
or practical” intentionality,® i.e., the intentionality “of the judging or the desiring
sort,” as opposed to perceptual intentionality, imagination, etc.” That is, in the
case of theory, intentionality may have the meaning of an at-first-completely-empty
intending to achieve this or that, or of having the intention to bring about this or
that, etc. Similarly, in practical intentionality, I may desire or plan to achieve this
result, and then engage in the activity that will realize it. This meaning, however,
does not fit the cases of intentionality pertaining to perception, imagination, etc. The
reason is that in these latter cases, we do not have an empty aiming-at that achieves
a subsequent fulfilled relation or ‘reference’!” to this or that object of perception.
Neither do we aim at doing several things in order to reach the goal of consciously
having that perceptual or imaginary object, etc. This is so because perception and
imagination are cases of fulfilling or, otherwise put, of always already fulfilled
intentions.

But, what exactly does this mean? In what sense do the always already fulfilled
intentionalities of perception and imagination preclude us from thinking their
‘actional’ character in terms of activity?

Here, someone may seem justified in supposing that if perception is a fulfilling
intentionality, this must mean that in perception there are no empty intendings
moments demanding fulfillment; i.e., he or she may think that a/l fulfilling contents
are already accumulated and available. Thus, given that this accumulation is
dependent on our sensory organs and, e.g., on their orientation and re-orientation
toward the surrounding reality, perception seems to be in no need of further activity
on the part of our sensory-bodily system that would bring in any ‘missing’ fulfilling
contents. This understanding, then, seems to suggest that this must have been what
made Husserl (in the LI) deny that all intentionality is praxial.

The proponent of this reading may then pursue the following train of thought. If
we are to explore Husserl’s analyses of intentionality carefully, the above distinction

8Note that in the English translation, this “or practical [oder praktisches]” (of the original) is
missing. I also remind the reader, at this point, that “reell” contents in Husserl can be all the kinds
of sensory materials, e.g., tone sensations, patches of colours, visual gestalts, e.g., whole sides
of three-dimensional things or adumbrations (Abschattungen) of them, etc., as contained or lived-
through within the stream of living experiences. All these contents are “psychically contained” in
our living experiences, they have a “psychic reality”; they are not real as, e.g., a marble in a box,
but just reell; they enjoy a ‘lighter’ status of reality. For more on this pattern of Husserl’s thought,
and for my reading of it, see below §§4.6-4.9.

9See L1, 563/379, 617/453.

10T will use this conventional terminology up to §4.6; then, for reasons that will have been
explained, I will change it.
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between empty aiming and intuitional fulfilment must be rejected. It may be the
case that in his LI, Husserl of course distinguishes between the following two
notions of “intentionality”: (1) A “narrow” concept of intentionality (theoretical
or practical aiming), understandable in the sense of an at first completely empty
aiming-at which demands subsequent fulfillment by means of an action or practice
that will bring in fulfilling reell contents or actual objects (at first unavailable);
(2) a wide concept of intention (perception, imagination, etc.), understandable as
always already fulfilled and in no need of further fulfillment by some activity.
But the actual teachings in the LI, and in Husserl’s later writings, show that this
distinction is untenable. Even in fulfilling or fulfilled intentions like perception, we
may speak of a necessary set-in activity or practice. The reason for this is that as
Husserl himself shows already in, e.g., the 6th LI, it seems possible to see the “wide
intention” of perception as always consisting in three other sub-intentions: (i) the
one referring to the now actually given adumbration (Abschattung) of the object
perceived, (ii) the one holding a reference to the adumbration I saw just before,
and (iii) the one anticipating a reference to the prospective adumbration to become
actually given. Thus, the objector may continue, even in the LI, there is no—even
fulfilling—intention that is completely clear of empty aiming intentions that are
still in need of fulfillment. This fulfillment can be accomplished only via practices,
qua movements or activities understood as “habitual activity molded by mechanical
repetition,” “kinesthetic activities,” e.g., of the eyes, “unconscious bodily movement
connected with drives and instincts,” “activity accompanied by reasoning,” etc.'!

Since this can be found even in the LI, perception and—in the end—all
intentionality in general should be acknowledged as praxial. All intentionality (not
only in the “narrow” sense) is inextricably bound up with activity, in the sense of
a doing qua actual moving or transposition-in-space of limps, sensory organs, and
the body in general. Hence, all intentionality is praxial, because in all of its forms,
intentionality has the meaning of an aiming at the acquisition of contents, which
becomes satisfied due to various activities of the subject’s body and/or its parts.

From this point of view, the Husserl of the LI appears inconsistent in refusing
to acknowledge that we can think of all intentionality as praxial, i.e., in terms of
activity or action. In his actual analyses, though, he prepares the ground for letting
us understand that intentionality is through and through praxial. Supposedly, Husserl
surpasses the problem of inconsistency in the LI only later, when he realizes more
deeply that even in fulfilling intentionalities, like perception, there are always latent
partial empty intendings that can be fulfilled via some bodily activity. This is why,
then, we later find Husserl considering all intentionality as praxial.

This way of understanding Husserl’s praxial turn depends on two crucial points.

(A) Intentionality and intentional fulfillment is essentially a matter of accumulating
sensory contents (hyletic data) that are at first emptily aimed at, and which, once
contained in consciousness, somehow ‘refer’ to the intentional object.

For this line of interpretation and argument, see Lee 2000 (from which the latter quotations are
taken). With regard to the understanding of “activity,” see especially pp. 55-7; see also Lotz 2007.
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(B) The only sense of “praxis” especially relevant for understanding all inten-
tionality (as understood by Husserl after his praxial turn) is that of a bodily
‘mechanics,” of the moving connected with our bodies and/or its parts, via
which the accumulation of sensory contents gets realized.

I hope to show that, strictly speaking, these presuppositions are neither sufficient
nor necessary for understanding Husserl’s characterization of all intentionality in
terms of praxis. As a first step, in the next section we will see that by rejecting
activity as a possible means for understanding intentionality in the LI, Husserl
was rejecting at least three different senses of this notion, none of which was that
of bodily activity as a possible means of intentional fulfillment. More generally,
we will see that intentionality is something more than simply various actual
bodily activities that accumulate reell contents and supply intentional aiming with
increasing fulfillment.

4.3 The Senses of Act or Activity Rejected by Husserl in L/

On the one hand, Husserl eventually came to consider all intentionality in terms of
praxis. On the other, in his LI, he already acknowledges that perceptual fulfillment
is connected with some bodily activity or doing. And yet, he there rejects any
essential connection between talk of intentional acts and talk of activity. Is Husserl
inconsistent? Right away, I will try to show that bodily activity, in the sense already
delineated in §4.2, is not the activity Husserl explicitly rejects in the examined
context of his LI.

Husserl may be rejecting the essential connection between intentionality and
activity yet leaving open the possibility of some connection between intentionality
and bodily activity. Of course, later on we will examine whether this suspension
of the latter issue can be developed into a positive stance toward the possibility of
understanding Husserl’s documented praxial turn in terms of such an activity.

Close analysis shows that in the passages of the LI discussed in §4.2 above, there
are three things that Husserl rejects under the heading of “activity.”

First, Husserl rejects the conception of acts of consciousness in terms of a
commonsensical understanding of “activity.” He rejects the view that “act” may
have the sense of machinery involving ‘gears’ or functional parts of some sort, which
take in some material and form or transform it into what the whole apparatus can
make or produce as result. In other words, Husserl wants to say (with Natorp) that
conscious constitution of intentional objectities and objectivities does not have the
character of real doings, in the sense of some work produced in a physical or mental
factory-like settlement (e.g., homunculi) working on some devices.

Second, in his LI Husserl, (to some extent with Natorp), rejects the assumption
best understood by the appeal to an existing ‘egoical’ substance that pulls the
strings behind the curtains of the scene of consciousness. In the first edition of the
LI, Husserl totally opposes the idea that our consciousness is a scene of a drama
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of intentional appearings of transcendent objects, which is, in a sense, dictated
by an independent and hidden absolute intelligence, working deliberately in the
background. In the LI, Husserl negates the idea that beyond the total flow of my
intentional experiences, there is an “I” activating and organizing immanent parts
and contents leading me to produce the ‘deeds’ (intentional objects) of which I am
directly conscious. This I-‘doer,” a ‘back-door’ authority of planning and doing, a
super-intelligence beyond the coherent totality of my intentional experiences, which
sets our (psycho-physiological) parts and contents in motion and makes us have the
experiences we have, is clearly rejected.'?

To be sure, Natorp does not really discard the idea that conscious acts cohere
into a unity thanks to the Kantian principle of the “I think.” What he discards
is the possible but Kantianly misguided assumption that this “I” accomplishes its
thinking in a way similar to that of our planning and accomplishing our deeds in the
world.

The third thing Husserl rejects in the passages under consideration is the
conception of intentional acts as aimings and doings, for the direct reason that not
all intentional acts are literal aimings and doings. Perception, for instance, is not an
act because it actively puts forward aims to be achieved only later, at a secondary
stage. It is only in a passive'® state of our consciousness that perception is what
it is, ‘does’ what it ‘does,” functions in the way it functions, and ‘gets’ its inten-
tionally constituted and evidentially appearing objects. What is here rejected is the
possibility that all intentional acts are like theoretical or practical acts, i.e., aimings
and doings that deliberately and actively posit their sought-for contents or objects—
not the possibility that the later acquisition of these contents or objects comes via
appropriate bodily activity. Intentional experiences, like perception, belong to the
passive state of consciousness in which objects are always already ‘just there’ (in a

'2Husserl cites Natorp’s phrase that consciousness only appears as a doing: “weil Bewufstsein
oft oder immer von Streben begleitet ist” (LU 11.1, 379 n. 1). Findlay’s translation of the German
“Streben” as “conation” (“because consciousness is often or always accompanied by conation”)
may be taken as reflecting such an understanding. The term Streben originates from the Proto-
Germanic strido (“combat, strife”) as transferred into the Old High German strit (“quarrel”) and
stritan (“to fight”), whereas conation originates from the Latin conari (“to try”) or conor (“to
endeavor”). This translation allows for the connection between striving and a deliberate planning
that may stem from an authority-like, egoic intelligence. That is, it may indeed make us think that
talk of intentional acts means that consciousness or intentionality is the result of a deliberating
and intelligent willing (conatus), which at first plans independently in veiled isolation and, then,
at a secondary phase, takes action by setting us in bodily motion or action, etc. It is interesting, of
course, that in the LI Husserl admits such an understanding of theoretical intentionality (in terms
of a Streben), but still refuses (in the first edition of that work) to acknowledge a ‘transcendental’
I of a sort. (See also the third point following immediately in the main text.) However, for still
further perplexities regarding the meaning of “Streben,” see also §4.10.1.

130f course, here, “passive” is understood in the proper phenomenological sense, i.e., not as a mere
receiving of representations on the tain of a mirror-like mind, but in accordance with the meaning
of intentional constitution. The latter will be further explained in the subsequent sections.
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manner that is further explicated in §§4.8 and 4.9 below).'* It is extremely doubtful
that Husserl, with Natorp, actually rejects this sense of act. In the Husserlian context,
perception is conscious constituting but is also passive. In the Kantian context,
perception as objective experience is determined by a deliberate “1.”1

It is possible to think that at the time of the first publication of the LI (1901),
in the here examined passages Husserl also silently rejected a fourth possibility of
understanding intentional acts as activities. I mean the sense of activity connected
with intentional constitution as a mode of “syntheses.” But this possibility cannot
be sustained. On the one hand, this would have been a mistake on Husserl’s part,
if the pre-transcendental Husserl really wanted to follow the Kantian Natorp in
rejecting any possible connection between “conscious acts” and fully serious talk
about “activities.” In addition, even the eidetic constitutive model of the LI, i.e.,
‘instantiation’ of the universal Materie in a living experience, is not without its
‘motility.” On the other hand, Husserl retains the remark that “intentional act”
should remain disentangled from any connection with “activities of consciousness,”
“activities of the ego,” or “mental activities” even in the second edition (1913) of
his LI (see the reference in the note mentioned in §4.2). But, at that time, he had
already adopted the Kantian-like talk of transcendental intentional constitution in
terms of syntheses, which has an unmistakable sense of “mental activity” or of
“mental functioning” of a certain sort. Later, in §4.9, we will see how important
this is.

4.4 Perception Is Always Already Fulfilled, but Never
Absolutely so (Without This Signifying Some Essential
Insufficiency)

Husserl expressed his refusal to let us conceive of all intentionality in terms of an
intending in the “narrow” sense and, thus in terms of “activities” (see the citations
from LI in §4.2). The case of the non-theoretical act of perception (and imagination)
appears to stand as an obstacle to this. We saw that one view is that Husserl’s
negation is based on his impermanent and careless assumption that perception is
always already fulfilled, meaning that it is in no need of a bodily activity that will
bring in necessary complementary sensory material. According to the same view,
Husserl actually knows that even perception, which is already fulfilled, is in fact
not totally or absolutely fulfilled, i.e., it is in need of always further fulfillment.
Thus, when Husserl fully realizes this, he goes on to accept the praxiality of all
intentionality, in the sense that all intentionality is activity-laden.

4For further vindication of all three senses of act and activity rejected by Husserl with regard to
perception, see also, e.g., Ideas 11, 23/21, 21/19.

15See, however, also the second rejected sense of activity; moreover §§4.8 and 4.10.1.



4.4 Perception Is Always Already Fulfilled, but Never Absolutely so (Without. .. 113

Meanwhile, we also saw three substantial reasons for Husserl’s refusal to accept
that all intentionality involves activity. The remaining question, then, is whether
the just thematized in-principle insatiability of perception’s intentional fulfillment
could have—ever, under any circumstances—been an additional reason for this
refusal. That is, we at the same time wonder whether the overt and fully aware
acknowledgement of perception’s essential non-absolute fulfillability could in any
case be a substantial reason for recognizing the praxial nature of all intentionality.

By refusing in the LI (at the point under discussion) to understand intentionality
in terms of activities, Husserl is not exactly forgetful of the fact that there are
intentional experiences (perception), which, although already fulfilled, are always in
need of bodily activity that brings in additional fulfilling contents. A forgetfulness
of this sort could have never been the reason for refusing, in the L/, to consider
intentionality in general as an activity. The reason is that perception, which,
although always already fulfilled, is also never completely fulfilled, i.e., is always
in need of further fulfilling contents that could be supplied by a bodily activity,
but without this amounting to an essential deficiency for it. Thus, no matter whether
Husserl momentarily forgot perception’s imperfect fulfillability, or whether he again
becomes fully aware of it, this changes nothing in his—at least pre-1920s—view
that intentionality is not essentially an activity (7dtigkeit). I will try to explain this
more clearly.

That perception as a concrete or full-fledged intentional act is always already
fulfilled simply means that it always already has ‘related us with’ or has let us
experience an appearing perceptual object. Perception is always already fulfilled,
just in the sense that in it, and in the manner proper to it, we always already
intentionally ‘refer’ to or—phenomenologically put—experience a transcendently
appearing intentional object. And from Husserl’s writings, we indeed know that
even a glance (Blick), as part of an enduring perceptual act, should as such count
as—and indeed is—a concrete perceptual act. For instance, in the first edition of the
LI, we come across this remark.

[W]e perceive an external thing. That the object does not offer all its parts and sides
to perception is [...] irrelevant [...]. For perception is essentially the presumptive
apprehension of some object, not its adequate intuition. Perception itself [ ...] naturally
falls [ ...] beyond the glance [Blick] [...]; somehow similarly to what is the case with
the ungrasped and yet appearing aspects of a perceived external thing [which] are not
themselves falling within [the glance of] perception. [...] [In all these cases, though,
the corresponding things are] said to be perceived, and perceived they indeed are, and in
full, ‘bodily’ presence [in der Weise leibhafter Selbstgegenwart bewuft]. (LI, 551/362-3;
emphases added)

And of course, we have the emblematic statement in §47 of the sixth LI.

In sense-perception, the ‘external’ thing appears ‘in one blow,” as soon as our glance falls
upon it. The manner in which it makes the thing appear present is straightforward. (LI,
788/147; emphases added)'®

19<In der sinnlichen Wahrnehmung erscheint uns das ‘iuflere’ Ding in Einem Schlage, sowie unser
Blick darauf fallt. ...” See also LI, §47 as a whole, but also, e.g., PP, 133/174; EJ, 252/301. This
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We find many references in Husserl’s work which assure us that even a
momentary ‘receptive’ glance of a perception (as the enduring act it is) counts as
a proper perceptual experience. Perception, that is, is an intentional aiming that
is always already fulfilled, even at the most ‘transitory’ moments of its possible
duration. Even in its most elusive or limit instants, i.e., when it contains just one
adumbrative phase of a perceptual thing, perception is what it is without being
connected with a bodily activity that brings in additional fulfilling contents (with
respect to that which is already contained in it). This means that perception is
correlated with its proper intentional object, the transcendent perceptual thing,
even before or apart from any bodily activity subsequently set in motion. That is,
Husserl can exclude actual bodily activity from being the crucial factor that should
determine our understanding of intentionality in general in terms of praxis.'”

Perception as the intentional act it is, moreover, is an intentional act par
excellence and, from Husserl’s later perspective, must count as praxial in nature
even in momentary ‘receptive’ glances. This means that when Husserl comes to
consider all intentionality, i.e., even perception, as praxial in nature, this is not due
to a regained awareness regarding the imperfect fulfilling character of perception.
Thus, the reason for acknowledging the praxial nature of perception, and hence
of all intentionality, should not depend on the recognition of perception’s inherent
‘pragmatic’ need for further fulfillment. And, importantly, this is already an early
realization of his Phenomenology in the first edition of the L/.

4.5 ‘Praxial’ in the Sense of a Handling Pervading All
Givenness

Before moving any further, another possible explanation of Husserl’s praxial turn
based specifically on the example of perception is worth-examining here.'®

Let me first offer some preliminaries. When the intending of an act is fulfilled
in some appropriate way, we may say, in phenomenological terms, that the very
thing (die Sache) that is now given in this fulfillment is being given with evidence.
According to standard views, something is evident when it is itself given exactly in
the way it was intended in the relevant act. In evidential givenness, we live in the
consciousness of the self-having of the given objectity. And we may say that, even
when I see a real thing, the thing fills the perception bodily or in person, even though
I see it only from one of its aspects.

latter articulation of the sixth LI in particular did not escape the attention of Heidegger. See his way
of putting it in PHTC, 60 f. Later on, in §4.7, we will return to this topic with a renewed interest.

17See also note 23 and §4.7 below.

8This section is a totally new addition to the original manuscript published in Phenomenology and
the Cognitive Sciences.
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Now, the alternative view on the matter examined here may go like this. Husserl
usually focuses on perceptions and acts of judgment, but he never held that all
forms of fulfillment were of such a (supposedly) purely cognitive kind. Some
fulfillments are achieved in emotions or in actions, and are accomplished through
bodily engagement.

The so-called “praxial” dimension or “practical” nature of intentionality may
appear, then, to be once again connected with fulfillments achievable by means
of actions performed by the bodily constitution of a human subject. Perception is
seen as a praxis, on the basis that in the fulfilling moments of its (at first, we may
suppose) empty intendings, several actions of the perceiver’s body are necessarily
presupposed. Nevertheless, according to this alternative view, the meaning of this
presupposition differs considerably.

In contrast with the previous conception of the body’s way of engaging in
the fulfilling of perceptual intentions, this time its engagement may be conceived
as being more substantial. The idea here is that when I see, e.g., a cup, I also
immediately see it as pickable-up, as liftable by its handle, etc. This is a meaning-
intention whose fulfilling condition is that I can actually move toward the cup,
extend my hand in its direction, and finally pick it up, hold it, bring it to my lips,
etc. The cup is perceived, but perceived with a horizon, as it were, of an open set of
“I-can” possibilities, related to my own bodily capacities for activity. Thus, bodily
action in this new sense may be taken into account among the conditions that are
essential for having something like “perception.”!”

As we will see in Chap. 6, the hidden source behind such an approach may lie
in Heidegger’s objections to Husserl’s account of intentionality, and especially to
his account of primordial intentionality. For Heidegger, the primordial intentional
constitution and appearance of a worldly being is not understood primarily as the
sensory-perceptual bodily or in person givenness of a perceptual thing, which is
achieved by means of sensory fulfillment of at-first empty purely cognitive (even
if not already judgmental) intentions of the character “(passive) perception.” For
him, it is instead understood in terms of an ‘action’ that apprehends the being
(and thus constitutes and lets it appear as what it primordially is) within a wider
context of concerns that have to take a course toward some final 00 éveko (Worum-
willen).”® For instance, such a primordial constitution lets us experience something
as a hammer on the basis of our having been immersed in a practical coping with
this being as ready-to-hand, in the wider context of a total work (Werk) that is meant
to be accomplished, e.g., my constructing a fence that will protect my home-bred
animals that sustain me and my family in life. On the contrary, as the standard

19 An argument along these lines may be found, e.g., in Moran 2000a. It is an approach that can be
found in the work of thinkers who—at least as regards this particular issue—draw either directly
from Heidegger’s work or from ideas related to it. See, e.g., also Fgllesdal 1979, 2000, and Arp
1996.

207t is essential here to compare this basic schema of Heidegger’s approach with what we will find
out later, in §§4.8 and 4.9. On this, see also §4.10.1 below and Chap. 6.
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Heideggerian criticism has it, in Husserl a cognitive and theoretical conception
of intentional constitution prevails, which speaks about a primordial givenness of
perceptual beings as present-at-hand, i.e., as merely there-standing external objects,
being reflected in a mirror-like mind.?'

A compromising view, then, such as the one suggested by Moran (2000a),
may go like this: perhaps Husserl does really say that cognitive and theoretical
intentionalities are more primordial than the practical one, but we know that in
the end, he somehow intermingled his analyses of perception with those related to
practical engagement. Husserl characterizes the world of things given as vorhanden,
as just there standing in an enduring presence, but he expressly allows that we
may also be concerned with things in their uses. Thus, the thing that actually
appears, e.g., in perception, is always already laden with such usefulness or practical
meaning. Husserl, after all, offers us cases in which we apprehend things basically
as means of nutrition, as use-objects (heating materials, axes, hammers, books, etc.),
as means for the satisfaction of needs, etc.?

This represents the second alternative approach to the problem examined in the
present chapter. It seems that it is not the case that perception is restricted to a
mere (“theoretical”’) encounter of the occurrent, the present-at-hand, in a complete
abstention from the practical. On the contrary, perception as an encounter with the
occurrent must be seen as considerably intertwined with the (equally fulfilable)
meaning-levels of the useful and the practical. In this last sense, it may be thought
that praxis inheres in perception and, thus, that perception is indeed ‘contaminated’
through and through by the paraxial, or that it is praxially-laden, or simply that
perception is, after all, praxial in nature. One may, then, go even further and claim
that this model of perceptual intentionality qua praxis could be suitably extended
and applied to other spheres of intentional consciousness. For instance, even the
scientifically theoretical intentionality, e.g., of a physicist who forms empty thought-
intentions that delineate and also actually seek, in appropriate laboratory handlings,
the discovery of, say, the Higgs boson, could be treated accordingly. From this
point of view, then, all intentionality could be considered as praxial in the sense
just presented.

Here, I will keep my distance from this possible approach concerning the
elucidation of the praxial character of perception (and of intentionality in general).
The reason is simpler, and I will present it straightforwardly. Given the remark
offered at the beginning of this section, perception should not be said to be praxial
in this sense. The reason is that the practice examined here does not contribute to the
constitution of the perceptual thing as such. It does not contribute to the constitution

21T must make clear that I do not agree with the Heideggerian claim that, in Husserl, perception
is (at least in its basics) a theoretical (interest-guided, predicative, scientific) affair. For a detailed
consideration of this standard Heideggerian reading of Husserl’s Phenomenology, see Chap. 5.
The results of the present chapter, as well as those of Chaps. 5, will then be used for a more global
treatment of the issue regarding primordial givenness in Husserl and Heidegger (Chap. 6).

22See the references in the three previous notes.
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of the proper perceptibles (dGvtihn td 18ia)—in accordance to the Aristotelian
proper sensibles (atoOnta {8ia). That is, the kind of practice just discussed does
not contribute to the constitution of the purely and simply sensory-perceptual thing,
i.e., to the perceptual in the sense of Dingphantom and res materialis, as developed
in, e.g., Ideas 1I. This will be explicated in Chap. 5 of the present book.

It is evident that the first approach examined earlier to the praxial in perception
and intentionality does not fall prey to this Heideggerian deviation from Husserl’s
Phenomenology of perception or, for that matter, of intentional experiences in
general. As we will see in Chap. 6, the praxis examined in the present section
contributes to the constitution of founded and higher-level noematic layers (that
are not yet necessarily theoretical). Such practices are separate (although founded)
full-fledged intentional acts that end up with their own proper (but also internally
structured) intentional correlates: the useful thing, the tool, the nutritious thing, etc.
Thus, an approach such as the one examined in the present section does not serve to
elucidate the mystery of the praxial nature of perception in the strict sense, nor that
of all the other kinds of intentionality.

4.6 Imagination as Fulfilling Intentional Experience

The approach presented in §4.2 above suggested that Husserl’s praxial turn took
place when he fully realized that there is no intentional act completely free of empty
aimings that would require the performance of some bodily activities or doings
for its fulfillment. Nevertheless, I hope to have shown that there are reasons to
believe that this approach creates problems for our understanding of perception in
the Husserlian framework. We will completely surpass these problems by means of
the new approach offered in §§4.7, 4.8, and 4.9. In order to prepare ourselves for
this, however, we will now examine the case of imagination. We will see that since
imagination is just another intentional act, it too must be treated as praxial, despite
its own peculiarities.

If we were to literally follow the approach examined in §4.2, then imagination,
which has as its objects beings not able to be given actually (i.e., imagination is
an act for which there is no actual accumulation of fulfilling reell contents) should
never be considered, after Husserl’s praxial turn, in terms of praxis and thus as
a kind of intentional consciousness.>* But Husserl not only comes to consider all
imagination as praxial in nature, but, as we saw, in the LI he referred to it as one of

230ne may possibly object that imagination, e.g. of an elf, is praxial because it relates to a bodily
activity that is set or could be set in motion seeking—even in vain—relevant fulfilling contents.
It could also be claimed that perhaps imagination, like a perceptual glance, is not connected with
actual bodily activity, but it could be shown that both relate to remembered or potential bodily
activity connected with the accumulation of fulfilling contents. In §§4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 below, I will
show that neither actual nor potential bodily activity is the reason that led Husserl to consider all
intentionality in terms of praxis.
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the reasons prohibiting our understanding of intentional acts in terms of activities.
This seems to further strengthen the conclusion of the previous section. What makes
a conscious act intentional is not the possibility of its being connected with some
actual bodily activity that brings in fulfilling contents.

That, for Husserl, intentional life may be considered as praxis not with respect

to an actual outward limbs-and-tools-involving activity is shown more clearly in
passages like the following.
[T]he practical consideration [Besinnung]® is an inner practice [Handeln] and, when it
succeeds [gelingend],” it results in an inner work-morpheme [Werkgebilde]. (Hua VTII,
205). [ ... ][This inner practice has the status of a] thought-like anticipation, a plan qua fore-
having [eine Vor-habe] of the process of the outer practice and of its end. (ibid., 206). [ .. .]
[In addition, the afore-mentioned anticipation takes place in imagination and] imagination
would be equal to ‘actuality’ [‘Wirklichkeit’] [just] when it is stable and vivid enough—
[and] when the whole affair concerns merely me individually. (ibid., 208)%°

That is, in sum, even the inner imaginative planning of a future work, of an outer
practice (dufleren Handeln), is to be considered as having a praxial structure.

It is for this reason that Husserl is justifiably in the position to claim that at least
in some extreme cases of intentional life, like that of an original artist, the genuine
intentional achievement is mental (geistig). And this is so because, in such cases,
we can claim the following.

The plan or projection [Entwurf] in inner doing [Tun] [...] would [in her or his case]
already be the work itself. (ibid., 208; emphases added)

Here, consciousness’ genuine intentional achievement does not necessarily lie in
the actual (outer) bringing about of an externalization of the artist’s ‘idea’ (such as
a painting on a canvas, a written poem, a bronze or steel sculpture, etc.).

[The imagining consciousness consists] in the inner considering [besinnlichen] and inner

self-completing [sich vollendenden] achievement. All real [reale] externality is irrelevant
and only a means for the objective exposition [of the ‘idea’]. (ibid., 209; emphasis added)

24In the sense of the fore-meaning (Vormeinung), of a plan or projection (Entwurf), that anticipates
the secondary actual setting of ourselves at the realization of this or that work; see Hua VIII, 206—
207 (the present translations from that work are mine).

25Tn a sense, this is what will be further explicated in §§4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 below.

20This talk of imagination should not, however, be taken to mean that intentional praxis as
such is restricted to the mere having of the ‘inner image’ by which imagination may happen
to merely accompany consciousness. If this were the case, then intersubjective communication
(agreement or disagreement) on matters related to just planned actions would be difficult and
accidental if not totally impossible. This idea is included in Husserl’s own criticism of traditional
representationalism. Husserl places the crucial weight not so much on the side of the (subjective)
image given in imagination, with the evidence pertaining to this act, but on the side of the sense (or
meaning) and its function in the overall intention. (For example, see Hua VIII, 205ff and especially
206.) These remarks should suffice here to assure the reader that Husserl had always escaped
the pitfalls of semantic psychologism. For additional explications regarding the meaning of this
connection between imagination (but also between all intentional acts) and sense, see §§4.7, 4.8,
and 4.9 below; see also Chap. 2, §§2.2, 2.3, and 2.4.
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For present purposes, this may suffice. It seems that imagination, which as one of
the intentional possibilities, must also be considered as having a praxial nature—and
in the just quoted text, it is indeed called a ‘doing’—and is not praxial because of
some actual (outer) activity and doing (turning one’s glance, walking, extending of
hands, handling of instruments, and the like) connected with its fulfillment. That
possibility is here out of the question. Imagination is a kind of intentional life
that is praxial in its structure; not because it involves empty intentions that are
subsequently fulfilled on the basis of bodily activity. This makes even the intentional
act of imaginative ‘inner planning’ of a future actual outer work or practice itself a
practice, and itself praxial in nature. The inner essence, as it were, of imagination
in general, of this inner planning or projection or fore-having of an outer activity or
object, suffices in order to characterize it as an intentional act of a praxial nature.

4.7 Intermediate Considerations

4.7.1 A Possible Objection to the Conclusion of §§4.4 and 4.6

Perceptual further fulfillment has ceased being of any interest for us here. What
has become interesting is the possibility of fulfillment as such, or what prescribes
the possibility of appearance. And momentary perception is always already fulfilled
(to one or another degree of fullness). Perception being always already passively
fulfilled means that it is always relatively fulfilled, even in a momentary phase
toward its possible continuous development. But what does it mean for perception
to be fulfilled at a momentary phase? It means to be an intentional experience of a
perceptual object by way of living through even just one reel content (‘correspond-
ing,’ e.g., to an adumbration of that perceptual thing) that is immanently contained
within the stream of living experiences. And in this, no reference to some actual
bodily doing has been made. A similar conclusion was also reached in §4.6, with
regard to the ultimate limit case of the imagination.

A possible objection may arise, here, however. Absence of actual bodily activ-
ity should not necessarily also mean absence of an (even passively motivated)
past remembered, or future anticipated, potential bodily activity. Perception (and,
accordingly, imagination) may indeed always already offer us, even in its fragmen-
tary instants, its intentional objects without any actual bodily activity, because its
retention in the living present (or, accordingly, memory) always already supplies
it with the relevant ‘retained’ (or ‘re-presented’) sensory contents that were in fact
acquired by actual bodily activity. Thus, we may still suspect that when Husserl
started referring to all intentionality in terms of praxis, he did so as a result of
recognizing that even in its momentary phases, perception is fulfilled only because
it presupposes some past or potential bodily activity that has already brought in (or
will bring in) the relevant fulfilling reell contents.
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In the following subsection, we will see that intentionality does not depend
essentially on the acquisition, the containment, or the living-through (in some
narrow sense to be explained below) of the reell contents that participate in
what fulfillment is. Someone may indeed have reell contents and yet not have
an intentional experience proper. And if bodily activity is only the means for
acquiring these contents, it turns out that bodily activity as such is not that on which
intentionality depends.

4.7.2 Having Reell Contents and Being Intentionally
Conscious of Appearing Transcendent Objectivities

We may now turn our attention to point (A) above, in §4.2. This point depends
heavily on what we mean by “intentionality” in Husserl’s Phenomenology. Of
course, the issue is tremendously complicated and, as we saw in Chaps. 2 and 3, it
seems to have undergone considerable changes throughout Husserl’s career. Here,
I will summarize the rough idea, in a manner that cuts through variations in the
meaning of “intentional constitution” in Husserl’s different periods and works (see
Chap. 2, §§2.2,2.3, and 2.7.2).

In the literature, it is customary to refer to the three moments (i)—(iii) articulated
in §4.2 as three intentions or three intentionalities, or even as concrete intentions
or intentionalities. This way of speaking is misleading. It is also constitutive of the
already presented way of understanding Husserl’s conception of intentionality in
terms of praxis. Intentionality is the mark of conscious experiences in the proper
sense, i.e., of a complete act, and not of its possible separate constituent moments—
e.g., of its separate temporal phases. Some notable exceptions appear, perhaps, in the
Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness (Hua X), where we come across
overstatements with regard to the latter.”’” Normally, characterizations like those
under discussion here are forbidden in Husserl’s Phenomenology (or are not used
without further contextual explications). Confusion on these points obscures the
differences between the Brentanian and the Husserlian intentionalities, and blocks
the proper understanding of full-fledged phenomenological intentionality in terms
of praxis. Let us see why.

27Sokolowski (1964) bases a good deal of his understanding of Husserlian intentionality and of
intentional constitution on an over-emphasised focus on this use of “intentionality.” If the so-
called “partial intentions” of retention and protention around the current living present of internal
time consciousness are to be considered as baring genuine intentionality, then their immediate
lived-through reell contents (hyle) should also be regarded as ‘transcendently referring.” Such
a development would, of course, result in the collapse of the specifically anti-Brentanian and
anti-representational potential of Husserl’s phenomenological intentionality. This also relates
to the notorious problem regarding the validity and scope of Husserl’s fundamental content-
apprehension, matter-form, or content-interpretation schema of intentionality. We will return to
this in Chap. 10, n. 12.
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Time and again, it is said that as a result of his criticism of Brentano’s
conception of intentionality, Husserl gave intentionality the meaning of ‘referring
to something objective’; intentional consciousness ‘refers’ to something objective.
More specifically, intentional consciousness is then supposed to be an at-first empty
aiming that subsequently gets fulfilled whenever consciousness acquires some
corresponding reell content (e.g., in the case of perception, offered gestalt sides of
the object). Then we say that our consciousness ‘refers’ intentionally to a perceptual
object. But does this conception of Husserlian intentionality mean a referring of
our consciousness in the sense of a mere having of some sensory content—qua,
say, ‘representation’ of a facet of transcendent objects—within the stream of living
experiences? Does this mean a labeling-like referring of our consciousness, via such
immanent contents, to transcendent objects? Or, to examine another possibility, does
this mean some mediate referring to facets or parts of transcendent objects??

As the result of Husserl’s radical criticism—for the first time in the fifth LI—
of Brentano’s use of “intentionality,” this concept cannot have, in Phenomenology,
the meaning of such a merely representational ‘referring’ to something ‘objective’
in any of the above senses. In Brentano, intentionality was already understood
as a tending toward an object (Richtung auf ein Objekt) or toward something
objective, albeit immanent (immanente Gegenstdindlichkeit), as we read in the
famous and oft-quoted passage from his Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt
(i.e., at least before his “immanence crisis”).?° Thus, to speak about Husserlian
intentionality in the above simplified and (so to say) traditional way, without any
further clarifications, is of little help in developing a suitable understanding of the
matter and, in the end, is totally wrong-headed.*

As I understand it, in the LI, intentionality means the appearance of a tran-
scendent being in its horizon of co-appearance— transcendent” with respect to
the immanence of the flow of Erlebnisse, or living experiences in the narrow?!

28In posing these last questions in the present context, I have in mind Lee 2000 and Sokolowski
1964.

2In the Brentanian conception of intentionality, consciousness is directed or refers either directly
to a content of this last kind or, in his thought after 1905, it is conjectured—in a confused way—to
correspond or refer, in some mysterious and in fact non-testable way, to a real transcendent thing
via such a content. Brentano seems to have remained ambivalent with regard to the question of
whether the genuine object of our consciousness is the immanent content or an inaccessible realistic
transcendent something ‘corresponding’ to this content. On the meaning of Husserl’s critique of
Brentano’s intentionality, see e.g., De Boer 1978, 45ff; and Vassiliou 2013.

39Such an understanding, by the way, seems to be the basis of the assimilation of intentionality
in Anglo-American circles, informed by the basically Brentanian Chisholm, e.g., Wilfred Sellars,
Fodor, etc. Unfortunately, the same can be said about the circles acquainted with intentionality
under the influence of phenomenologists like Fgllesdal and Dreyfus, especially when they interpret
or present Husserl’s intentionality. The understanding under discussion can also be found in, e.g.,
Searle.

3INote that this last use of “narrow” that is going to be used here is not the same as Husserl’s use
in the citation from LI, referred to in §4.2.
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sense. It means the evidence of the meaningful having of an appearing transcendent
being, within a background of co-givenness. According to Husserlian intention-
ality, whatever is for a consciousness appears or manifests itself as something
transcendent, in relation to the immanence of the stream of living experiences
and its reell contents that are interpretatively lived-through. In short, these are the
characteristics that seem to me to come closest to the Husserlian conception of
intentionality: (a) interpretative intentional animation (Beseelung), (b) appearance,
and (c) transcendence. Appearance is contrasted to non-appearance, to a mere
having of an inert, non-intentionally-animated sensory content in the immanence
of the stream of living experiences (in the narrow sense). In this way, Husserl
gains something more. It is right to think that acts like perception are considered
as full-fledged intentional experiences or acts, whereas sensation per se should not
be considered in this same way.

We can now examine whether it is adequate to draw the distinction between
intentional perception and non-intentional sensation in terms of referring and non-
referring, respectively, to something objective. If the differentia specifica between
them is sought in such terms, an ambiguity ensues, since there is a sense in which
sensations may also be said to ‘refer.” If we are to use Husserl’s example of the fifth
LI, the pain I have in my left foot ‘refers,” in some sense, to my foot; I consciously
feel the pain and locate it at this or that point in, e.g., my left foot, etc. But this does
not make my pain an intentional experience in the pregnant sense of the term. In my
sensation of that pain, neither the pain itself, nor my foot or that specific part of my
foot, is there for my consciousness in the sense of appearing perceived objectivities
in a world. Something analogous holds even for the visual sensation 1 have of a
house, or of any other external object. In perceptual sensations of this object here
and now, an Abschattung of it is contained as a reell part of the “living present” in
the stream of my living experiences (in the narrow sense). And, from some point
of view, this contained gestalt of the house-over-there may be said to ‘refer’ to
this very house—especially if the contained reell gestalt is taken as intentionally
“animated,” i.e., meaningfully interpreted in the perceptual act as being a part of
the whole possible horizon of other such gestalts ‘belonging’ to the same house.
The sensation as a mere (blofs) having of the Abschattung, ‘refers’ to the house over
there: it is a sensation ‘of” this or that side of the house (or ‘of” that house in a still
looser sense). This sensed side is a side ‘of” the perceived house. Nevertheless, the
mere perceptual sensation (with its reell content) is not yet equal to an appearing
of the intentional object “house” itself, in the proper sense sketched above. Even if
that content is taken as animated (beseelt), what makes it intentional is not some
‘referring’ of it (from its reell immanence) to the corresponding side of the house,
but its being-a-dependent-part of the house itself, qua transcendently appearing
object of perception.

Phenomenology of perception in the proper sense, i.e., as a concrete intentional
experience, shows that whereas we entertain an actually given partial side of a
thing, we have the consciousness of the whole thing qua an appearing, transcendent,
objective, identical, horizonal-unity of fused dependent moments.
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[The perceptual thing] is the intentional unity, the identically-and-unitarily [identisch-
einheitlich] thing being consciously experienced in the continuously ordered flow [kon-
tinuierlich geregelten Abfluf3] of perceptual multiplicities, which interpenetrate into one
another [ineinander iibergehenden). (Ideas 1, 88/85; trnsl. mine)

In Husserl, intentionality names this peculiar happening exactly: e.g., in percep-
tion, while we are actually living-through (in the narrow sense) sensed, descriptive
and reell contents (sides, Abschattungen), we live (in the broad or phenomeno-
logically proper sense) in the conscious experience of a phenomenologically and
transcendently appearing thing as totality (even though not as ideally or absolutely
fulfilled).

Thus, if we stay just at the level of an unspecified ‘reference’ as the essential
characteristic of Husserlian intentionality, even in his L/, intentionality is loosely
said to characterize not only perception proper (full intentional experiences), but
isolated sensations too (in a non-full or narrow sense of intentional experiences).
But if we understand intentionality in the triple sense I previously sketched as the
characteristics (a)—(c), then, just as Husserl wanted it, separate(d) sensations are
safely excluded from the sphere of the phenomenologically intentional.

In a word, intentionality is a matter of achieving experience of transcendently
appearing whole objects, not a matter of just having—or even being mediately
directed to—dependent (either immanent or transcendent) parts of objects that
‘refer’ to them as their ‘representations.” Thus, we realize that intentionality isn’t
a matter of accumulating more and more sensory contents that may additively
‘refer’ all the more fully—in a merely quantitative sense after all—to such objects.
Hence, if we want to see what could justify an account of intentionality in terms of
praxis, we must first of all (and always) take care that we are indeed dealing with
genuine phenomenological intentionality. This means that something more has to be
considered than the mere having of additive bundles of separate partial ‘intentions,’
which are fulfilled by our fetching relevant corresponding sensory contents via
bodily activity or doing.

4.8 On the Structure of Perception as Intentional Act

When one speaks of praxis and practices, an association with action of some
kind takes place. But Husserl speaks in terms of praxis even with regard to
passive intentional living-experiences like perception, and even with regard to its
momentary phases and glancing mode. Even when perception entertains just one
adumbration of its intentional thing, it is an intentional act in which we experience
its correlative thing as a whole.

Now, the fact that (passive) perception is intentional, even in these ‘receptive’
glances or transitory phases, does not mean that it is intentional due to its mere
having of the corresponding adumbration in these limit cases. In §4.7.2, we saw
that intentionality is not just a matter of containing ‘referring’ reel contents, but
is rather a matter of having an experience of transcendently appearing things. Thus,
something more is needed in order to understand why a perceptual moment becomes
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and is intentional. The uncovering of this missing ‘internal’ (see §§4.4 and 4.6)
element or factor will lead us to understand in what sense even ‘non-active’—from
the point of view of bodily motility and doing—gazing is praxial in nature.
Perceptual-praxis (Wahrnehmungspraxis) is guided by an ideal. Ideally, it aims
at a fulfillment that should culminate in an all-sided self-presence of the perceptual
thing. But this does not mean that in order to have a perception (as we know it),
the ideal itself and as such has to be realized. It is a phenomenological truth that
perception cannot—but, in a sense, also should not—realize the appearing (and
being) of an actually all-sidedly given thing.*?> In all intentionality, the relevant
noetic sense (noetischer Sinn) serves as a guide for the intentional constitution
of perception’s correlative noematic objectity (the actual perceptual thing).?* In
perception, the relevant perceptual sense (Wahrnehmungssinn) serves as a guide for
the constitution of the perceptual object, as an appearing, unitary, spatially limited
horizon with an inner correlatively unifying principle (against the backdrop, of
course, of an outer horizon of co-givenness). This thing as an appearing unitary
horizon has its completed and uncompleted fulfilment phases. The thing itself is
never a horizon that consists of only actually offered adumbrations of the thing.
It neither consists in all the up-to-a-certain-point actualized adumbrations. The
appearing thing is an open-ended unitary horizon of such actual and potential
adumbrations, which is ‘defined’ on the basis of a particular ideal of inner- and
outer- inter-correlatedness dictated by the relevant perceptual sense. This is what
appears: the thing thusly constituted; not the ideal intentional correlate.
Wahrnehmungssinn, perceptual sense (not perceptual noema),** is a very peculiar
and rather fragile concept; this is because its intentional correlate, the perceptual

32This, of course, does not amount to a defect of perception. Such an ideal givenness is impossible
in perception—even for God, as Husserl famously puts it, e.g., in his Ideas 1 (§43). We may
speak here of a ‘situational’-relative completeness of fulfilment. No omni-intuitional givenness
of a perceptual thing is possible. It is because Derrida thought the contrary, in his Speech and
Phenomena that, feeling betrayed by Husserl’s deconstructed textual evidence, he cried out:
‘there is no perception!’” This reading of Husserl’s Phenomenology and of the phenomenology
of perception (but also of the phenomenology of meaning and expression) may have made
phenomenologists more self-aware in their philosophy. No Husserlian and no phenomenologist,
though, really balk at such acute but off-the-point criticisms.

33 Although this terminology pertains to the transcendental-phenomenological point of view and
its synthetic constitutive analyses of the /deas I and beyond, the general spirit of this treatment
applies mutatis mutandis also to the phenomenological-psychological point of view and the eidetic
constitutive analyses of the LI. Of course, via this phrase (and what will be said in the next
section), we are referred back to the serious and rather complicated issues of the meaning of
the phenomenological reduction(s) and of the relation between sense and noema in Husserl’s
Phenomenology. Let this issue be considered settled here, with the analyses contained in Chaps.
2 and 3 of this book. With regard to the specific connection between sense and noema and, more
particularly, between noetic sense and fulfilled noema, see also below, and Chap. 5.

34“[Tlhe sense is not a concrete entity [or being (Wesen)] in the total composition of the noema,

but a sort of abstract form [Form] inherent in the noema.” (Ideas 1, 316/273). To be sure, this
description concerns the specifically noematic sense. For our present purposes, we will consider
that, in perception, the noetic and the noematic senses are one and the same thing. This explains
the peculiar character of the perceptual correlation (perceptual noesis and perceptual noema).
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noema, is an always already fulfilled perceptual sense. On that level, in perception,
from the point of view of its intending sense alone, something has appeared but
has yet not appeared. The difficulty consists in that the perceptual intending sense
‘exists’ only within the context of a currently operative concrete perception, which
is, as such, always already fulfilled (to one or another degree of fullness). In
perception, the perceptual sense does not ‘exist’ somehow separately in advance,
waiting in purely empty antecedence, as it were, before its actual perceptual
modality. In the operative perception, the perceptual sense is as just-set-info-action
or, better, as having been always already set into action in a current perceptual act. It
is on the basis of this that an Abschattung has been intentionally animated or, better,
interpreted (apprehended or understood) and been consciously held as the actually
offered facet of the overall perceived object that appears transcendently.

In perception, then, the always already fulfilled perceptual sense has always
already appeared and been recognized qua correlative noema, i.e., as a concrete
perceptual thing (if we also take into consideration the in-each-case relevant factic
reell hyle). No purely neutral phase antecedes: there is no previous merely empty
intending after which, at a secondary phase, we go seeking reell contents in order to
fulfill it. In perception, that is, we do not see because we want to see, and nor do we
see whatever we want to see.>> Now, this must be added.

[In the] perceptual sense [ ...] there are directives [Anweisungen], unfulfilled anticipatory
and retrospective indicatory interpretations [Vordeutungen und Zuriickdeutungen] which
we only have to follow up. [...] All the different directions of determination [Bestim-
mungsrichtungen] which lie in the thing-meaning [im Dingvermeinten] as such are thereby
traced in advance [...] [as its] essential interweaving [Wesensverflechtungen]. (Ideas 11,
38/35)3%¢

In every moment of perceiving, the perceived is what it is in its mode of appearance [as]
a system of referential implications [system von Verweisen] with an appearance-core upon
which these have their hold [Anhlat]. And, in these referential implications [Verweisen], it
calls out to us, as it were: “There is still more to see here, furn me so you can see all my
sides, let your gaze run through me, draw closer to me, open me up, divide me up; keep
on looking me over and over again, turning me to see all sides.” (APAS, 41/5; trnsl. md.;
emphases added)

The fact is that the perceptual sense has always already taken or accepted within
itself some material (reell content), which is perceptually interpreted on the basis
of the instructions that the perceptual sense itself gives. This is why the perceptual
thing has always already appeared as fulfilled sense or, which is the same, as a
transcendent correlative noema or, otherwise put, as a correlative noema, fulfilled in
accordance with what the perceptual sense prescribes. An Abschattung has always
already been placed interpretively within the horizon that the sense sets up, or opens
up for it. It is because of all this that perceptual sense is so difficult to distinguish
from its correlative noema. This is a very subtle distinction, which is only rarely

35See also §4.6 above.
36See also FTL §§3—4; Ideas 1, 295/286.
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described by Husserl himself. We can find one such reference in a manuscript (dated
between 1918 and 1921).

[In the intuition of perception] the sense [ ... ] is always ‘full’ [ ‘voller’], covered over, as it
were, by the fullness of intuition, it is fulfilled [erfiillter] sense. In what is intuitional [/m
Anschaulichen] we cannot somehow isolate two constituents, the sense and the fullness, and
place them one over against the other. (Hua XI, 363; trnsl. mine, emphasis added)

In perception, once again, there is no purely empty intending, waiting ‘there’
blindly for its—subsequently only possible—fulfillment and the appearing of its
intended object. An organizational directive has always already ‘taken action’ by
itself (the proper sense of ‘passivity’ here), and an actual correlate has always
already appeared. What already appears on the basis of the instruction that the
perceptual sense is, i.e., the noema qua fulfilled—and also possibly doxically
interpreted (as actual, realistic, etc.)—sense, i.e., the concrete particular perceptual
object in each case, has already been pre-delineated by this sense (given the hyle).

In sum, then, the perceptual sense is the very rule for an interpretation®” or
intentional constitution which is applied to reell contents, e.g., even on a single
available adumbration of a perceptual thing—an adumbration which, as such,
and in isolation, does not appear at all.’® In this application, the sense suitably
organizes one or more reell contents within the horizon of other such contents, and
‘projects’ them transcendently, in their thusly constituted totality, which appears as
the overall perceptual thing (with the phenomenology of the evidence appertaining
to perception; nothing more, nothing less). Here, we have the quintessence of
intentionality. This is why perception was always considered by Husserl as being
intentional par excellence, even in the momentary ‘receptive’ single transitory
phases of its possible duration, and in its mere glancing mode.

The account just developed will now be extended to help us understand not only
what makes perception praxial, but also what makes all intentionality praxial.

4.9 Intentionality as a Rule-Guided Process Aiming
at the Telos of Evidence or Truth

We are now ready to see how the conception of intentionality as a mere ‘referring-
to,” presented above in §4.2, determines a fatal approach to the meaning of the
praxial nature of intentionality. In that analysis of intentionality, the emphasis lay
on the mere having of reell contents, which somehow ‘refer,” or on a mysterious
referring of our consciousness to sides of an external object. It does not lay
in the constituting happening of the transcendent appearing (or conscious or

37See Ideas 1, 118/111, 344/333, 343/332, 357/347, 358/346; Ideas 11, 91/86, 29/33. See also Hua
XL 5.

30n this, see Hua X, 116=7; PP, 137-8/179.
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phenomenological or intuitional having) of correlative objectities in their worlds.
That conception of intentionality leads to the conclusion that all intentionality
is praxial just because there is no ‘pure’ fulfillment, i.e., because there are no
intentional acts that do not demand the fulfillment of corresponding partial empty
moments of intention in order to ‘refer.” But the mere acquisition and having of
contents that ‘refer,” gained by means of bodily activities, blur and finally conceal
the tremendous constituting happening of the intuitional appearing of intentional
correlates. One then understands the praxiality of intentional acts in terms of the
‘mechanics’ through which the accumulation of reel contents (each of which refers
to some corresponding part of the perceptual thing) is achieved. What really has
to be accounted for as intentional praxis, though, is what makes possible the very
evident intuitional appearing of the perceptual thing (something present, in its
premature way, already in LI). And this is a factor that is functional even at the
level of the passive, momentary, perceptual glance.

4.9.1 Intentionality as Hermeneutic Praxial Achievement

Of course, Husserl always understood intentional life as a kind of achieving
(leistend) life. But this achieving is not one of physical doing, e.g., for the
accumulation of more sensory contents. The achievement Husserl’s Phenomenology
(but also Phenomenology at large) is talking about is intentionality itself. It is
the achievement of evidence or truth and of the corresponding ‘reaching out’ of
consciousness (not of the five senses), which aims at making actual the self-presence
and self-givenness of the relevant (in each case) intentional correlate (being). This
is an achievement the outcome of which is demanded or aimed at by sentient life
as such, and in general. Intentionality is not a physical striving (Streben) for more
and more descriptive or sensory contents. It is a ‘psychic’ aiming at the evidence of
appearing intentional beings in their co-appearing worlds. In the case of perception,
this striving can be accomplished fully passively, with even just one effortlessly
given side of a perceptual object.

We can now put the matter this way. As we saw in §4.7, perception can be
accounted for in terms of an aiming at evident appearing of its correlative intentional
objects, which, for the attainment of this end, organizes some means (available
contents) according to a plan or rule (sense).®

In fact, when talk is made of praxis and practices in philosophy, what is most
commonly meant is a physical or external activity of some kind—some sort of
doing. This, however, is not the most interesting sense of practice or praxis. A fuller
explication and settlement of the problem goes far beyond the scope of the present
book. For the moment, though, let the remark suffice that what I consider as the
really philosophically interesting sense of praxis, especially in the context of the

9See also Ideas 1, 357-8/346-7, 348/337; Ideas 11, 29/33, 38/35, 91/86.
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“philosophy of praxis,” is not that of a mere external acting or doing. And this is
irrespective of whether it is motivated by an “I will” that is inspired by its respect
for a rational ideal (e.g., the categorial imperative) or is merely a succumbing to
an irrational passion (the desire). I take it that the praxial nature of intentionality
in Husserl lies deeper than such a simple notion of action and, in the end, can be
paralleled with the most interesting meaning of praxis developed by Aristotle.

The weakest possible version of the latter is sufficient for our current discus-
sion. Three elements will determine this basic reading. For Aristotle, phronesis
(dodvnoLg) is one of the five fundamental ways in which the psyche experiences
the truthful givenness (GAn6eveLv) of beings or of beings in their truth (GAN0BeLa).
Phronesis is the specific virtue or perfect functional state of the psyche, when it
is engaged in praxis, i.e., when it is engaged in meaningfully responding to given
factic circumstances in the actual world. Phronesis, then, can be considered as the
most fundamental virtue presupposed in all the rest of the comportmental virtues,
and in the corresponding ways in which the psyche experiences truth.*’ In sum, and
quite neutrally put, what is meant is that praxis is a certain process that aims at the
end of the truthful givenness of beings, which is accomplishable on the basis of a
strategy concerning the suitable and intentionally effective organization of actually
or potentially available means. To enter a practice is to engage in a procedure aiming
at the task of the truthful givenness of a being by effectively organizing given
means according to a ‘schedule’ or ‘plan.” This might make us suppose that talk
of praxis always also has the meaning of a deliberate planning and/or of an active
organization of some means for the realization of the end. In Aristotle, however,
there is no self-evident account suggesting that all the aimings of the psyche are
motivated by a free-willing egoical pole in the psyche. And we also saw that, in
Husserl, perceptual intentionality also exhibits such a structure in a passive but at
the same time fully conscious way.

The idea here is that the aforementioned (active or passive) sense of praxis can
help us understand the praxiality of intentional consciousness in Husserl’s terms.
Intentional life is praxial in the sense that it aims at the constitution and evident or
truthful appearing of its intentional correlates, which is achievable in a synthesizing
function determined by certain rules of synthesis.

All of this answers the questions posed in previous sections. Consciousness as
a whole should be considered as praxis because it is a mode of life of actual (and
possible) syntheses, which organizes, unifies, and merges its multifarious given reell

40AIl of these are famously developed in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, essentially Book 6,
and especially 1139b18-20, and 1140a27-b34, and are a subject of fundamental importance
for Heidegger’s Phenomenology, in his lecture course on Plato’s Sophist. 1 first suggested this
fertilization of Husserl’s praxial understanding of intentionality with Aristotle’s basic elements of
praxis in Theodorou 2006, Chap. 1. To my knowledge, the only relevant hint toward such a possible
connection between Husserl’s mature understanding of intentionality and Aristotle’s thematics of
energeia is Hart (although he speaks there rather of entelecheia) (see his 1995, 150-1). On an
additional element of the fundamental importance that Heidegger attributes to these Aristotelian
thematics, see also §4.10.1 below here, and Chap. 8, §8.8.1.
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contents in ways that may lead to (or let us into) experiences of truthfully given
correlative objectivities. Consciousness is of a praxis-structure in the sense that it
suitably ‘deploys’ strategies or appropriately synthesizes its actual (and possible)
contents in ways that are effective in achieving evident givenness of intentional
correlative objectities. It constitutes in ways that bring about and establish truth
in the sense of “being.”*' This, its actual or even potential evidence-effectiveness,
the realization of the end of evidence or truth (or being) by applying senses qua
rules of syntheses upon available and anticipated means, is what renders intentional
consciousness a praxis. And it is understandable that at least a glimpse of all this
must have occurred to Husserl after the maturation of his turn to transcendental
consciousness, and to the explicitly synthetic mode of intentional constitution.

From the Husserlian point of view, then, the praxial character of all intentionality,
far from depending on some physical activity, lies in its being a ruled process
achieving the telos of evident truth (or being). This is the result of a continuous
process of self-regulative interpretative syntheses of evidence-striving conscious
life. It is a truth-seeking process, with the general form of a hermeneutic, a self-
adapting zigzag move from the part to the whole and from the whole to the part,
i.e., from the given to the sense and from the sense to the given. If we are to put
intentionality in terms of appearing, and no longer in terms of mere ‘referring,’
my emphasis is not on the possible factic means that are employed in arriving
at the proper telos, but on the rule-guided evidence-aiming or evidence-seeking
functionality of conscious life itself.

4.9.2 Praxial Intentionality and Teleology

Now, this is also why, both statically and genetically, Husserl repeatedly considers
consciousness as a teleological structure.

[Transcendental] Phenomenology therefore actually encompasses the whole natural world
and all of the ideal worlds which it excludes: Phenomenology encompasses them as
the ‘world sense’ by virtue of the sets of eidetic laws connecting any object-sense and
noema whatever with the closed system of noeses, and specifically by virtue of the eidetic
concatenations of rational positing the correlate of which is the ‘actual object” which, thus,
on its side, always exhibits the index for the whole determined system of teleologically
unifying fashionings of consciousness. (Ideas 1, 347-8/337; emphasis added)

Consciousness is an incessant process of becoming as an incessant process of constituting
objectivities in an incessant progressus of graduated levels. It is a never ending history. And
history is a graduating process of constituting higher and higher formations of sense through
which prevails an immanent teleology. And belonging to all sense is a truth and a norm of
truth. (APAS, 270/218-9; emphases added)

410n the extremely important, but downplayed—especially by Heidegger, who really presupposes
them—four senses of “truth” in Husserl’s LI, and especially on the most important of them, the
sense of truth as being (or being as truth), see LI 6, §§38-39. This Husserlian notion of truth will
preoccupy us again in Chap. 7, §7.7.
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Two things must be noted at this point. Firstly, even if the static and genetic
teleologies appear at first sight to be different, they are in fact the same, as concerns
the ultimate principle that guides them, which is none other than the seeking of
evidence or truth. To put it this way, static teleology brings about the truth of what
is at one time available (either as reell content or as appearing objectity). This truth,
however, poses new issues of ‘untruth,” which are genetically-teleologically sought
to be interpretatively elucidated according to new sense-bestowal, in a new truth
(evidence), etc.

Secondly, Husserl appears to have a somewhat unstable understanding of
this intentional-constitutive teleology. Undoubtedly, he usually abstains from a
clear disavowal of deterministic teleology. For instance, Husserl unrestrainedly
praises Fichte’s optimistic, necessary teleology of intelligent, progressive, historical
creation of a world-order within which moral humanity in its perfection can be
possible. In his later views regarding transcendental Phenomenology, he also places
it (clearly whiggishly) in the historical development of philosophical thinking.*?
At other (rarer) times, though, he appears to espouse a non-deterministic view of
teleology. This can be seen, e.g., in his refusal of the possibility of a mathematics
of consciousness’ intentional life,*® or in the transitory remark of the “Britannica
Article” to the effect that both the teleologies (static and genetic) are understood “in
the sense of tendencies” (PP, 177/299).

The larger picture would have Husserl preferring the hyper-rational deterministic
teleology of progress and perfection. Unconditional persistence in such teleology,
though, would be not so much Phenomenology as wishful thinking. In a non-
dogmatic Phenomenology, I think it is clear that what is at one time lived-through
or evidently experienced cannot sufficiently determine what will correspondingly
appear, or what can be genetically implicated. Teleological tendencies are open to
truth, but also to error; to coherence, but also to conflict. Otherwise, perceptual
illusions and historical tragedies, for instance, wouldn’t exist, or they should be
interpreted in the context of a basically chiliastic Christian or Hegelian view of
history, al4 “cunning of reason.”** Despair is understandable; especially in times of
crisis. The same holds for reactions, whether optimistic or pessimistic. Phenomenol-
ogy, however, should not degenerate to the status of either a philosophical comforter
or a nihilistic preacher. Errors are errors, and evils are evils. No hoorays, no cries.
No nihilism, no cynicism either, of course. Nonetheless, we will discuss these issues
further in Chap. 10.

42Gee, e.g., Hua XXV, 275-7; Hua XV, 406, 610; Hua VI, 503. See also Hart 1995 and Strasser
1979.

43See Ideas 1, 161/149, 165/153—4. There is also the estimation that his understanding of the monad
is sometimes free from such determinism. “In [ ...] die Leibnizsche Welt [ . . .] der prdistabilierten

Harmonie, [ . ..] findet Husserl keinerlei Spur eines Determinismus oder Dogmatismus.” (Cristin
1990, 164).

“Thus, T fully comply with Strasser’s critically reserved stance toward Husserl’s hyper-idealist
reading of history’s meaning and course (Strasser 1979, and especially 329-30).
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4.9.3 Praxial Intentionality and ‘Embodied’ Consciousness

Having said all of this, I clearly do not want to underestimate the role of the body in
phenomenological intentionality, existence, and praxis. Firstly, no actualization of
evidence would be possible if the factic or accidental (after all) presuppositions
for this, i.e., the reell contents, were absolutely lacking; and, in our case, it
seems that such sensory contents are available only as bodily recordings. Secondly,
the body in its possible motility and activity supplies the senses with further
and further reell contents both for the actual reaching of the goal of evidence
and/or of its supplementary enhancement.*’ Thirdly, intentionally interpreted or
animated sensory contents are always already projectively located and re-located,
etc., distributed throughout primordial spatial arrays or maps (as it were), and
determined by the specific make-up of our lived bodies.

What makes intentional consciousness ‘embodied,” then, in a sense that is
significant from the Husserlian and phenomenological point of view, is not the
physical side of the human ‘psychophysical’ unity. We should rather try to re-
interpret the embodied character of the Husserlian transcendental consciousness
in the following way: “Embodiment,” in the here relevant sense, should take on a
considerably different meaning than that which relates to the material substrate and
physical motility of our selves. More specifically, at bottom, “embodied” will be the
determination of a kind of intentional constitution; the kind of constitution in which
the rules of syntheses apply to material originating in our senses, schematically pre-
ordered in accordance to sensory-motor and kinesthetic places and orientations.

The first step toward such a new reading was made in Chap. 2, at those points
where the meaning of intentional constitution as transcendental synthesis was
presented. The fully internally consistent version of this teaching was connected,
in particular, with the monadological sense of transcendetal intentional constitution.
Nevertheless, for reasons that will become more explicit in Chap. 10, a suitably
moderated transcendental constitution, one that may be ‘less consistent’ but at the
same time more faithful to the phenomena, can help us reconstruct the spirit of
embodiment in what concerns the character of intentional consciousness, especially
in the context of perceptual intentionality. An approach of this sort will be presented
in Chap. 5, where the issue will be the constitution of what is called natural thing or
nature-thing (Naturding).

Nevertheless, if we were to speak here about the ‘bodily’ or ‘embodied’
dimension of intentionality in only the above terms, intentional consciousness could
be considered as praxial even if it were absolutely ‘dis-embodied,” and even if it
were completely un-related, as it were, to such an actual body. This is so because
intentionality is simply the most ultimate a priori condition for the truth- or being-

41 say this regardless of what relevant restrictions and exclusions transcendental reduction might
impose here. Of course, I refer to the problem regarding the transcendental theory of constitution
poses in our understanding of the source of the reell contents. For more on this, the reader should
wait until Chap. 10, Sect. 10.4.
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accomplishing interpretative wholification or holopoiesis of all these lived-through
sensory contents into the form of recognizable and meaningful correlative beings.
We must, however, observe that this condition for intentional truth- or being-
holopoiesis would be totally inert if nothing made possible this (mysterious indeed)
“seeking” behind it. The “seeking,” now brought to the surface, can of course
be considered as the fourth and possibly deepest dimension of intentionality’s
embodiment. The very possibility of there being something like a seeking appears
to presuppose and to only have meaning on the basis of a suitable material carrier.
This would be a host capable precisely of giving rise to or letting emerge something
like this seeking. What is meant at this point will, hopefully, become clearer in the
following two sections.

4.10 Intentionality, Streben, and Time

Having reached this critical point, two additional topics must be immediately
addressed, albeit briefly. Then, the issue set in suspension in the closing words of
the previous section will be further cemented with some relevant remarks, in §4.11
(especially note 57).%6

4.10.1 Intentionality and Streben

In the foregoing §§4.2 and 4.3, we saw that—at least before the 1920s—Husserl
agreed with Natorp that in our understanding of the acts of consciousness, we must
refrain from falling prey to the “mythology of the activities.” In his Einleitung,
Natorp objects to the idea that conscious acts (Akte) are a Tdtigkeit, an activity or
an enterprise of some kind in which the subject engages itself. This is so despite the
fact that in many cases, if not always, consciousness is seen to be accompanied by
conation or striving (Streben). It seems certain that in the passage Husserl cites (see
§4.2 above), Natorp has in mind Fichte’s metaphysics of consciousness and the “I.”
Indeed, a few pages prior to the passage under discussion, Natorp refers critically to
Fichte’s egology.

In order to elaborate his solution to the alleged problem of inconsistency in
Kant’s system of critical rationalism, i.e., the ‘chasm’ between the spontaneous
transcendental “I”” and the unknowable thing in itself, Fichte developed the idea that
the essence of the transcendentally apprehending “I” is the—by now—notorious
“Streben!” In making this move, Fichte was actually building on still anterior
notions of an active “I.” To refer only to its modern conception, Descartes had

46This section was not contained in the manuscript of this chapter as published in Phenomenology
and the Cognitive Sciences.
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suggested that in our brain there is the infamous conatus, which is basically the
capacity of our material part for motility. Spinoza and Leibniz, who each in his own
way tried to lift the Cartesian dualism of a thinking res and a movable extended
res, offered their approaches to this mysterious conatus (tendentia) as a suitably
sublimated principle of motility. Goethe liked the idea very much, and raised this
conatus, translated now as Streben, to the status of the ultimate essence of humans.*’
To be a human being means to be always already engaged in a striving, in an
endeavour. This is what essentially differentiates humans from the rest of inanimate
and animate beings in nature. At the crucial point, Fichte uses this idea anew.
Transcendental consciousness or, more specifically, the transcendental conscious
“I” is actually a doer. That this “I” is a doer means that it is activity, the activity
that consists in positing its very self. The “I” is the activity that posits itself.*
Fichte calls this “Streben,” and even uses the term “Tathandlung” synonymously.
Paradoxically through—and to a certain degree inconsistently), Fichte presents this
“I” as not positing only its own self, the “I,” but also the non-I. The “I,” then, is a
transcendental activity that posits everything and anything that can be posited.

Isn’t it, then, that the transcendental phenomenological egology, with its scheme
of an all-constituting “I,” which does not assume in any way an in-itself reality,
could actually adopt Fichte’s way? Couldn’t intentionality be approached in terms
of this Fichtean Streben? Husserl appears to toy with this possibility. Indeed, he
discussed the possibility in positive terms. I think we can soundly suppose that one
important source of Husserl’s understanding of intentionality in terms of Praxis or
Handlung was his renewed study of Fichte’s philosophy during the turn from the
1910s to the 1920s.%

The subject is thoroughly, and nothing else than, what acts [Handelnder]. And whatever the
subject has in its presence, as substrate of action [Handelns], as object of its activity [Betd-
tigung], that must be something immanent in it, something already enacted [Erhandeltes].
Therefore there coincides being a subject and being one who acts [handelnd]; but also
being-an-object-for-the-subject and being a product of acting [Handlungsprodukt]. Prior to
the acting [Handeln], when we go to the origin, there lies nothing. The beginning, when
we think, so to speak, of the history of the subject, is not a fact [Tatsache] but an “action”
[“Tathandlung”). (FI, 117/275)

4TIn his Faust, we come across these three ideas. Proteus to the homunculus: “Nur strebe nicht
nach hoheren Orden, | Denn bist du erst ein Mensch geworden, | Dann ist es vollig aus mit dir”
(8330-3). The Emperor, however, has already remarked: “Es irrt der Mensch so lang er strebt.”
(317). The latter makes Angel’s later assurance all the more important for our understanding of
the culture that Goethe nourished: “Wer immer strebend sich bemiiht,/Den konnen wir erlosen.”
(11936-7).

“8For Husserl’s adventurous relation with Fichte, see Kern 1964, 35-7, 292, 297; see also Hart
1995. Husserl’s studies of Leibniz’s work during the turn to the 1920s and the latter’s similar
concerns with the conatus qua tendentia probably also contributed to Husserl’s “praxial turn.”

“Husserl’s Fichte lectures from 1917 (and 1918) represent something of a landmark in his turn
to a publicly confessed and admitted admiration for and trust in German Idealism’s fundamental
guidelines and potential.
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A few pages later, Husserl continues the praise of Fichte’s more mature post-1800
conception of the “I”” and of life as a whole, and becomes more eloquent.

All life is striving, is drive for satisfaction [Alles Leben ist Streben, ist Trieb nach
Befriedigung]. (ibid., 125)

In §4.3, after having rejected the possibility of understanding intentional action-
ality in terms of physical activity, we saw Husserl rejecting three different points
of view from which conscious acts could be understood as activities (Tdtigkeiten).
This Fichtean notion was not any of these in particular. Nonetheless, it is somehow
their common denominator and their arch-ground. Thus, to the extent that the later
Husserl begins to flirt with the idea of a transcendental “I” that is and intentionally
constitutes as Streben, he is actually caught in a tragic irony. He has come full
circle, unknowingly meeting and adopting the view that his earlier self had rejected:
the possibility of seeing all intentional acts as activity in the sense of conation or
striving!

Be that as it may, even if Husserl is found to have unconsciously returned to
an understanding of intentionality’s praxiality as a striving, he still has to avoid
talk of a “mythological” activity. What a non-mythological sense of activity would
look like is a question about which Husserl does not seem to have any clear idea.
Husserl does not develop a specific theory for his praxial turn. It might be said
that, in a sense, the approach developed above in §§4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 stands as a
more concrete interpretation of Husserl’s vague understanding of intentionality as
praxis. More specifically, it can be argued that the sense of intentional praxiality
developed here is also the most suitable and fertile rendering of what Husserl was
sleepwalkingly dealing with silently since the LI and explicitly after the 1920s.%°

It is my contention, though, that an analogous train of thought must have led
Husserl’s most trusted spokesman, Heidegger, to his treatment of intentionality
as the essence of humans. For the time being let me only remind that as it is
generally accepted the Aristotelian praxis played a decisive role in his understanding
of intentional constitution and transcendence on the part of Dasein. This brings us
to the second point I want to make in this Section.

4.10.2 Intentionality and Time

The second point relates to the issue regarding the thematic of time in Husserl and
Heidegger. The common and bilaterally prejudiced opinion is that the rendering

0By no means can the issue regarding the thematic of intentionality and Streben be considered
as exhausted and closed on the basis of what I present in this subsection. A fuller development
must, however, be postponed until another occasion, when intentionality will be investigated in
the context of emotive-valuing and willing phenomena. Until then, a further glimpse is offered in
Theodorou 2012a, 2014b.
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of this thematic in Husserl and Heidegger results in teachings that are completely
foreign to one another and that, in the end, are quite incompatible.

We can immediately state that, as it turns out from relevant observations in
Chaps. 2, 3, and 4 of this book, both Heidegger and Husserl consider time as
the ultimate ground of meanings or senses qua ‘forms’ of intentionality. In the
chapters that follow, we will indeed see how central it is, in both Husserl’s and
Heidegger’s Phenomenologies, that sense (Sinn), as a rule for the intentional
constitution of beings in the world, is actually a function in primordial pre-objective
time. Transcendental consciousness and the Da of Dasein will then surface as
sharing an ultimate ground in time. A more developed account of Husserl’s notion
of sense as a rule of intentional constitution will be given in Chaps. 5, 6 and 7. In
Chaps. 8 and 9, where the passing from Husserl’s to Heidegger’s Phenomenology
will take its full shape, this discussion will be integrated.

Next, we must say this. If, in his Dekonstruktion of traditional metaphysics,
Heidegger finds something positive to say (already in §6 of BT, but also in his
Kantbuch) about Kant’s theory of schematism as the temporalization of the a priori
categories, qua forms of transcendental constitution of experiential objects, then his
near silence with regard to his teacher and “fatherly friend” Husserl is certainly
questionable. For Husserl no longer moves along the naive spatial understanding
of time as a succession of points occupying directly neighboring but independent
places along a spatial axis. Rather, Husserl understands time as a field of continuous
and self-folding and unfolding processes of syntheses of corresponding contents. It
is only then that time can be referred to as the ultimate ground of all intentionality
and of all the sense-guided syntheses that constitute both ontic and ontological
transcendence.

It is certain, though, that there is at least one important difference in Husserl’s
and Heidegger’s approaches to time. It lies in the scale, so to speak, on which they
consider time. Heidegger refused to enter into a perspective allowing something like
a field of time-syntheses pertaining to a really phenomenological primordial sensory
perception (an immanent micro-time). He declared this scale of analysis “theoreti-
cal”! and insisted upon building another, genuinely phenomenological, perspective.
From this point of view, only the time pertaining to the whole life-span of human
everyday existence in the world (a transcendent macro-time) can be accepted as
a primordial phenomenon. For him, that is, only this time scale is considered as
susceptible to genuine or legitimate phenomenological access and givenness.

Of course, this is also connected with his somehow dogmatic understanding of
the objectivity of the source of meanings or the source of constitutive apriories. This
is outside the modern psychic immanence of a subject (generally considered); it is
the transcendent form or Being-structure of the historically self-becoming world
in which we are (exist).”> Thus, he was led to abandon any significant talk of

3'We will deal with the meaning of this accusation in Chaps. 5, 6, and 7.

52We will have the opportunity to deal with this point about ‘objectivity’ at length in Chaps. 8, 9,
and 10. To be sure, Heidegger discovers that beyond the intra-worldly time (Zeitlichkeit), in the
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a transcendentally constituting subjective ‘immanence,” such as the one we have
become acquainted with in our talk about intentionality and constitution in Husserl’s
Phenomenology.>?

For phenomenologists, the standard question at this point is: who was right,
Husserl or Heidegger? Personally I refuse to take sides in this biased quarrel.
Given our analyses in Chap. 3, §3.10, Heidegger’s indiscriminate rejection of all
transcendental ‘immanent’ subjectivity, i.e., also of Husserl’s mature monadological
transcendental subjectivity, becomes a new and very real question. A transcendental
immanence like that in the later Husser]l would have permitted Heidegger to develop
a totally different Phenomenology, exploiting deeper and further potentialities of
his teacher’s original thinking. Later Husserl’s transcendental subjectivity and
Heidegger’s Dasein in its Da share not only a time basis, but also a monadological
character—their co-extensivity, as it were, with the whole horizon of the world.
Thus, hypothetically speaking, the possibility arises here of a Phenomenology that
would accept a monadological consciousness with a dual equiprimordial, pre-
objective time fundament: the one where simply perceptual objects are constituted,
and the other where the beings of our everyday dealings are constituted upon the
former.* Such a move could lift Heidegger’s failure to integrate transcendental
meanings, qua rules of cognitive—broadly meant—intentional syntheses. It would
thus allow for a larger picture, within which this lower or micro-level intentionality
could be fruitfully connected with meanings related to the human ontological
condition that interested him, but also with the specifically ethico-political praxial
organization of human life, which interests us more (I guess).>

From the perspective opened up here, it seems that the unification of the
two phenomenological time perspectives, to the degree that it has been shown

context of which a finite human motility unfolds its intentional possibilities, he was in need of
a still greater time-scale: that which pertains to the motility of Being as such (Temporalitdt). It
is problematic, however, whether he could phenomenologize this latter time dimension (see here
Chaps. 9 and 10).

53His well-known talk about hearing Being’s call, of conscience, or even of guilt and remorse,
line up with his reversal of Augustine’s theology and ethics in the guise of his ontology of human
existence in a cosmos happening according to Being’s own Aoyoc (whatever this might mean—
see Chaps. 9 and 10). Through this talk, however, Heidegger actually loses sight of humans
as intentionally experiencing a world already populated by beings that foundingly antecede the
existential projection of various life-plans; beings that are substantial in commensurance to the
human sensory, bodily-kinesthetic, and perceptual, intentional synthesizing capacities. We will say
more about this in Chap. 6.

>*For a more concrete treatment of this possibility, see Chap. 5 and especially Chap. 6. As it will
turn out, though, in Chap. 10, Phenomenology is not actually forced to follow this supposedly
phenomenologically super-consistent philosophical anthropology of the a-regional monad.

3Husserl is notorious for his ultimate failure to develop a fully intentional phenomenological
theory of ethico-political praxis in the lifeworld. His analyses regarding emotive intentionality and
motivation for action didn’t flourish in the way his analyses regarding perception and judgment
flourished. For Husserl’s failure in the field of the phenomenology of emotive intentionality and of
value experience, see Theodorou 2012a.
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to be plausible and further workable, must be seriously attempted in future
phenomenological work.>

4.11 Concluding Remarks and Further Issues

In §84.3, 4.4, and 4.5 above, we saw that we could have intentional experiences
without depending on either an actual or a potential external bodily activity. The
latter is a non-sufficient condition for intentionality. In §§4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 we saw
that we could have such an activity and yet not have an intentional experience.
Bodily activity is not a necessary condition for intentionality. What makes the whole
range of intentionality praxial is not a bodily activity that accumulates reel contents,
but the fact that in all of its expressions and forms, intentional consciousness is or
becomes organized in the form of sense-guided syntheses seeking and/or achieving
the evidential givenness of intended correlates that truly appear (and are what
they are).

Now, have we arrived, with this, at a final word with regard to intentionality
qua praxis? Of course not. More must be said with regard to the praxial syntheses
themselves. At one level, we must ask: what kind of syntheses are these, in which the
appearance of entities in their worlds is achieved? To what degree can an analysis
of the praxiality of intentional consciousness run parallel to the full conception of
praxis, in Aristotle, and in contradistinction to his account of theory (episteme)?
What might the consequences be of such a possibility as regards our deeper
understanding of intentionality? At another level, we may pose another series of
questions. Are these praxial syntheses simulatable or even actually implementable
in a real material system (e.g., in an electromechanical device, like a robot)?
This is the great question regarding the possibility or impossibility of naturalizing
Phenomenology and, in particular, of naturalizing intentionality.

For the time being, I only want to make explicit this necessary remark. Before
one starts tackling the intricate question of naturalizing intentionality, in particular,
it is necessary to unfold facets of the very phenomenon one wants to naturalize:
intentional consciousness as a praxial-teleological structure in the sense I have
presented here.”’

360n this feature of Husserl’s and Heidegger’s perspectives on time, see also Chap. 8, §8.8.3.

57An interesting set of papers on this subject has appeared during the last 15 years or so, by
philosophers like H. Dreyfus, R. Mclntyre, B. Preston, D. Miinch, J. Mensch, and others. These
works concern the issue of whether Husserlian intentional consciousness is representational and/or
computational, i.e., cognitivistic. In an early and still unpublished presentation at the N.T.U.A.,
sometime around 1999 (the year that Petitot et al. 1999 appeared), I examined some of these pro-
naturalization theses. I argued that no merely electromechanical system can realize intentional
syntheses and, thus, intentionality. Only living organisms can develop such functions (and the
teleological-striving character of intentionality corroborates this). Today, having since studied
Scheler’s later phenomenological philosophical anthropology, Jonas’ thoughts on life, and some
of Varela’s and Thompson’s views on the matter, I find no reason to modify this view.
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Chapter 5
Perceptual and Scientific Thing: On Husserl’s
Analysis of “Nature-Thing” in Ideas 11

Dasein’s specific spatiality must be grounded in temporality.” (M. Heidegger: BT,
418[MR]/367) “Only on the basis of its ecstatico-horizonal temporality is it possible
for Dasein to break into space. (Ibid., 421/369)

The attempt in Being and Time, section 70, to derive human spatiality from temporality is
untenable. (M. Heidegger: 7B, 23/29)

5.1 Introduction

Ideas 11 has been the source of several issues in the broader phenomenological
literature. Some of these issues focus on the particular aims of that work and its
place within the system of transcendental constitutive and genetic Phenomenology.
Others are concerned with its significance in the development of Husserl’s thought
on the possibility and direction of a phenomenological philosophy of natural science
(still under discussion), along with a systematic phenomenological grounding of the
human sciences. Furthermore, the manuscript of Ideas Il seems to have contributed
to the formation of Heidegger’s views on the nature and status of Husserl’s
Phenomenology and of Phenomenology in general. Thus, an examination of the
actual meaning of the analyses in Ideas 11 would contribute significantly to the
understanding of a variety of important issues in phenomenological philosophy.
Husserl’s so-called “transcendental turn” between 1905 and 1907 represents
the beginning of the path to Ideas II. From 1907 onwards, Husserl attempted a
clear and systematic development of his ideas on the transcendental constitution of
intentional beings in their—whatever—actuality. This is a task he undertook in the
Ideas 1, in which he expounds the general core of the new discoveries that allowed
him to go beyond the analyses of the Logical Investigations. Having established
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transcendental subjectivity as the ultimate ground where “the Mothers” accomplish
their constitutive work, Husserl became convinced that he had discovered the source
from which all Being (Sein) arises.

What was supposedly left for Phenomenology was the task of discovering all the
rules governing the Being-originating functionings of the intentionally constituting
transcendental consciousness. The constitutions of all beings that belong to the
different regions and levels of Being could, moreover, enter into a hierarchy of
founding dependences. This was, of course, an ambitious task. In fact, it was
an infinite task, whose chances of being realized depended exclusively on a co-
operative philosophical project, which would start with the specialized works of
Husser!’s followers and former students.

Husserl wrote the Ideas 11 with the aim of offering an application guide to
the core ideas behind his transcendental constitutive Phenomenology to specific
problem areas. In the concluding sections of Ideas I (§§149-153) he states that
his purpose was to show what transcendental constitution means, and how Being
originates in its three basic regions (Seinsregionen): inanimate nature, living beings
or animate nature, and spirit or culturality.

In Ideas 11, inanimate nature is presented as comprising the most basic region and
as the fundament for the constitution of all the other ontological regions (or regions
of Being or Being-regions). But, in Part I of that work (the English translation reads
“Section One”), we find Husserl providing an analysis of the constitution of nature-
thing (Naturding)." What is Husserl’s conception of nature-things there? How do
they relate to inanimate beings in general? How do they relate to the things that
are supposed to be given in simple visual perception or in simple sense or sensory
experience? Are they the accomplishment of a predicative or of a pre-predicative
intentionality? Are they the subject matter of natural science, and in what sense—
and, if not, why? The text of the Ideas Il generates puzzlement and confusion, much
of which is reproduced in the relevant literature.

Before proceeding any further, I would like to note at this early point that what
follows in this chapter may be understood as the positive continuation of what, in
my Theodorou 2004, was only the negatively indicated impasse in Kuhn’s analysis
of the way scientists move from one paradigmatic experience to another. Despite
opinions, Kuhn is very clear that there is no neutral experienceable ground among
such shifts. Husserl’s analyses of perception, analyzed here at length, show that
there is a common phenomenological ground and what it is like. (The way Husserl’s
and Kuhn’s theories can be combined is shown in Theodorou 2010b).

'Some commentators use the translation “physical thing” and, correspondingly, “physical nature.”
I avoid these terms because, in the long run, as I hope will become clear, they may lead to
confusion. Another acceptable translation would have been “natural thing” or “thing of nature.”
As arule, in modern philosophy this term stands for the beings that belong to nature, e.g., a rock or
a tree, as opposed to civilization, e.g., a hammer, a table, or a book. Husserl uncritically adopts
this approach, and soon finds himself caught up in problems. In this chapter, we will silently
abstain from this difference, and focus only on the actual analyses of the Ideas II, Part I. The
aforementioned crucial phenomenological difference will be thematized as such in Chap. 6.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_6

5.2 Overview of the Problem and Its Reflection in the Relevant Literature 141

5.2 Overview of the Problem and Its Reflection
in the Relevant Literature

In Ideas 11 Part I, we are led to expect that Husserl will provide us with analyses of
the intentional constitution of the most ultimate ontological region, that of inanimate
nature. He begins by informing us that these analyses presuppose a “theoretical
attitude” and, further, that it is in fact under such an attitude that we come to
experience nature-things. Nature-things are then (as we shall see further in the
next section) characterized as objects of natural science. Husserl then starts his
constitutive analyses, which we suppose concern these “nature-things.” Yet, in the
process, we discover that these analyses refer to sensory-things, that is, to perceptual
things, which are said to be constituted as essentially extensional and material
beings.

How are we to understand all of this? How do nature-things relate to inanimate
beings? And, most crucially, does Husserl in fact believe that the extensional
and material things of perception are identical with nature-things, i.e., the beings
presented (as discussed above) as the objects of scientific-theoretic consciousness?
Would it then be true to say that Husserl’s systematic constitutive analyses of
the primordial regions start at a level that is already too high—that of scientific
theoretical intentionality? But is it not also true that Husserl considered perceptual
intentionality to be the most primordial intentionality, and already pre-scientific,
pre-theoretical, and, indeed, pre-predicative? Did Husserl, after all, discover a
primordial intentionality of the latter kind only much later than the Ideas 11?7

Landgrebe, for instance, who was the (second) editor of the manuscripts of
that work, claims that in the Ideas II Husserl began from the givenness of the
physicalistically objectified thing.> Moreover, he maintains that in that work,
Husserl held that the “judgmentally positing attitude” is the model for intentional
consciousness. According to Landgrebe, in Ideas Il “positing” means predicatively
and theoretically thematizing. Hence, according to this reading, Husserl loses the
chance to begin his constitutive analyses from a pre-predicative, pre-objectifying,
and pretheoretical availability of the world in a kinesthetic and embodied conscious-
ness. Thus, Landgrebe adds, Husserl introduces his idea of primordial (pre-regional
according to Landgrebe) givenness only when he explicitly introduces the concept
of the lifeworld, toward the end of the 1920s. For Landgrebe, it is only at this late
point that Husserl conceived the idea that nature is something more fundamental
than what is physico-mathematically objectified. It is also at this point, according to

Landgrebe 1981a. In a relevant translator’s endnote in that paper, McKenna explains Landgrebe’s
view approvingly, claiming that the analyses of the first part of the Ideas II are conducted from
the point of view of the “naturalistic” attitude. This attitude, McKenna adds, correlates us with the
region of the objects of natural science (i.e., mostly Physics together with naturalistic Psychology)
(ibid., 150). Cf. note 1 above.
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Landgrebe, that Husserl abandoned the thematic of regional ontologies, which on
Landgrebe’s reading were spheres of correlate-objectivities constituted for the first
time in the corresponding theoretical conscious experiences.’

Landgrebe, however, is not the only one of Husserl’s students and commentators
to offer such a reading. And, as is clear from Heidegger’s direct and indirect attacks
on Husserl throughout, e.g., Being and Time and Prolegomena to the History of
the Concept of Time,* it was probably Heidegger who paved the way for this
understanding. Today, based upon the secondary literature on Heidegger’s criticism
of Husserl,’ we can assume that this reading has become something of a ‘received
view,” at least with respect to understanding the Husserl of Ideas II. Nevertheless,
this view has also influenced some contemporary Husserlians. Some of those
who directly address that text, or who deal with the dispute between Husserl and
Heidegger, accept this reading as one that indeed corresponds to Husserl’s views,
and even defend it as being phenomenologically proper or more in keeping with
Husserl’s thought.

Given this, I hope that the present chapter will contribute to a better understand-
ing of Husserl’s project, especially to a better understanding of his Ideas II and its
significance for both the internal history of the phenomenological movement and
the possibility for a phenomenological philosophy of perception and of science. In
the following sections, my aim will be to elucidate the perplexing and confusing
analyses in Part I of the Ideas 11.”

3Thus, Landgrebe locates a contradistinction (as opposed to the complementary and explicative
relation I seek) between Ideas 1, I, and Crisis. See Landgrebe ibid., 148-9; also Landgrebe
1981b, and especially 153—4, 160. In what follows, we also come across some more similar recent
readings.

4See, for example, the context of Being and Time, §§3, 15; Prolegomena to The History of The
Concept of Time, §5 and p. 168; but also Ontology: The Hermeneutics of Facticity, §19. In fact,
Landgrebe’s account is strikingly similar to Heidegger’s, especially with respect to the latter’s
explicit early accounts of the nature-thing. See also Dreyfus 1991, Chaps. 4 and 6 and especially
pp. 61, 71, 74, 80-1, 115, 120-1.

>In relation to our immediate concerns here, see e.g., Soffer 1999 and Overgaard 2003 (especially
pp. 161-3, where the nature-thing of Ideas 1I is presented as the—direct or proper—object of
natural science). This reading of Ideas II, however, can also be found in the Husserlian secondary
literature that deals not so much with the dispute between Husserl and Heidegger, but just with the
Ideas 11. See, for example, Bernet et al. 1993, Chap. 9. It should also be noted here that the intimate
connection between the perceptual thing and the scientific thing creates a series of paradoxes that
run through some of the essays that specifically set out to decipher the text of Ideas II. See, for
example, Melle 1996, Soffer 1999.

0n this issue, see the corresponding references in the previous and subsequent notes.

"The fact that the text as we know it is the result of successive editorial works by Edith Stein and
Ludwig Landgrebe, neither of which seems to have satisfied Husserl (see Husserl’s remark from
Hua 1V, 403, cited in § 5.9 below), is probably an additional factor among those that have caused
this puzzlement and confusion. However, this factor cannot be taken into account here per se.
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5.3 Nature-Things and the Question of the Most Primordial
Intentionality

In Ideas 11, Husserl starts his analysis with a study of the constitution of nature-
things (or nature-objects). In the very first pages (§1) of that work, he remarks
that although in our everyday life we confront value-objects of various kinds,
natural science abstracts from these, and takes as its object mere nature-objects.
He explicitly states that the nature-object “[...] is the correlate of the idea of
natural science [Physics]” (3/ 1-2).% Furthermore, in §11 we read that the subject
matter of his analyses is nature as a correlate of the theoretical, interest-motivated
intentionality pertaining to modern natural science (Physics) and that this nature
comprises “mere things.” In the same context we also read that in the theoretical
attitude of natural science, we abstract or abstain from all non-cognitive values,
practical interests and the like, i.e., we no longer experience houses, tables, works
of art, or tools, as is the case in ordinary life. We are thereby left only with appearing
beings, recognized as mere nature-things, mere material things, or mere spatio-
temporal bodies.’

Given that nature-objects are subsumed under the title of analyses concerning the
constitution of inanimate nature, qua most basic region of Being, does this mean that
the ultimate fundament that underpins the phenomenological givenness of cultural
or value-objects is a natural scientific reality? If we were to read the excerpt above
from the perspective of modern philosophy’s long tradition, it would be tempting
to think that Husserl belonged firmly to that tradition. The combined effect of the
program announced in I/deas 11, and claims such as the one just cited, make it seem
that for Husserl—as for Kant, for example—a mathematically and physicalistically
described nature comprises the sphere of our most primordial experience. This
understanding, it seems, may be further strengthened by appeal to the expectations
Husserl creates in his Introduction to the Ideas 1.

In the Second Book [i.e., in Ideas 1I] we shall then treat in detail [...] the difficult
relationships of Phenomenology [ ...] to the physical sciences of Nature. (Ideas 1, xxi/7)

None of this should confuse the reader, however. It is true that in Ideas II
(and in other places in Husserl’s work) we come across analyses in which it is
claimed that “nature-"objects and “natural” scientific reality in general are indeed
products of some theoretical consciousness. But, in Husserl, this does not entail

8References to the Ideas 11 will be given in this simplified form. The first number refers to the
English translation and the second to Hua IV. Also, when there is no other specification, the
symbolism “§x” refers to the same work.

9The details of the story behind the attitudes mentioned in Ideas II are too complex to be examined
here. What is necessary to understanding the problem dealt with in this chapter, though, is silently
provided. What is most crucial is the ambiguity of the term “theoretical” as it appears in Husserl’s
manuscripts under discussion. In section 4 below, this ambiguity is dissolved. See also Chap. 2,
n.18.
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that theoretical consciousness in general is the most primordial, or that “nature-
thing” names the direct intentional correlate of the natural-scientific theoretical
consciousness. In what follows, I will show that in Ideas II, nature-things are
described from a phenomenologically legitimate ‘theoretical” attitude that does not,
however, necessarily adopt the verdicts of natural scientific theories about what is
‘mere nature.” Confusion arises because, in Ideas 11 Part I, Husserl discusses the
constitution of nature-things alongside the question of the origin out of which natu-
ral science obtains its own immediate (or direct) objects. This parallel treatment of
the constitutive problems in the sphere of natural science and of the founding ground
from which natural science draws (‘abstracts’) its proper objects produces ambigu-
ities that need to be dissolved. Below, I attempt to untangle Husserl’s confusingly
intermingled references as they appear in a number of specific places in his Ideas I1.

5.4 ‘Theoretical’ Consciousness and Pre-giving Acts

In Ideas 11, we read that natural science is the product of theoretical consciousness,
and that theoretical acts are those in which we explicitly perform the positing
of a subject to which predicates are attributed. This process amounts to an
attentive focus on our part, i.e., to an objectifying grasping in an active sense
(§3). However, Husserl also says that these theoretical acts constitute their objects
by thematizing objectivities already given in pre-theoretical acts. These are pre-
giving acts, whereas there are also ultimate pre-giving acts with their corresponding
intentional correlates (§4). For example, it is one thing to be sense-experientially
conscious of this apple, simply, but a completely different thing to be attentively
(in a narrow sense) conscious of it in the active performance of a judgmental
thematization that is at play in saying “the apple is red” or, more specifically (taking
into consideration natural-scientific predicates), “this apple is a material thing with
amass of 0.2 Kg,” and so on (see §3). Ultimate pre-giving intentional correlations
are ultimate passive correlations that have nothing to do with logico-categorial
formations (§4). Predicatively thematizing acts in general, and theoretical-scientific
acts in particular, belong to a spontaneously active intentionality (although they may
be considered as—secondarily—passive, when they are turned into founding strata
for even higher-order intentional acts).'”

10The closing passages of §4 also create the impression that we can either pass to the theoretical
attitude or that we already live in that attitude and that, from this point of view, theoretical
consciousness appears to be our ultimate intentional possibility. This impression, however, is false,
since two pages earlier Husserl speaks of a quite different kind of intentionality as the lowest
level of consciousness (11/9)—we will come to this shortly. What Husserl wants to say in §4 is
that any kind of founded intentionality, i.e., including the natural-scientifically theoretical one,
can function as a foundation for other kinds of intentionality. The same context makes it clear that
something analogous to this founding of theoretical upon pre-theoretical correlations also holds for
evaluative intentionality in general (see 9-10/8). Yet Husserl’s example is not very clear, and the
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That it is mere things (blofie Sachen), mere sense objects (Sinnesgegenstinde)
or sense-things (Sinnendinge) (or sensory things or things of the senses) that are
the primal or foundationally ultimate constitutive objects is made explicit only in
§8 of the work under discussion. Husserl then embarks upon an extensive analysis
concerning the constitution of these things: the sense-things. And this appears
in the part of Ideas II that has, as its theme, the constitution of nature-things.
From this, we are led to understand—at least initially—that foundationally ultimate
beings are not nature-things, i.e., the things that supposedly stand as the objects of
theoretical natural science, but the just mentioned “sense-things.” Nevertheless, for
some reason, which prima facie remains unclear, the analyses concerning sense-
things appear in the context of passages concerning nature-things.

What are “sense-things” anyway? They are the things that are given and which
appear in simple sensory experience.

If we would touch on the thing itself, then it is required of us, [...] not to be content with
vague traditional locutions and traditional philosophical preconceptions [...]. [W]e have
to go back [ ... ] to the consciousness in which things are given to us originarily [...], [i.e.,
the situation calls] not simply for a mere perception [ ...] [;] it is necessary to ‘follow up’
the perceptually meant in a perceiving and experiencing [ ... ] [in a] series of perceptions
[...]in which the perceived object is one and the same. (37/34, emphasis added)

But does this analysis of sense-things, lodged in the context of analyses
concerning the constitution of nature-things qua (supposedly) objects of natural
science (see above, § 5.2), make any real difference? Does perception deal with
beings that are totally different to the avowed objects of scientific consciousness?

At first, a sense-thing is described as essentially nothing more than a spatial
body—albeit filled with the extended qualitative sense-filling. At that level, we
simply have a thing qua spatial phantom, a schema (figure) of a thing endowed with
sensuous qualities, a corporeal shape with some sensuous filling extending over its
entire surface.'! Here, we may speak of a thing as mere extension fulfilled with sense
qualities. What is given at this level does not support anything like substantiality or
materiality. Things get constituted as res materialis at a different level (more on this
below).

Thus, the part of Ideas II that deals with the constitution of nature-things as the
alleged objects of natural science, and at the point where we would expect more
information on the make-up of these beings, we come across the so-called “sense-
things.” These are initially described as extended and then as material beings that

reader should resist the idea that what ultimately founds a value object in general is a nature-object
qua scientific theoretical correlate. Despite appearances, moreover, value-objects are not theoretical
objects (11/9), as the single quotation marks he uses (‘theoretische’) in the first appearance of this
equation of value with the theoretical suggest (Hua IV, 9-10); these quotation marks are missing
in the English translation. Chapter 6 of the present book is totally devoted to making clear—vis-
a-vis Heidegger’s relevant accusations—what Husserl actually thinks with regard to the order of
givenness and the founding relation between the perceptual thing and the various cultural strata of
the beings we straightforwardly experience in our everyday life in the world.

1See 40/37, 42/39.
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are, moreover, characterized as ultimate in the order of founding. This complicates
things. It seems to make the digression from the analysis of the constitution of
nature-things qua objects of natural science toward sense-things superficial, if not
utterly useless. If the truly ultimate founding things are essentially nothing more
than extension and matter, then why should we think of these as being different
from the objects of mathematical Physics?

5.5 The Constitution of res Extensa

We read that “it was not without reason” (31/28) that Descartes designated extensio
as the essential attribute of material thinghood—as distinguished from animal
thinghood. Material nature occupies a place within world-space, is characterized
by corporeal extension, and can change location in space. Animal nature (or animal
thinghood) is a complex composed of a lower stratum of material nature, extensio,
and an upper stratum of a fundamentally different essence.

In describing the sphere of the non-thinking res, Descartes had in mind a
conception of the extensionality or spatiality of beings, rooted in a Euclidean
conception of space and a physicalistic conception of matter and substantiality.
Spatial descriptions, there, begin with scientifically geometric (Euclidean) terms.
The lines determining the boundaries of things in space, surfaces and volumes, but
also the very conception of space as such, was already defined in the Geometry of
the time. In other words, this kind of conception of the spatiality of res extensa
is already theoretical. In fact, this spatial conception of things results from the
scientific-theoretic idealization present in the context of Euclidean Geometry, which
means that the metaphysics of space in the Cartesian conception of res extensa is
already scientific. This is also the case with materiality and temporality within the
same conception.

Does this mean that on Husserl’s analysis, sense-thinghood is already formed in
Descartes’ sense? Is it the case that Cartesian extensio, one of the mathematically
defined primary qualities, is after all at play in Husserl’s conception of the
constitution of the primordial kind of beings?

To believe this would be to ignore Husserl’s well-known claim that he uses old
terminology with a new meaning. What we should bear in mind is that in Ideas
II, whenever the subject matter of the phenomenological investigations concerning
constitution is the theoretically constituted nature of the natural sciences, this
investigation always necessarily brings us back to more fundamental levels of
constitution. At these levels, we are not dealing with the theoretically constituted
sphere of intentional beings, but with objects that are first constituted in passive
perceptual intentionality.

It is a mistake to project Descartes’ conception of extension onto Husserl’s
descriptions in Ideas 11, and this does not need to be recognized from the point
of view of an anachronistic interpretation of Husserl’s intentions in his Ideas 1I,
in the light of his subsequent analyses in, e.g., the Crisis. In Ideas 11, there are
traces (see below) of a merely perceptual-spatial—i.e., not yet lifeworldly cultural—
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constitution and givenness of things, which clearly precedes (in a transcendental and
historical-genetic sense) its scientific-geometric ‘counterparts.” At that level, i.e., at
the level of the pre-giving and sensuous intentional life correlated with an actual
(wirklich) world-and-its-beings, spatiality does not already have a geometrized
texture in some special scientific sense. There, theoretically idealized universals
are not yet ‘in touch’ with our consciousness. The rules that guide the relevant
constitution do not correspond to scientific-geometrical apriories. There, lines are
more or less straight, more or less circular, surfaces are more or less flat or curved,
and so on.

The crucial point here is that the existence of a world with things that have,
for instance, a shape, three dimensions, and are located in space, does not—on its
own—necessarily force Phenomenology to consider all these characteristics from
the point of view of a scientific-theoretical Geometry. As Husserl would later
say, at this level one can speak only of “morphological” characters, apriories and
concepts. Thus, a phenomenological analysis of the primordial givenness of beings
in a world that regards them as ‘res extensa’ is not ipso facto an analysis that starts—
prematurely—at the theoretical level, from a scientific-theoretical consciousness.

According to direct evidence from Ideas 11 Part I, Descartes simply “had his
reasons” for attributing theoretical-geometrical extension as the essential feature
of natural thinghood examined in terms of sense-thinghood. However, as Husserl
adds a few lines later, we should speak of extension “rightly understood” (31/29,
emphasis added). Extension determinations, i.e., magnitude, form, figure, etc., are
the extension determinations of the science of Geometry (theoretical geometrical
consciousness) only “ideally speaking” (33/30, emphasis added). As Husserl has
already claimed in the Ideas I, space, i.e., the space in which we find appearing
things as correlates of simple perception, is not yet the space of Euclidian
Geometry.'?

2Ideas 1, 84/82, 85/83. In examining the relative priority between readiness-to-hand (Zuhanden-
heit) and presence-at-hand (Vorhandenheit), Heidegger treats the latter as the givenness of beings
in mere perception (in the Husserlian sense), which has resulted in the theoretical modification
of our primordial intentionality (which for him offers us the experience of ready-to-hand beings).
Heidegger identifies this theoreticity in the givenness of beings qua mere (perceptual) objects with
their being given in terms of the Cartesian res extensa (with regard to this, see Heidegger’s marginal
note 98.a in his Hiitte copy of SZ, where Heidegger explicitly connects Cartesian res extensa with
the Husserlian ultimate ontological region!). Soffer writes that in Heidegger: “it is not clear what
the path is from readiness-to-hand to presence-at-hand, or in what way the broken hammer is the
static condition for res extensa” (Soffer 1999, 389), i.e., for the hammer’s being “a material body in
the Cartesian sense [ . .. ] satisfying the characteristic isolation of the present-at-hand” (ibid., 382).
Soffer, however, accepts the view that Husserl indeed considered readiness-to-hand or culturality
as founded upon a theoretically constituted more primordial level, upon a presence-at-hand or
perceivedness of nature-thinghood characterized also as res extensa. She then asks, rhetorically:
“Is not res extensa for Husserl the result of a mathematical idealization and logical subtraction
[...]?” (ibid., 383). Thus, in their effort to defend Husserl against Heidegger’s criticism that he has
over-theoreticized intentionality, there are Husserlians who accept Heidegger’s reading of Husserl,
i.e., of Husserlian res extensa in already scientific-idealized terms, and try to defend this view as
phenomenologically correct. Here I follow a different path, which will culminate in Chaps. 6 and 7.
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According to Mohanty, Husserl had always been familiar with the thematic of
idealization, i.e., the step that brings us from pre-scientific—albeit, for the first,
also thematic—consciousness to scientific consciousness, which attracted Husserl’s
attention more intensely from his Freiburg period (1916-1928) onwards. “That the
scientific was an idealization of the pre-scientific is to be found [also] in the early
writings on space and Geometry.”!? There is also irrefutable evidence for this in
the LI.

Plainly the essential forms of all intuitive data are not in principle to be brought under
“exact” or “ideal” notions, such as we have in Mathematics. The spatial shape of the per-
ceived tree as such, taken precisely as a “moment” found in the relevant percept’s intentional
object, is no geometric shape, no ideal or exact shape in the sense of exact Geometry [...].
“[I]nexact” essences [ ... ] may not be confused with the “exact” essences which are ideas in
the Kantian sense, and which [ ...] arise through a peculiar “idealization.” The descriptive
concepts of all pure description, i.e., of description adapted to intuition immediately and
with truth and so for all phenomenological description, differ in principle from those which
dominate objective science. (LI, 450—1/245)

Clearly, already before Ideas II, by spatiality and extensionality Husserl did
not self-understandably mean a scientific-theoretic geometricality. The distinction
is also sufficiently clear in Ideas II. Either subjectively oriented (directionally
differentiated) space or intersubjectively objective space, together with all appearing
spatial forms, “admit of idealization [lassen eine Idealisierung zu]” (emphasis
added), in which they are “to be grasped in geometrical purity and determined
exactly” (88/83).'* More specifically, in Ideas II we read that it is our living body,
with its potential for motion and its system of kinesthesias, which is somehow
responsible for the construction of the primordial spatial world. "3

!3Mohanty 1995, especially p. 64; see also pp. 57-8, 76 endnote 34.

'4On the difference between pre-scientific and scientific space in Ideas 1I, see also 92/87. It is true
that at a certain point, Husserl (or at least the manuscript we have) does not hesitate in subsuming
extensionality under what are known as “primary qualities” and to contrast them with what are
known as “secondary qualities” or “real qualities” (for more on the meaning of this expression,
see below) that fill the spatial body (33-4/30-1). In the same context, we also find extension
raised to the level of the essential form for all real determinations, or to the essential form of
existence for “material or physical (physisch)” being in general (35/32). In this context, we are
given the impression that extensionality and materiality are indeed presented from the exclusive
physico-mathematical point of view. This way of putting things is admittedly confusing (for similar
cases that concern materiality, see also below). However, a careful reading of “or” in “material
or physical” enables us to retain a non-scientific meaning for “material” and, accordingly, for
extensionality.

15See 62/57. For those who know that Merleau-Ponty spent quite some time studying Husserl’s
manuscripts that led to Ideas 11, it comes as no surprise to find Merleau-Ponty developing this idea
further in his Phenomenology of Perception. On this issue, though, see also Chap. 4 of the present
book, especially §§ 4.5 and 4.9.
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Thus, although we have seen that the first part of Ideas II (dedicated to
constitutional analyses of inanimate nature) deals with the constitution of nature-
things qua the alleged objects of natural science, we have also seen that the actual
analyses concern the constitution of sense-things qua foundingly ultimate intentional
beings. Then, we established that sense-things should first be considered as res
extensa. Nevertheless, we also discovered that these constitutive analyses do not
primarily refer to a scientific spatiality (although they can be transformed in a way
that allows them to acquire such a character). We will now see how something
similar applies to the case of the constitution of res materialis.

5.6 The Constitution of res Materialis

How is materiality—the ‘res’ of res extensa—constituted? This is the concern of
§§15-17. According to these sections, “material (extended) thing” is to be found
by means of an eidetic variation that starts from a perceived thing, e.g., from
this table here. The spatial body, fulfilled with extended qualitative filling, is not
yet a thing in the usual sense of a materially real thing. This is simply an ‘airy’
phantom thing, a visual-tactile shape with the corresponding sensuous filling. It
is the phantom thing’s motion, qua its change in place (Ortsverdnderung) and
its interaction with other such phantoms and with me that constitutes the robust
or substantial actuality of that thing, i.e., the res of res extensa. The materiality
of the perceptual phantom is constituted in its exerting and undergoing impacts
and pressures, pulls and resistances—not exclusively felt in terms of mere visual
perception (which is also always there), but also by means of “exerting the muscles,”
“bracing oneself against,” etc. (42/39).

Yet, as was also the case with res extensa, and despite appearances, materiality at
this level is not yet the materiality of physical science. Here, we do not have a meta-
physical analysis of matter in the Kantian sense of the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science. Rather, Husserl’s Phenomenology is a ‘renewal’ and radicalization
of transcendental philosophy, since it discovers a level of experience that is neither
the traditional empiricist one nor yet the natural scientific one. It uncovers and
legitimizes a meaningful and truthful level of givenness of the world, which is
indeed conscious (truthfully or evidently appearing), but also pre-theoretical. It
brings to the fore a whole stratum of life that functions as a necessary condition
for the possibility of other strata of life, among which the scientific-theoretical is
just one. The latter perhaps allows greater effectivity in some crucial endeavors of
human life, but it is not more truthful or more real than the most primordial one.

Of course, Husserl once again seizes the opportunity to complicate matters.
This time, he indeed speaks of a distinction between geometrical and mechanical
movement (42/39) in which materiality is constituted. It becomes clear from the
context, however, that he is not really referring to the sciences of Geometry and
Mechanics. He only wants to draw a distinction between a non-‘dynamic’ or
non- ‘substantive’ movement (perhaps of isolated or non-interacting Abschattungen
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or phantom-things) and its ‘dynamic’ or ‘substantive’ counterpart, in which real
interaction qua “causal conditioning” (kausalen Bedingtheit) (43/40) is taken into
account.

The examples we find in this context are perhaps another source of confusion for
the reader. In exhibiting the materiality of the thing by way of its “dependence on
circumstances” (§15¢c), Husserl takes as his example a steel spring that, once struck,
starts oscillating by going through a certain succession of states of relative change
in place and shape. This means that the spring has the real property of elasticity.
In other words, as Husserl again explains, as soon as a certain “impetus” (ibid.) is
given, there is a corresponding deviation from the state of rest and a resulting mode
of oscillation.

Does this “elasticity,” though, correspond to some scientifically objective stratum
of the intentional objects—one whose description belongs specifically to Physics—
and if not, why? We read, for instance, about a phenomenon in which a steel spring,
impetus, and oscillation are involved. Is this not proof that we are in the realm of
Physics? Here again, one might have reasons for thinking that Husserl is addressing
the constitution of natural scientific objectivities and phenomena.

This would have been the case if, in the above description, we were really
dealing with a specifically natural scientific concept of (causal) processes and
circumstances. A spring is a spring, elasticity is a mode of the overall givenness
of a thing that is subject to certain changes of form; a hit is a hit (in the
English translation, the scientifically biased “impetus” translates Husserl’s some-
what ambiguous Anstofs). There is nothing specifically scientific in the description.
In the closely connected text of the so-called Ideas 111, we also read that the “merely
material thing” “[a]s an intuitively given articulation of experiential reality [...]
precedes all thinking, and specifically all scientific theorizing thinking,” and that all
thinking concerning the empirical (Erfahrungsdenken) draws (schopf) its “ultimate
legitimizing basis from experience only by ‘adjusting’ itself to it [sich nach ihr
‘richtet’]” (Ideas 111, 1/1, emphasis added). At another point of this interesting
text, we also read that “to the extent that there is consciousness of something real
[in simple pre-thematic and pre-scientific experience], there is also consciousness
of causality—but completely unclear [at first] and able to be brought out and
prepared and determined conceptually only by means of [a subsequent natural-
scientific] theoretical experience-analysis and investigation” (ibid., 4/4; emphasis
added). Schiitz comments on this issue by claiming that “it has to be emphasized
that the material thing and its causalities [at least] thus described are not the thing
and its causalities in terms of the natural sciences, but the thing as it is constituted
in the sensorial perception of an experiencing subject” (Schiitz 1966, 19; emphasis
added).'®

16 As we shall see below, it is a rare fortune to find such accurate and clear—albeit transient and
overlooked—statements on this issue. In the overwhelming majority of the relevant literature, this
causality is already and exclusively conceived in the scientific terms of Physics. For example,
Melle talks of causality and the constitution of “physical nature” exclusively in terms of the
“exact” “calculative” laws of natural science (Melle 1996; especially pp. 20, 23). (See also note



5.6 The Constitution of res Materialis 151

How, then, are we to understand all this? The first part of the Ideas 11 is supposed
to concern the constitution of the beings of the ontological region of “inanimate
nature.” The analyses were about nature-things, which were presented as being
intimately related with the objects of science. We then read that ultimately founding
beings are called “sense-things.” Sense-things were said to be essentially res extensa
and, on another level and in a broader sense, also res materialis. This, then, may
admittedly tempt one into thinking that, according to Husserl, the most primordial
stratum of intentional being is that described by Geometry and Physics. We managed
to discern, however, that talk of extensionality and materiality always had a double
sense for Husserl: a pre-scientific and a scientific one.

Thus, we must now answer the following question. In what sense can analyses
concerning the constitution of the extensionality and materiality of pre-scientific
sense-things take place in the part of the Ideas 11, whose main theme, appears to be
the constitution of inanimate nature in terms of nature-things, qua alleged objects of
natural science?

Before attempting to answer this question, however, we will first examine another
fold of the character pertaining to the intentionality that is responsible for the
constitution of pre-scientific and, more specifically, of mere sensuous thinghood.

35 below.) Something similar holds for Soffer (1999). Soffer locates a certain “ambiguity” in the
meaning of the naturalistic attitude (from which the analyses examined up to now have supposedly
been conducted), which produces a corresponding ambiguity in the meaning of causality. The first
ambiguity concerns the issue of whether naturalistic nature allows us within a sensible intuitable
nature or, on the other hand, transposes us into a logico-mathematical un-intuitable nature. The
second ambiguity concerns the issue of whether causality applies to the sensible, inexact, and
secondary properties of material bodies, or to imperceptible and idealized bodies with their exact
primary qualities. But, for Soffer, causality in the second sense is characterized by (merely) “far
more” rigorous law-like connections and (merely) “more” exact predictability (ibid., 39-40). In the
end, Soffer simply contrasts physical causality with psychic motivation, and describes the former
as having to do with interactions between material bodies seen from the naturalistic point of view,
which “conceives of material nature as a subject-irrelative ‘in itself,” [i.e., from the point of view
of natural science]” (ibid., 40, emphasis added; also 44). As I see it, however, these sections of the
Ideas 11 do not contain an irreparable accidental “ambiguity” in favour of the “naturalistic attitude”
or, in the end, of the self-evident domination of the scientific point of view. They only introduce
two systematically different materialities, distinguished by Husserl himself (albeit not clearly).
Ricoeur also sees Husserl’s phenomenological abstention from culturality (plus animality) in the
first sections of Ideas 11 as the scientific-theoretical objectivating attitude (Ricoeur 1967, 40-1, 46).
Due to this, Ricoeur thinks that the constitution of nature in Ideas II already means a constitution
of a scientific nature. From this point of view, Ricoeur equates naturalistic and scientific-theoretical
objectivating attitudes, even though he correctly differentiates the first from the natural attitude (cf.
ibid., 37). This is why he seems convinced that, contrary to what an existential phenomenologist
like Merleau-Ponty would expect, “[i]n Ideas II there is no question of finding a type of worldly
presence [...] [other than] the objective relations of the intellectual and scientific level whose
significations would be projected by the unfolding of my corporeal powers” (ibid., 43). In the main
part of this chapter, I put forward a different understanding of this issue; one standing closer to the
expectations of Merleau-Ponty.
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5.7 The Constitution in Terms of Substrate and Properties

Some readers may, at this point, be engaging in the following train of thought. It
may be the case that Husserl actually considers the constitution of nature-thing in
terms of simple perceptual things, and he may also consider the latter as capable of
being given on a pre-theoretical level of experience. Husserl, however, speaks about
properties of these things. Is it the case that, in Husserl, our perceptual experience of
a thing, like the spring discussed above, is formed by means of predicating elasticity
upon some merely logical or metaphysically material substratum? Or, alternatively,
is it the case that elasticity co-constitutes our merely experienced spring, in the
manner of a property attributed to it qua subject of a categorical judgment?!’

We read about the spring and its elasticity in the context of a section in
which Husserl is in the process of analyzing how the various strata of a thing
qua res extensa and res materialis are formed. Res extensa is supposed to be the
intentional correlate of mere perceptual experience (basically visual and tactual).
The extensional strata of the spring, together with its corresponding sense-filling,
are constituted on the basis of constitutive rules pertaining to (visual and tactual)
perceptual intentionality, i.e., by the appropriate folds of perceptual sense. Its
materiality is constituted on the basis of changes that do not relate to the actually
offered sides of the thing and their sensory contents, but on the basis, firstly, of
certain changes of place after collisions with other such things or, secondly, of
certain other changes of shape.

Husserl does indeed claim that during changes of the thing-schema (as in the case
of the oscillating spring) or changes of place occupied by a given constant thing-
schema, the thing is grasped (erfafst wird) in an “objectifying” way as having the
“property” of elasticity (45/42). In the same way, during changes in illumination,
the filling color of a given thing-schema is constituted as the “objective” color
“property” (ibid.). Husserl in fact calls this process a “realizing apprehension”
(realisierende Auffassung), and we read that it amounts to a constituting of “the real
thing as substrate of real properties” (46/43).'® Does not all of this mean that, in
Husserl, our primordial experience of an identical thing depends upon syntheses by
which properties, and especially objective ones, are predicated of a mere formless
subject?

Nothing of the sort necessarily happens here. There are neither subject-and-
predicate syntheses nor scientific-objective properties in the constitution of real
things qua ultimate intentional correlates. It is the known pre-predicative syntheses
that hold together actual and potential Abschattungen of the thing in an intentional
appearing unity that are responsible for perceptual res extensa. Changes of place

"For a Heideggerian reading that attributes to Husserl the view that the—supposedly wrongly
primordialized—perceptual being, which corresponds to the Heideggerian present-at-hand or
occurrent (vorhand) being, is constituted according to the scheme of substance-with-properties,
see, e.g., Dreyfus 1991, 46, 61, 71.

18See also, e.g., 80/75.
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of things qua res extensa, after collisions with other such things or after changes
of form, constitute them qua res materialis. All these are happenings that occur
in our perceptual field and involve ‘holistically’ or horizonally (un-explicitatedly)
experienced things. There is nothing resembling a predication in this process, and
no subjectivation or predication has mediated in the constitution of the experienced
thing in the sense of the most primordial intentional correlate.'® No process of
thematizing substratization, such as that described in detail in Experience and
Judgment, may be said to have already taken place. All that happens up to this point
is that, under the variation of circumstances we have described, we apperceive the
identical thing as something transcendent with regard to our possible immanent reell
contents that ‘correspond’ to it, i.e., with regard to our stream of living experiences
and their reell contents. What gets constituted at this level is not a mere formless
(logical or metaphysical) pole waiting for its experiential clothing, as it were,
to come via a predication of properties. As we already know from the 5th and
6th Logical Investigations, even in being grasped (erfaft), this thing appears as a
unified ‘self-enclosed’ horizon (on the background of an outer horizon), as a holistic
unity of elements or characters that could only subsequently be actively isolated as
specific predicable properties of a subject.”

Moreover, it is in this vein that color (or some other ‘property’) is said to be
‘objective’ at the level of the simple experiential givenness of the thing as res extensa
and as res materialis. In speaking about the constitution of the thing in terms of
“objective properties,” Husserl does not mean that we are dealing with a perception
that is already scientific-predicative.?! He explicitly distinguishes between two
senses of “objective”: (a) the thing-like unity presenting itself to us under ‘normal’
conditions, and (b) the identical content of qualities that can be worked out and
become logico-mathematically fixed: i.e., the physicalistically conceived thing. We
could add that sense (a) can be subdivided into (i) solipsistic and (ii) intersubjective.
It seems that sense (b) cannot be divided in the same way, since it is always
understood as the outcome of a demand for intersubjective objectivity.?? Here, in the

9For the distinction between experiential pre-predicative thing and the predicative determination
of such a thing in Ideas 11, see 87/82.

20See also, e.g., Ideas 1, §37.

21Soffer (1999), however, completes her rhetorical question (see note 12 above) in the following
way: “Is not res extensa for Husserl the result of a mathematical idealization and logical
subtraction, so that it can never be present [as Heidegger thinks of vorhanden beings] in the way
of a physical body in the lifeworld?” (ibid., 383). In this context, she also equates res extensa
with an object existing (scientifically-objectively) “in itself” (e.g., 384). On the basis of these two
points, she is then led to ask whether it would be correct to say that Vorhandenheit lacks its very
first (Heideggerian) characteristic, i.e., that something vorhanden is “being looked at” (ibid., 384).
Thus, she suggests, what appears primordially in the lifeworld may not, after all, be an idealized
physical body, as Husserl supposedly claimed in Ideas 11, but it is still a theoretically thematized
physical body, i.e., a subject with not-yet-idealized physical properties predicated of it.

22With regard to these points, see 82/78, 87/82, and 75ff/70ff. These differences in the meaning of
“objectivity” and, mutatis mutandis, of “in-itself-ness,” seem to escape the notice of commentators
on Ideas 11. See, for example, Melle and Ricoeur (ibid.). As a result, the truth of nature in simple
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context of the passage we are examining, it is clear that we are dealing with sense
(a). Thus, by “objective properties,” Husserl means that under the circumstances
described, color gets apprehended as the color “had by the thing no matter whether
it is in sunlight or in dim daylight, [etc.]” (45/42, Husserl’s emphasis). It is in the
same sense that this objective color is also characterized as “real” (46/43), i.e., as
something holistically co-constituting the reality of the thing or belonging to the
internal horizonal unity of the thing appearing transcendently as actually existing.*?

Up to §15d, Husserl’s analyses mostly concern the problem of the constitution
of the different strata of a thing, in the sense of a primordial intentional correlate.
The pre-scientific phantom-thing and the pre-scientific material thing are strata
of the unitary internal horizon of this perceptually experienced sense-thing. No
process of thematic substratization (subjectivation) has thus far taken place. So,
experiential strata have to be carefully distinguished from the judgmental substrata.
More specifically, experiential strata—or absolute substrata, as Husserl also calls
them?*—have to be distinguished from thematically subjectivated substrata. Again,
experientially constituted substance, qua the unchanged real content of the identical
simply experienced thing (qua res extensa and res materialis), should be carefully
distinguished from the judgmental substrates (subjects).

For example, in my simple perceptual experience of this apple, the apple appears
as an identical internal horizonal unity, against a background of co-appearing
perceptual objects (external horizonal unity). It is also within my intentional
possibilities to grasp it and hold it in isolation from its background, as it were.
Its identical, substantial, internal horizonal unity is then an absolute substratum.

perception falls into oblivion, or gets conflated with the truth of nature in its possible (idealizing or
non-idealizing) thematizations—in favor of the latter. Incidentally, Ricoeur recognizes only type-
(b) objectivity, at least in Ideas 11, which is the reason why he equates “worldly [true] presence”
with (exclusively) scientific intersubjective intentionality (see, ibid., 49-51).

BOf course, here too the available text of Ideas II does not make things easier. There, we read
that when we are left with mere (nature-)things, we are also left with their mere logical characters
(18/16). What might this mean? Does it mean that our mere sense perception has as its correlate
a logical substratum clothed, as it were, with its attributed sense predicates? This would not make
sense. It can only mean that these characters are “unnoticed” (Hua IV, 16) or unexplicated, in the
sense that subsequent thematic acts can grasp them and turn them into predicates (while subsequent
theoretic acts may turn them into idealized predicates) of suitably understood subjects. That is,
“logical characters” seems to mean “predic-able characters.” (See also next note). The picture of
the relation and relative intentional dependence holding among the thing of simple perception,
the predicatively constituted thing, the thing of science, the lifeworldly appearing thing, and that
which Husserl calls “the determinable X” suggested by Landgrebe, Melle, Soffer (among others)
creates a number of interpretative and phenomenological paradoxes. But the examination of this
issue would take us beyond the context of the present discussion. See, however, Theodorou 2010b.

2EJ, 134/152-3, 206/242-3; see also Hua XVII, 57. It is unfortunate that Schiitz, speaking
of substrate and properties in the above context (see note 16), does not make use of this
distinction. Concerning this, we read, e.g., in the “Textkritische Anmerkungen” of Ideas 11: “Wir
unterscheiden das Erfahrungsdenken, das [sprachlich-diskursive] Denken, das aus Erfahrungen
seine Rechtsgriinde schopft, und die Erfahrungen selbst” (Hua IV, 403). Judgmental and simply
experiential objects have totally different ‘inner’ articulations.
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Now, within this holistic unity of the appearing apple, I can subsequently explicate
(explizieren)—in a not yet necessarily isolating way—its various strata and folds
(extentionality, materiality, figure, sensory characters, etc.). This does not mean that
I have already turned the originally appearing apple into a judgmental substrate
(subject) upon which I predicate thusly gained and isolated properties from an
interest-motivated point of view. For instance, I can subsequently discover the
original apple as a such-and-such (e.g., in the categorial experience of a “this apple is
red”) and thus cover (conceal) all its other original horizonal folds. These, however,
are all distinct intentional modifications. Primordially, no grasping, explication or
predication has taken place.

5.8 Mere Experiential Thing Versus Scientific Thing

Primordially, then, we can have the experience of a real thing as a holistic unity
retaining a relatively stable identity throughout various changing circumstances.
(From this point of view, we can refer to the thing as a res temporalis.) To know
a real thing at this level, we read, means “to know its behavior in the nexus
[Zusammenhang] of its causalities” (48/45) (in the sense described above). This,
we understand, is how real things become constituted at the most fundamental level,
that of simple experience. This does not presuppose the mediation of something like
a thematizing or, more specifically, a natural-scientific theoretical interest.

Natural science, however, is indeed closely connected with the ‘properties’
co-constituting the material thing throughout its behavior under changing circum-
stances, and more particularly under circumstances called “nexus of causalities.”
Here is an intriguing and provocative statement:

To pursue [nachgehen] these nexuses and to determine the real properties in scientific
thinking, on the basis of progressive experience, that is the task of Physics (in a broad
sense), which, led in this way from the most immediate unities in the hierarchical sequence
of experiences and of what is primordially manifest in these experiences, goes on to ever
higher unities. (48-9/45, emphases added)

Does this mean that the foregoing analyses presented here are wrong? Does this
mean that there is a scientific gathering of properties and that, consequently, the
constitution of the ultimately real thing is the original, direct business, and result of
the work of Physics? If we were to come across the cited sentence without having
clarified §§1-15d, we would be tempted to answer this questions in the affirmative.
The interpretation given above, however, makes it clear that it is not Physics or any
theoretical or thematizing interest in general that constitutes the real (actual) thing in
the first place. Physics, of course, sets as its task to further “pursue” and to arrive at
an exact quantitative determination of experientially ‘objectivated’ real properties.
But it does nothing more than this. Physics is not the achievement of an intentional
consciousness that gathers these ‘properties’ for the first time in the constitution
of the ultimately real thing. The further determinative pursuit of the ‘properties’
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in question results—if fulfillingly successful—in the constitution of the relevant
higher order objectivities (the “ever higher unities” mentioned in the excerpt above)
that comprise the theme of Physics in the most (and only) proper sense.>> This
appears intentionally in the corresponding suitable categorial intuition pertaining
to the natural-scientific consciousness.”® But these objectivities are of a different
(i.e. higher) order than that to which the primordial simply experiential real things
belong.

It comes as no surprise, however, that in § 16 matters are once again complicated.
There, Husserl mentions “weight” as an example of a real property, and the
movement of a body “toward one of the earth’s poles” as a relevant context of
change. During this change, we read, “its weight changes continuously” (49/46).
Actually, in the way we apperceive a material thing in mere sense experience, the
unexplicated (and non-idealized) ‘property’ “weight” plays a role. In our passive
experience of a real thing, its weight forms part of its reality (though not necessarily
already in connection to any specifically theoretical interpretation of it). In this
passive apperception, however, it seems impossible to detect something like a
change of weight during the sort of change of place described just above. It seems
that such talk of change and its detection demands a scientific, thematizing-theoretic
interest in this property (“gravitational weight as depending on the geographical
latitude”). It demands a certain objectivation, not in the sense of acquiring the
consciousness of a property belonging to a transcendently appearing thing, but in
the special sense of “having turned it into a thematic object of theoretical-scientific
investigations.” Property-isolating abstraction, idealization, exact measurement, and
predicative consciousness all belong to a thing at this level. The further pursuit and
exact quantitative determination of the experientially ‘objectivated’ real property
must have already taken place in order for this accomplishment to occur. In short, at
this point of the Ideas 11, we find ourselves dealing with an unfortunate example.

The same is true of the details of the example of the oscillating spring, as con-
sidered anew on pages 50—1/47. The changes considered there (a series of different
impacts, heating that turns the spring “red hot,” etc.) point toward a thematizing and
perhaps scientific-theoretical interest in the property of elasticity. These examples,
however, show that the passage from the pre-thematizing constitution of a real
thing to the thematizing and scientific theoretical constitution of its possible higher-
level reality appears to be practically—but not phenomenologically—continuous. I
believe that Husserl is clearly conscious of this.?’

25“[TThe constitution of real properties can also be accomplished at higher levels. This means
that hierarchical formations are possible, according to which still higher unities make themselves
primordially manifest in unities of primordial manifestation [Einheiten der Beurkundung] and,
eventually, become determined with the help of [pre-scientific, at first, and scientific, eventually]
thinking grounded in experience.” (50/46, trnsl. sl. md., emphases added).

26With regard to this, Husserl uses also the hybrid expression “theoretical experiencing” (theoretis-
ches Erfahren) in his so-called Ideas 111 (2/2). See also Theodorou 2010b.

?7See for example the closing sentence of §16 (passage from 56/52-3 cited below in footnote 28).
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5.9 The Character of Husserl’s Analyses
of Nature-Thinghood in Ideas I1: Nature-Thing
in Perception and Science

A thing, Husserl writes, is what it is only in relation to its behavior under different
circumstances (Umstdnde) (see 51/47)—as was the case above. In addition, changes
of circumstance may sometimes be “motivated” in a specific sense, as when I
deliberately bring the thing, with its identical unchanged optical character, under
different illuminations or series of illuminations (see 51/48), in order to experience
it in a richer way. Nevertheless, a thing is the total enduring unity of continuous,
changing, interrupted or even cancelled ‘properties’ (res temporalis).

[T]he duration of the being of the thing, with respect to any property, [may] disperse itself
into segments. But the overriding unity of the thing is still there [...] In the duration of a
thing ever new properties or changes of a property emerge [...]. [Y]et a unity of reality
traverses the totality of changes. (52/48-9)

It is from this perspective that Husserl addresses the issue of the constitution
of nature-thinghood in the first section of Ideas II. There, he is not particularly
interested in making explicit distinctions between the different levels of constitution.
Rather, he merely wants to show in what sense one and the same inanimate or,
generally, simply material thing may gather—within itself or even upon itself,
but always within its self-same unitary internal horizon—a host of many different
elements that co-constitute it as the thing it is. This starts from shape (inexactly
or exactly-idealizingly understood) and ends with its various real-causal properties
(also inexactly or exactly-idealizingly understood) throughout an open duration of
time.”® Husserl also makes clear that the sphere of the mere sensory experiential
intuition of a thing is not really connected with the fully rigorous idea of reality.
In this sphere, we deal only with a reality “contained in the very formation of
unity given in the [relevant] apprehension” (52/49) of the self-same, mere sensory
experiential thing. In other words, this sense of identity, unity, and reality (or
thinghood [Dingheit] or substance)’ has to be kept distinct from its scientific
counterpart.

It was [only] the new science of nature which first grasped this idea of a strict identity in
the absolutely determined and unequivocal dependencies of causality (an idea that has to be

28<What it is that we have described is the thing constituted in the continuous-unitary manifold of
the sense intuitions of an experiencing ego or in the manifold of ‘sense-things’ of various levels:
multiplicities of schematic unities, of real states and real unities on various levels” (60/55). But,
“The preceding suffices for an understanding of the universal [algemeinen] type of the constitutive
thing-construction in the sphere of intuition [in general], in its remarkable stratification which, as
can be seen after all, is only a sort of continuation of an other, though analogous, stratification, one
in which the sensuous schema, the lowest level of the formation of unity now considered by us, is
already constituted, for its part, as a unity” (56/52-3).

2For this triple equation, see 58/54. Instead of substance in general, Husserl prefers the expression
substantial reality, which he distinguishes from extensive substance or strict materiality.
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set off from any empirical [non-scientific or original*’] apprehension) and which developed
the demands implied in this idea, demands which determine essentially the course of the
scientific research into nature. (52/49)

But none of this means that science is in a privileged position over our actual
sensory experience in announcing truths with regard to what things are. In fact, in
Ideas 11, there are arguments to the contrary. On the one hand, “perception is not an
experience which provides a full report about the thing” (54/50). On the other, “we
would have a right to reject [the idealiter possible and scientifically suggested idea
of] a self-modification that has no [causal] grounds. But, again, actual [perceptual]
experience can raise a protest against such claims” (56/52). In addition, science
may tell us that things are constructed out of molecules and atoms. But, first, this is
“already pre-delineated as a possibility in the [simply perceptually] intuited thing, at
any rate in the way in which a thing is possible as a thing-aggregate with [internal,
not necessarily already scientifically understood] causal connections” (54/50) and,
second, “where is precisely this constructing [out of parts?]; that is the problem”
(ibid.). That is, scientific ideas seem to be possible only as specific thematizing and
idealizing modifications of what we are already and independently confronted with
at the level of simple sensory-experiential reality. Scientific ideas appear to be pre-
delineated as possibilities that depend on the things simply perceptually intuited.
(As we saw in Chap. 3, of course, the possibilities of such genetic pre-delineations
should not be necessarily understood deterministically, but also in the sense of
“tendencies.”) Moreover, this does not mean that the latter suffice to unequivocally
determine the sense and content of the former. The perceptually intuited things
underdetermine, as it were, our scientific theories about them, since, as Husserl
puts it in that context, there is always more than one a priori possibility here. For
example, one may still abandon the idea of a discontinuous filling of space and work
on the idea of a continuous one.’!

Here is how Husserl passes explicitly to the examination of the possibility of
determining the real thing from a logico-mathematical point of view. First, he
supposes that we have grounds for accepting the Being of the world and of its beings
as we experience them in simple experience. This experience, however, supplies
us with beings and, in particular, with real things that are given to us as being
the same, with a stock of lasting properties, but also as on each occasion relative
to the contingencies of the obtaining circumstances (lighting, the condition of our
sense organs, etc.).’> Second, he believes that on the basis of this accepted Being

NUrsprunglichen Dingauffassung. See a few lines below the cited passage.
31See 54/51. This, for instance, was Aristotle’s or Kant’s conception of matter.

3This relativity allows us a consciousness of a self-same object even under a multiplicity of
changing circumstances. The identity of an intentional thing here is an open horizon of variable
properties. I have, for example, the consciousness of the same table whether I see it in the light of a
bright day or in the shade of my room, whether it has four legs, as it did yesterday, or three legs, as it
does now that I have sawn off one, or whether I experience its color or lose the ability to do so after
an accident (which might have left only my sense of touch intact), and so on. Here, we may speak
of an objective identity in the sense of (a) (see § 5.7 of the present chapter). We can even speak of
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of the world and of its beings, we can and must pursue the possibility of attributing
qualities to them, e.g., geometrical ones, which are of a different kind and play a
different role as compared to sensuous qualities. This possibility, Husserl remarks,
came to be expressed at the beginning of the modern age as a distinction between
primary and secondary qualities.

[O]nce the “sense-thing” is itself constituted, and so is the, founded upon it, real-causal
thing at the level of genuine experience, [i.e.,] sense experience, then a new constitution of
a higher level results in regard to the relativity of this “thing” [ ... ] Itis this relativity which
demands the constitution of the physicalistic thing manifesting itself [sich bekundenden] in
the intuitively given thing [ ... ]. The geometrical determinations pertain to the physicalistic
object itself; what is geometrical belongs to physicalistic nature in itself. But this is not
true of the sensuous qualities, which thoroughly belong in the sphere of the appearing
[erscheinenden] nature. (82/77; last two emphases added)

With this statement, it becomes clear that the tension in Ideas II Part I is lifted
within the text itself. Here, we get a delayed answer to the question that has haunted
the text from its very first pages: how can a nature-thing be the object of natural
science and at the same time be explained in a context that contains analyses of
simple perceptual constitution? Here, we finally get a somewhat clear statement that
the direct or immediate object of natural science is not exactly the natural-thing
(natural thing) but the physicalistic thing. (Accordingly, we ought to say that the
attitude from which natural science is carried out is not the naturalistic in general,
but the physicalistic in particular).

This elucidation, together with the parallel untimely announcement on the first
pages of Ideas 1I that the analyses are undertaken from the point of view of the
‘theoretical’ attitude, perhaps explain the following marginal note of Husserl’s
(apparently applying to the whole first chapter of the Ideas I1): “Schlecht zusam-
mengestellte und schlecht ausgearbeitet Manuskripte, eigentlich iiberhaupt nicht
ausgearbeitet. Dieses Kapitel muf; vollig neu ausgearbeitet werden.” (Hua 1V, 403).
By the latter words, Husserl is probably expressing his dissatisfaction with the
editorial work of his assistants, which seems, retrospectively, to have caused so
much confusion to the readers of Ideas 11.

From the first pages we read that it is “the nature-object [...] [that which] is
the correlate of the idea of natural science [Physics]” (3/1-2).%* In the passage
examined above in the present section (82/77), we read that the thing as constituted
on the basis of specifically scientific (physico-mathematical) properties must be

a ‘fuzzy’ identity. Husserl claims that such an identical thing is a phenomenologically appearing
something (see for example Ideas 11, 74/86), i.e., not an empty logical something. By contrast, the
objective identity of the physicalistic thing (which I discuss in the main text below) is a logico-
mathematical one, a strict non-horizonal identity, in which the thing is determined by exactly
measured, finite, and stable properties. For example, a physical body is either a mere dimensionless
something with a specific mass, or a mere something with a specific mass distribution; electrons
are mere somethings with a specific mass and charge, etc. This is sense (b) of “objective” (see §
5.7 above).

3See also 294/281.
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understood as a “physicalistic thing.””>* As such, this thing has nothing to do with the
real thing that is constituted in simple experience. We now have a totally different
terminology, replacing the descriptions of the constitution and givenness in earlier
paragraphs, which, for example, included talk of springs, impacts, oscillations,
and heat. Here we have mathematically “continuously or discretely filled space,”
physico-mathematically conceived “states of motion” that are also called “energy
forms,” matter determined via “certain groups of differential equations” and via
“certain fundamental laws of Physics,” “temperature,” “waves in the ether,” etc.’
The context has undergone a dramatic change. What is interesting here is that—
with respect to this physicalistic thinghood or reality—*“there are no sense qualities
[...] no qualities whatever” (89/84). The purely physicalistic thing is constructed
“in thought” (92/86-7); here, its constitution is not “aesthetic” (sinnlich) at all. The
path toward the constitution of a scientific objectivity (qua intersubjectivity) passes

9 ¢

34For this see also 288-9/302.

3For these descriptions, see 89-90/84-5. Melle, to be sure, recognizes a “physical [sic] nature
in a double sense: as a concrete nature of sensuous experience and as abstract, mathematically
determinable physicalistic nature” (ibid., 21). He also notes that by the process of Abbau, we
can go beneath all culturality to an abstract “undetermined” and “unknown” world of “pure
experience” that can be called “mere nature” (ibid., 25). The fact, however, that he talks only
about natural-scientific nature in terms of “objectivity” and “truth” (ibid., 19-21, 26-7) does not
suffice to establish an unambiguous answer to the question of Husserl’s views on primordiality
and phenomenologically true ultimate intentional correlations. Melle, moreover, does not say that
Husserl’s talk of res extensa, res materialis, and res temporalis applies equally well, albeit in
radically different senses, to both “mere appearances” of “sensuous experience” (cf. ibid., 21)
and to physicalistically objective true nature (cf. ibid., 20). Spatial-material-temporal nature is,
thus, exclusively offered to exact, calculative, causal-inductive science (ibid., 24; cf. also 34).
See also note 16 here. Thus, the constitution and identity of this “mere appearance” becomes a
real mystery. What seems to escape the universal claim of the scientific-naturalistic world-view
is the lifeworld qua world, in which we exclusively unfold our every “sensuous experience”
mentioned above—Melle’s sole pre-scientific “rootedness in nature” or “stratum of nature” for
everything spiritual—seems to be nothing more than the mere “sensitivity” of the living body,
which is “correlated” with nothing more than mere “sensations” (see ibid., 29). But, from this
point of view, there is no world of transcendently appearing beings before science, the mode of
consciousness that supposedly builds actively upon these mere sensations. In the end, it turns out
that this understanding provides to the colonizing appetite of natural science the whole stratum
upon which values, aims, concerns, etc., are to be founded and found. (See also the close of
note 5 above.) Ricoeur, in order to account for the co-presence and partial overlap in Ideas II of
analyses concerning the perceptual constitution of things and analyses concerning the scientifically
objective thing, claims that Husserl is in fact interested in elucidating scientific knowledge, but gets
involved in analyses of perceptual constitution instead of staying exclusively close to the analyses
of scientific constitution. For Ricoeur, this is so because “science does not present absolutely new
problems in relation to the perceptual constitution of things” (ibid., 44; emphases added) and the
latter seem more convenient. We have seen, however, that a large number of essential differences
lie between these two kinds of intentional constitution (but also between mere sense experience
and pre-scientific thematization), and that this co-presence is otherwise explained from a totally
different perspective.
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through aesthetic properties that have now been transformed and replaced by their
idealizingly exact ‘counterparts.’¢

5.10 Summary and Conclusion

In Ideas 11 Part I, Husserl is engaged in analyses that concern the intentional consti-
tution of the beings that belong to the ontological region “inanimate nature.” These
analyses start from nature-things that are characterized as objects of natural science.
But, as these constitutive analyses unfold, we realize that they refer to sense-things,
i.e. to perceptual things. Perceptual things are said to represent the most fundamental
level of being-constitution, while they are at the same time presented as essentially
extensional and material beings. We have seen that a closer reading of the text
shows that Husserl does not in fact hold that the extensional and material things
of perception are identical with the direct or proper objects of scientific theoretic
consciousness, which are specifically called “physicalistic things.”

If we take into account the architectonic of Ideas II Part I, and the particular
contexts of the analyses as we have presented them here, “nature-thing” should be
naturally equated with the pre-scientific and pre-thematic mere sense-experiential
thing; namely, with the being of the most primordial level of intentional givenness.
Thus, that nature-thinghood is the object of natural science does not mean that
natural scientific experience has as its direct and proper object something like a
“nature-thing.” Rather, it means that the object proper to natural science (Physics),
i.e., the physicalistic thing, is a special active modification of that nature-thing,
which functions as ‘source’ or ‘inspiration’ for it. The object proper to natural
science is mathematically constituted extensionality and materiality, which is the
categorial objectivity constituted via the scientific abstraction and idealization of
specific moments of the primordially given nature-thing. The physicalistic thing is
a higher-level intentional correlate, which presupposes “nature-thing” as its most
ultimate intentional fundament. Now, all these kinds of beings comprise different
transcendentally- and historically-genetically internal possible levels of constitution
within the ontological sphere or region of “inanimate nature.” “Inanimate nature,”
correspondingly, is the characterization of a region of Being that has “nature-thing”
as its most ultimate (but already ‘thick’) level, and “physicalistic thing” as its upper
(relatively recent and again quite ‘thick’) sedimented level.?’

36 A full treatment of the constitution of physicalistic being and of the meaning of its givenness and
its existence, however, demands an extensive separate treatment. This is in part undertaken in my
Ph.D. dissertation, Theodorou 2000. See also Theodorou 2010b.

37T would like to thank Fotini Vassiliou for discussing with me the structure and content of Ideas T
and the relation of Ding und Raum to Ideas 11. I have benefited greatly from these discussions, and
from her incisive comments on the final version of this chapter. I would also like to thank Elisabeth
Behnke for her useful comments on an early form of the manuscript.



Chapter 6
Primordial Givenness in Husserl and Heidegger

[E]very great thinker always thinks one more jump more originally than he directly
speaks [denkt immer um einen Sprung urspriinglicher, als er unmittelbar spricht]. Our
interpretation must therefore try to say what is unsaid by him. (M. Heidegger: N I, 134/158)

6.1 Introduction

In his Ideas 1 (1913), with his thought experiment of world-annihilation, Husserl
becomes persuaded that the beings of which we are conscious do not simply
lie ‘out there’ in themselves, enjoying an independent (realistic) existence. Our
experience of beings in a world, qua total horizon of beings, is the achievement
of our intentional consciousness, which unfolds its overall constitutive possibilities.
It is because of this that in our everyday meaningful comportments, we are always
intentionally correlated with what is “Vorhanden™' for us.

In what we know as Ideas 11, Husserl sought to offer concrete analyses of such
intentional constitutions. He distinguished three fundamental spheres of intentional
objectities: inanimate material nature, animate or psychic nature, and spirit or
culturality. These constitute, as Husserl puts it, three different regions of Being,
comprising beings that are meaningfully given in the three corresponding kinds of
intentional correlation. Thus, he divided the problem of intentional constitution into
three corresponding sub-problems. Now, according to Husser]’s Phenomenology,
some intentional interdependence holds between these three regions of Being. In
the way the matter was approached in Chap. 5 of the present book, the region
of inanimate material nature, which comprises the nature-things (Naturdinge), is
presented as being the most fundamental. The constitution of animate-psychic

'On the meaning of this term as used by Husserl (at least in his Ideas T), see below.
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nature is, in its turn, thought of as presupposing inanimate nature-thinghood as
its intentional foundation. Spirit and culturality, finally, presupposes the first and,
somehow, the second region.

It is generally thought that Husserl was of the view that, for us, primordial
consciousness is the perceptual experience of nature-things; simple sensory per-
ceptual things. That is, on the lowest level of our conscious life, we are intentionally
correlated with simple perceptually appearing things. Our experience of cultural
beings or, more broadly speaking, things of value (goods) like tools, books, etc., is
intentionally derivative and founded upon the former.

In his Being and Time (1927), Heidegger, who had already been influenced
by Husserl’s discussion of the aforementioned ontological regions, claimed that
primordially, intentional experience presents us with a world where equipment and
other beings like us appear. Moreover, the givenness of beings as nature-things,
or simply as sensory perceptual beings, is the result of a theoretical construction.’
In what I would like to call “standard” or “received” Heideggerian criticism of
Husserl’s Phenomenology, it is held that Husserl starts his analysis at a high
level of theoretical intentionality.> What Husserl takes as primordial intentionality,
the story goes, is an experience that is possible only as attentive-observational
and thematic givenness of beings; nature-things can appear only in ‘elaborate’
derivative experience of such a kind. In addition, in this judgmental constitution
of nature-things, the properties attributed to them appear to belong to science. This
thesis, Heidegger maintains, makes Phenomenology unfaithful to its very dictum
that calls us to remain close “to the things themselves.” If Phenomenology were
to stay close to how things indeed are, it would discover that primordially, we
are not correlated with theoretically constituted vorhanden nature-things, but with
zuhanden equipment of different kinds. Positing nature-things or perceptual things
as the ultimate fundament of intentional givenness moves us away from the original
sense of Phenomenology and accepts phenomenologically unjustified prejudices.*

But is this widespread reading of Husserl and the corresponding criticism on
the part of Heidegger and the Heideggerians correct? I think that if we want
to get to the heart of the matter, the following more specific questions must be

2For more on the meaning of the expression “theoretical construction,” see below. As we will see
in Chap. 7, Heidegger also says that talk (but not givenness) of simply sensory things can refer also
to the merely lived-through sensory contents in real relations. In this case, they are the result of a
merely speculative theoretical abstraction.

3This is, of course, the view already rejected in its fundamentals in Chap. 5 (see also Chap. 7).
However, this recapitulation is necessary for the purposes of the present chapter.

“For this line of Heidegger’s reading of Husserl, see, e.g., the former’s criticism of Descartes’
“cognitivism,” “theoreticism,” and “scientism” (BT, §§19-21; also §§13—14), which, as Heidegger
himself confessed (see note 8 below), applies also—if not first and primarily—to Husserl’s
Phenomenology. For this widespread reading of Husserl on the part of the Heideggerians (but
also on the part of some Husserlians), see Dreyfus (1991, §§6.1, 6.1II), its most influential and
fiery proponent. Dreyfus explicitly presents Heidegger’s criticisms of Descartes as valid criticisms
against Husserl. See, however, Chap. 5 of the present book, and especially §5.5.
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posed. Does Husserl really make Phenomenology enter the speculative-theoretic
mode when it discovers nature-things and considers them as threshold intentional
beings? Does he conceive of the givenness of perceptual nature-things in terms
that are already ‘theoretical’? What does Husserl really think when he says that
Phenomenology testifies to the primordiality of the givenness of perceptual nature-
things? By “founded upon nature-thingness,” does Husserl mean that there is a
straightforward kind of conscious life, within which nature-things are separately
given as such? Here, I will deal only with the last two questions, since the whole
of Chap. 5 dealt (and part of Chap. 7 will deal) specifically with the first two.
Nevertheless, with regard to the first two questions, there remains one unresolved
issue, to be dealt with in §6.2 below.

Moving on from the findings of Chap. 5, in this chapter I will maintain that there
are additional reasons for seeing the just-mentioned and now habitual reading of
Husserl as both one-sided and seriously flawed. In addition, I will try to offer the
necessary context for a precise understanding of Husserl’s actual view with regard
to the relation between nature-thingness and equipmentality or, more generally,
between spirituality and culturality. Only then will we be able to see whether
Husserl’s view falls short of anything.’

At this early stage, before proceeding to our analyses, two things must be
noted. Firstly, for our purposes, Husserl’s notion of ‘spirituality’ and culturality
(comprising things of value or simply goods) has been rendered as a concept almost
parallel to Heidegger’s Zuhandenheit or equipmentality. Of course, this parallelism
is far from obvious, but we assume it here in order to establish a dialogue. A simple
way to clarify this and continue our discussion is as follows. Although Heidegger
would accept that Zuhandenheit is indeed the most original level of ‘spirituality’ and
culturality, seen as the defining characteristics of human beings, Husserl would be
willing to acknowledge Zuhandenbheit, i.e., some kind of ‘spirituality’ and perhaps
even a lower culturality, as an elementary level of an intentional life that could
pertain also to animals (at least to primates, e.g., Wolfgang Kohler’s chimpanzees,

SBefore moving any further in the tasks just set, I would like to refer to three other answers to the
Heideggerian-Dreyfusian challenge: Fgllesdal 1979, 2000; Arp 1996; and Soffer 1999. Fgllesdal
endeavored to challenge the view that Husserl was guilty of charges addressed against him by
Heidegger, and by Dreyfus’ reading of the latter. At first, he focused on Husserl’s manuscripts
dating from 1917 to 1918, while in his 2000 he referred also to Husserl’s Ideas II (1912).
Nevertheless, as I read this particular dispute, I think that, mutatis mutandis, 1 have to side with
Dreyfus (see, e.g., the latter’s 1991, 48ff.; and 2000, 334ff.) and say that Fgllesdal’s efforts do not
succeed in being as focused and conclusive as would be required. At best, they establish that in
his Phenomenology, Husserl was able to simply accommodate—from his own point of view and
without inner conflict—the thematic of the praxis and praxial constitution of intentional correlates.
(See also note 35 below.) Analogously, Arp tries to show that Husserl did not fall victim to the
view that there is only one kind of consciousness, “theoretical thematizing consciousness,” since
his Phenomenology could easily account for our every-day coping with beings around us in a non-
thematic modality of consciousness (cf., e.g., Arp 1996, 162). Generally, these responses fall short
of systematically confronting the questions posed above here. For my view on Soffer’s—more
relevant to our issues here—answers, see §§6.6, 6.7, 6.8, and 6.9 below and note 22.
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Japan’s macaques, or Congo’s bonobos). Spirituality and culturality, that is, are used
here in a loose sense, to refer also to the minimal kind of intentionality that is higher
than the merely sensory-perceptual one.

Secondly, in the present chapter, our main concern is to establish the ground
for a satisfactory understanding of the phenomenology regarding the intentional
constitution and givenness of what Husserl calls “spiritual” and “cultural” objects
(things of value), and of what Heidegger understands as beings primordially
appearing to humans specifically as humans, i.e., understood as the supposedly sole
living beings that are capable of understanding Being. This means that, at least on
this first level of the approach, we will not differentiate among elementary forms
of equipment (in their evolution from stone-age to the present), food, shelter, etc.,
and sophisticated artifacts and goods like works of art, money, books, microscopes,
X-ray plates, etc. To the degree that it is possible, however, we will abstain from
dealing with complex goods and with more elusive values like “good” and “evil”
or with “beautiful” and “sublime.” What will be said in this chapter, though, can be
considered as preparation for a phenomenological theory regarding the constitution
of value-beings or goods in general.

6.2 Vorhandenheit and Theoreticity in the Appropriate
Husserlian Context

Before anything else, let us solve this issue: how does Heidegger use the terms
“vorhanden” and “theoretical,” and what does Husserl mean by them?

In examining the relative priority between Zuhandenheit and Vorhandenheit or,
otherwise put, between equipmentality and mere objecthood, Heidegger treats the
latter as a “theoretical” givenness of beings. The key characteristics of Vorhanden-
heit seem to be the following:

(i) the “there-being” of the given for a detached, attentively observing, camera-
like subject,’
(ii) abstraction of the corresponding co-given and co-determining context of
(variously but mostly practically) relevant beings,’
(iii) judgmental constitution, in terms of predicated theoretic-scientific properties.®

In Chap. 5, we had the opportunity to see that this first fundamental character of Vorhandenheit
does not apply to Husserl’s analyses, even regarding the constitution of the perceptually appearing
nature-thing.

7To see why this is not the case with Husserl’s views regarding the appearing and givenness of
intentional correlates, even in the case of the perceptual things, see Chaps. 5 and 7, and Theodorou
2010b.

8In Heidegger’s work, this ‘theoreticity’ in the vorhanden-like givenness of beings qua mere
objects is in fact immediately connected with their being given also in terms of the Cartesian—
geometric and natural-scientific—res extensa. Covertly in the main text of SZ, but explicitly in the


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7

6.2 Vorhandenheit and Theoreticity in the Appropriate Husserlian Context 167

In short, zuhanden entities are not just standing there, isolated, and under
a thematic-scientific inspective sight, whereas vorhanden entities are. The non-
isolatedness of equipment may be understood as meaning that these beings are
contextual, referentially related to an overall set of other entities of the same Being
(worldliness), and caught up in the overall nexus of Dasein’s projects and concerns.

In Phenomenology, then, one appears to be forced to think the problem of
primordiality exclusively in these pre-designed terms: either equipmentality or
theoretic givenness (of this sort) can be thought of as being primordial. Heidegger
chooses equipmentality and attributes the contrary view to Husserl. The question,
however, is whether Husserl starts his analyses from the givenness of vorhanden
beings in the Heideggerian sense of this term.

It is true that for the most part, Husserl presents us with analyses of perceptual
intentionality, rather than of with analyses of other intentionalities related to what
are generally understood as practices. As we saw in Chap. 5, moreover, it can
therefore appear tempting to understand Husserl’s descriptions of perception, e.g.,
in Ideas 11, and his mention of colors, figures, and other characteristics of perceptual
beings in terms of properties, scientifically meant cause-effect relations, etc., as
referring to beings given in attentive, examining, thematizing observation. This
would of course make us believe that for Husserl, the most primordial way of the
being of human beings is the theoretical one—which Heidegger identifies with the
secondary and, according to him, founded constitution of Vorhandenheit.

What Husserl seems to have meant by the term “Vorhanden,” though, is
something different. For example, in the Ideas I, §27, it has the sense of a neutral
intentional availability-for-someone, or the status of a being that can be generally
confronted in the world and that can be evidentially given to some intentional act.
That is, it refers to the meaningful givenness in general of beings, constituted in
intentional consciousness.’ Thus, it does not refer exclusively to perception or to
an interested or attentive observing, and it does not mean an isolated particular
givenness of something constituted judgmentally on the basis of some properties.

marginalia to his Hiitte copy, Heidegger accuses Husserl of presupposing the reversed order of
Being, and of wrongly positing such a res extensa as the most primordial intentional givenness.
With regard to both these points, see Heidegger’s Hiitte note a, on page 98 of SZ. See also SZ,
61-2, 95, 361; and GA20, 165 (for the pre-BT history of these points, see Overgaard 2003). In his
1919 Kriegsnotsemester, Heidegger lets his students understand that Husserl’s phenomenological
description is theoretical in character to the extent that it objectifies, isolates, de-worlds, and
conceptualizes (if with the latter an abstraction and subsumption under logical generalities is
meant) (see TDP, 85). See also Chaps. 5 and 7 of the present work.

9See, for example, Hua II1.1, 58, 59-60. On this, I agree with Soffer; the term at stake is used in
the most liberal way in Husserl’s writings (see Soffer 1999, 379-393, and especially 382). See also
§6.4 below.
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It is also true, however, that in his I/deas II, Husserl himself tells us that his
analyses concerning the givenness of nature-things as given in simple sensory-
experience10 are conducted from a theoretical point of view (e.g., Ideas 11, §§3,
11, 49.e). In Chap. 5, though, we saw that this attitude is confused. The confusion
arises due to the corresponding ambiguity in the meaning of the term “nature-
thing” in Ideas II. A careful examination of its use suffices to clarify that in the
relevant contexts, “theoreticity” has two different meanings. First, it indeed means
the attitude from which interested examination and natural science is done, i.e., the
attitude in which we, as specifically interested spectators, are conscious of nature-
things that are judgmentally constituted by means of (non-scientific or scientific)
predicates.'! Second, it means the attitude from which we, for the purpose of a
phenomenological description, manage to isolate the givenness of nature-things as
appearing to mere sense experience, freed from any kind of non-sensory noematic
folds or sediments, i.e., basically of spirituality and culturality (values, etc.).'? This
second sense of “theoreticity” in Ideas II is phenomenologically fully legitimate and
harmless for the Sachen. It does not result in the constitution of a distorted version
of die Sache selsbt that would destroy our original subject-matter.' It thus provides
us with the possibility to a proper and thorough elucidation of the original founding
presupposition of equipment and of culturality in general, i.e., of perceptual natural-
thingness, as distinct from the givenness of the intentionally founded layers. For
instance, a variety of this phenomenologically legitimate ‘theoreticity’ is the one
that enables us to elucidate the givenness of, e.g., perceptual things via their
Abschattungen, etc.; another one is the above hinted at of “de-sedimentation.”!*

This confused used of the notion of theoreticity in Ideas II seems to offer
some degree of explanation for Heidegger’s one-sided understanding of the phe-
nomenological legitimacy and the total phenomenological structure of givenness in
Husserl’s philosophy. Thus, it also constitutes part of the reason for Heidegger’s
polemic against the latter,' the rightness of which has since been simply taken for
granted.

Given all of this, when I refer to the problem of primordiality in what follows, the
reader should take care not to confuse the Heideggerian with the Husserlian sense
of Vorhandenheit—the second may also include original perceptual givenness of

190n the meaning of “simple perception” and “simple sensory objectivation” it is interesting to
compare what is said here in Chap. 5 (see also Chap. 7, and Theodorou 2010b) with Mulligan
1995, 173, 183, 188, and Mooney 2010, esp. pp. 251f, 40ff.

liSee, for example, Ideas 11, 5/3—4.
12Gee, for example, Ideas 11, 27/25.
130n this, see also Chaps. 3 and 5 in the present book.

14For example, in his Beilage 40 to the important (for our purposes here) §37 of the Ideas I (see
Hua 111.2, 595), Husserl also uses the term ‘theoreticity’ in quotation marks, in order to give it this
second meaning.

15See also Chaps. 2 and 5.
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mere nature-things (in the sense discussed in Chap. 5). As we will very soon see,
the danger of such confusion does not apply only to Vorhandenheit.

6.3 Concerning the Character of Intentional Foundedness

6.3.1 Moments, Pieces, Foundedness

In order to examine the consistency and inner possibility of Heidegger’s own
claim (and his reproach against Husserl) with regard to the primordiality of
Zuhandenheit over Vorhandenheit, and the nature of secondariness and foundedness
of Vorhandenheit, we must have a clear sense of the phenomenological relations of
intentional foundedness. Thus, our analyses demand that we enter in some detail
into the mereological and stratificatory constitution of intentional beings.

First of all, let us recall Husserl’s definitions of independent and dependent parts,
introduced in his discussion of mereology in the third LI.

‘We have independent contents wherever the elements of a presentational complex (complex
of contents) by their very nature permit their separated presentation |[getrent vorgestellt
werden konnen]; we have dependent contents wherever this is not the case. (LI, 439/230)

And here is what Husserl means by the “separation” of something that can thus
be separately presented.

Isolability [by separation] [Lostrenmbarkeit] [of a content or part of a whole] means only
that, in a presentation [Vorstellung], we can keep this content constant, despite boundless
variation—variation that is free, though not excluded by a law rooted in the content’s
essence—of the contents associated with it, and, in general, given with it [in the whole
under discussion]. This means that it [i.e., the isolable content or part of the whole] is
unaffected by the elimination of any given arrangement of co-present contents whatsoever.
(LI, 443/235; trnsl. sl. md.)

We may call these independent and separately presentable contents or parts of a
whole “pieces” (Stiicke), and those that are dependent and not separately presentable
“moments” (Momente). Given this, we may now say also the following.

[A piece] would be what it is even if everything outside it were annihilated. If we form a
presentation of it, we are not necessarily referred to something else, included in which, or
attached to which, or associated with which, it has being, or on whose mercy it depends, as
it were, for its existence. (LI, 445/238)

On the other hand, “a non-independent object [i.e., a moment of a whole]
can only be what it is (i.e. what it is in virtue of its essential properties) in
a more comprehensive whole” (LI, 453/249). Now, if a part is—by essential,
objective necessity—not independent, then we say that it is in need of a foundation
(Fundierung) or that it is, after all, founded upon other parts.

If a law of essence means that an A cannot as such exist except in a more comprehensive

unity which connects it with an M, we say that an A as such requires foundation by an M or
also that an A as such needs to be supplemented by an M. (LI, 463/261)


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_5

170 6 Primordial Givenness in Husserl and Heidegger

The general mereological principle, i.e., the law defining what is involved (and
how it is involved) in the establishment of this foundation, now reads as follows.

The only true unifying factors, we may roundly say, are relations of ‘foundation.’ The unity
[of the parts into the whole and of the whole itself] [ .. .] is in consequence brought about
by ‘foundation.” (LI, 478/279)'6

This unity, Husserl explains, is not a real predicate. Surprisingly, though, at
first he calls it a “categorial predicate” (LI, 478/280), like linguistic conjunction,
disjunction, predicative “is,” etc. Later, however, he corrects his terminology by
maintaining that we have wholes whenever we have foundation, a relation that
depends on essential necessities relative to the nature of the founding parts. To this
extent, i.e., to the extent that the formation of a whole depends on the “nature,” i.e.,
on the ‘material’ content of the founding parts, he suggests that “material form”
(materiale Form) should be a more proper expression for the founding relation, qua
form of unification.'” For our purposes, “structural character” would have been a
more neutral and general expression for this non-real founding moment that unifies
the involved parts into a whole. We must bear all of this in mind in what follows.

6.3.2 Static and Genetic Phenomenological Perspectives

We now turn to the distinction between static and genetic perspectives of phe-
nomenological analysis. Static analysis begins with an elucidation of the consti-
tution of a given intentional correlate (noema), from the point of view of the
descriptive givens or folds available in one or the other isolated level of the full
noema. In perception, for instance, static phenomenological analysis is a descrip-
tion of what intentional interconnections ‘take place’ when actual and potential
adumbrate-gestalts (Abschattungen) of a thing are unified in the appearance of this
thing as a perceptually intentional object, etc., (according to what was said in Chaps.
4 and 5). A static analysis of intentional constitution does not take into consideration
any temporal or “intentional implication”'® relations of the factors involved. To this
extent, an analysis of this kind is synchronic, or rather, achronic. No question arises

Tmportant portions of the exciting but also complicated story behind Husserl’s development of
this particular aspect of his mereology, from the Philosophy of Arithmetic to the LI, can be found
in Vassiliou 2010.

"Husserl explicitly deals with the problem: “But did we not say in the previous section that unity
(and we were talking specifically of a unity based on foundation) was a categorial predicate?”” And
the explanation he gives is that “the Idea of a whole is based on the idea of ‘Founding,” and the
latter Idea upon the Idea of a Pure Law [...]. [A] law [however] is not [a] thing-like [entity], not
therefore perceptible—and [ . . . ] fo this extent the notion of a Founded Whole is a categorial notion.
But the content of the law governing each such whole is determined by the material specificity of
the ‘founding’ contents and consequently of the ‘founded’ types of content” (L1, 481/284).

18We will return to the notion of “intentional implication” below.
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here as to whether e.g., some adumbrations are (or are not) prior to some other such
moments in the order of actual intentional availability, etc.

Nevertheless, even here, there is a conceivable but also limit case of phenomeno-
logical'® mereological priority—normally, the traditional, strictly logical priority
is not applicable here. We can call this a “static priority” relation (no matter how
paradoxical the expression may sound), corresponding to the relevant foundation
relations. Under it, we can classify the relation between the as such non-appearing
moments?’ and the appearing whole of the intentional object itself. Exemplarily
in perception, some reell content is recorded and lived-through and ‘then’ the
intentional interpretation of it arises as our consciousness’ response. In Chap. 4,
we saw that perception is always already fulfilled and that we cannot actually
discern in time the having of the reell content and the intentional achievement.
Mereologically and foundationally, though, these two are distinct moments in the
intentional life of perception. In this case, “static priority” may only mean the
relation of dependence between, e.g., merely given lived-through moments and their
intuitionally appearing correlates. Statically, the phenomenologically dependent
reell moments are mereologically prior to the phenomenologically independent
appearing object, of which such moments are parts.

Genetic analysis takes into consideration time and implication relations between
proper phenomenological objectities, the first of which appears independently and
as such, qua genetically founding stratum. The genetically secondary intentional
objectity is, then, another intentional correlate that also appears as such, albeit as
founded upon its founding presupposition, and which may subsequently also work
as the founding stratum for a still newer and higher founded stratum, etc. The thusly
founding strata are always prior in time; the founded posterior. The founding strata
must be autonomous phenomenological givens—ranging from absoluteness to the
mediation of a first level, a second level, etc.—and as such. They can thus also work
as the occasion for the constitution of the founded strata. For example, in order
to thematize appearing redness or being-red as such, the red color on some red
patch or an appearing perceptual object, e.g., an apple, must have been given. This
means that in the end, the aforementioned apple must itself have already appeared
with autonomy and as such. In an analogous case, in order to measure the length
of a rod, the rod itself and as such must have already appeared, etc. By the “as
such” (it itself as it is), I refer to the Husserlian notion of ‘in-person’ or ‘bodily’
givenness, i.e., to that which is not in any way mediately given, e.g., via empty
aiming, symbol, image, etc. For instance, “the apple we directly experience” or “the

191t is quasi-phenomenological, to be sure, as it will become more evident later.

20Thus, descriptive, and not intentional proper—see also, e.g., note 1 in §16 of the 2nd edition of
the fifth LI. It is not these moments that appear as objects, but only the object as totality having
these moments as its parts.
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rod we directly experience,” are these themselves that now appear to me. As we
will see below, however, the specific narrow identity of that which we “directly
experience” is questionable.

In §§6.7 and 6.8, we will also examine the distinction between passive and
active genesis. We will see what this means in Husserl’s Phenomenology, and we
will examine what Husserl could have claimed with regard to the foundedness of
equipmentality from the point of view of this latter distinction.

6.4 Determining the Actual Meaning of Heidegger’s Stance

Our specific question with regard to Heidegger’s stance toward our primordiality
priority issue should be twofold. On the one hand, we want to know what exactly
Heidegger means when he rejects the—traditional metaphysical and (supposedly)—
Husserlian view that perceptual givenness is more primordial than Zuhandenheit
(culturality) and that the second is founded upon the first. Does he think that Husserl
means a static or a genetic priority of the first with regard to the second? This is far
from clear in his analyses. On the other hand, we need to know how he himself
understands the primacy of Zuhandenheit and the foundedness of Vorhandenheit.
The answer to this second question must be postponed until §6.10.

With regard to our first question, it seems that Heidegger believes Husserl treated
Vorhandenheit as genetically founding Zuhandenheit. That is, Heidegger seems to
think that according to Husserl, in our everyday, straightforward intentionality, we
primordially experience full-fledged perceptual objects upon which Zuhandenheit
is subsequently founded. Of course, bearing in mind our analyses from Chap. 5,
as well as the foregoing §6.2, when Heidegger attributes this view to Husserl, he
can only mean that the latter maintains it with regard to judgmentally constituted
perceptual things. That is, Husserl supposedly argues that, at first, judgmentally
constituted purely perceptual things appear in autonomy and as such, e.g., “the
apple is red,” “this is an apple,” etc., qua mere or nude (as it were) nature-
things (Naturdinge). Subsequently, another kind of intentionality is activated, which
results in the constitution of higher noematic layers, genetically founded upon that
perceptual thing, so as to allow us to now experience a new, stratified noema, e.g.,
an edible nutritious fruit, a tool, or some other spiritual or cultural being. More
precisely, according to the criticism, Husserl makes the mistake of thinking that
what is ontologically primordial is a region comprising beings that are understood
as perceptual things, constituted separately in a judgmental way, and in terms of
geometrical extensionality and natural scientific materiality, e.g., as “this apple is
a sphere weighing 0.25 kg, emitting red light at the wavelength of 760 nm,” etc.?!

2IHeidegger does not even distinguish, as does Husserl, between thematization in terms of pre-
scientific concepts and thematization in terms of idealized geometrical and natural-scientific
concepts. See for example SZ, 361-3 (where he identifies thematization of vorhanden beings
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From a genetic point of view, then, we secondarily constitute equipmental objectities
as founded upon such perceptual-theoretical objectities.

We have already seen that Heidegger projects onto Husserl a theory of perceptual
intentionality that is clearly wrong. In this chapter, we will also see that Heidegger’s
interpretation of what Husserl actually teaches with regard to the relation between
perception and culturality, e.g., what in Heidegger is the equipmentality, is not
justified. In what follows, I will defend the view that although Husserl may not
have been as clear as he should have been on these matters, we can distil from his
writings a view that is phenomenologically more adequate and more reasonable than
Heidegger’s own.?

Of course, Heidegger’s magisterial phenomenology of equipmentality retains its
power, in terms of the way he elucidates the status and ultimate meaning of this
specific layer of the overall make-up of the corresponding beings. Since Husserl
does not have a clear elaborate theory of the constitution of these value levels of the
beings we confront or handle in our lifeworld, Heidegger’s analyses are valuable.
From the normalized phenomenological point of view, pre-announced in Chap. 1 of
the present book, we could claim that only a careful merging of these—separate
and seemingly conflicting—thematics can restore the desired phenomenological
adequacy to the very things themselves.

and scientific projection); see also Husserl’s marginal remarks to SZ, 362 (in PTP, 265, 398-9).
According to Heidegger, once we happen to abandon our equipment-engaged comportments, we
are thrown into a theoretical life understood in terms of attentive observation, general predicative
thematization, and scientific properties. We rejected this reading of Husserl’s teachings in Chap. 5.
For another possible understanding of sensory experience by Heidegger, see also Chap. 7, §7.3.

22Soffer (1999) also thinks that Heidegger understands the relative founding relation between
Zuhandenheit and Vorhandenheit (or vice versa) genetically. More specifically, she writes that
by the priority of Zuhandenheit over Vorhandenheit, Heidegger must have meant a “genetic”
priority. Something like a hammer must already have a place within mature Dasein’s practical
projects and concerns, if such a Dasein is ever to “bother [...] itself with a hammer in the first
place [ ...] [or] to involve itself with anything” (1999, 390). If I understand these allusions in the
relevant two or three phrases correctly (cf. ibid., 389-90), I think that the terminologically loose
“bothering” and “involve” have there the sense of examining carefully, of observing attentively, of
scrutinising theoretically, of persistently thematizing, and so on. Now, in the end, Soffer reverses
the order of priority, maintaining that contrary to Heidegger, in Husserl there is a genetic priority of
the theoretical being-givenness. She claims: “[T]heoretical activity including thematic study and
investigation of cause-effect relations precedes readiness-to-hand [Zuhandenheit] in time” (ibid.,
389). Therefore, according to this approach, we first happen to experience theoretically constituted
intentional beings in perception, and it is only subsequently in fime that we may have something
like a tool-givenness and tool-experience of beings. As it will turn out, there are good reasons for
disagreeing with this reading of Husserl.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7

174 6 Primordial Givenness in Husserl and Heidegger

6.5 Equipment Cannot Be the Result of Active, Thematizing
Genesis

First of all, Heidegger actually claims that Husserl in fact reversed the genuine
order of primordiality. Heidegger, who supposedly posits the right order of the
primordiality-hierarchy, thinks that Vorhandenheit is the result of a theoretical
judgmental stance that takes into account scientific-objective properties. If we
take the claim to reversed order literally, what we should first examine is the
following question: could Husserl have meant that equipmentality is constituted
secondarily due to a theoretical judgmental stance that takes into account some
relevant properties??® Note that as we will see in Chap. 7, this stance should have
been founded upon some kind of Husserlian perceptual experience, which is for
Heidegger theoretically (judgmentally) constituting. The alternative of a perception
in terms of hypothetically abstractive, non-appearing lived-through sensory content
(Chap. 7, §§7.3.1, 7.3.4, n. 14), is here excluded, because we are now concerned
with an active genetic foundedness upon intentional objects.

In this section, we will see that Husserl could not have meant that equipmentality
(or, more generally, culturality) can be constituted for the first time in such an
active, thematizing genetic sense, upon natural-thingness. More particularly, Husserl
could not have claimed that equipmentality is constituted by means of a predicative
attribution of suitable properties upon the perceptual being—either in the way
Heidegger understands the latter in Husserl, or in the way suggested earlier in Chaps.
4 and 5 (and to be seen in Chap. 7).

But let us examine the situation. The working hypothesis formulated a few lines
above may be strengthened from the fact that Husserl presented linguistic inten-
tionality and its recognized peculiar discovering-and-covering function and effect
as the key-model for understanding genetic intentional implication (Implikation).**
Thus, if Heidegger accuses Husserl of thinking (wrongly) that equipmentality is
genetically founded upon (an already theoretically constituted) nature-thingness, it

23Dreyfus, for example, takes this claim about a reversed order literally. Referring to Descartes,
Plato, and Husserl, he opposes the understanding of tool constitution in exactly these terms, i.e., in
terms of extra relevant properties that the—supposedly primordial and autonomous—substance-
like, object-basis of these tools has (Dreyfus 1991, 46-7, 65-6, 115-6).

241 refer to Husserl’s use of this term in EJ, 124/140, 376-7/457-8; Crisis, 52/52; CM, 46ff/83ff,
51/88, 64/98, 85/118; also Hua 1, 190. To my knowledge, it is only Fink who has tried to
give us something like a definition of the core idea: “Implication [/mplikation] means a ‘being-
beyond’ [‘Ubersein’] of the ego, which is itself nothing other than a constant, primally, streaming
constituting, a constituting of various levels of universes of beings (‘worlds’), to each of which
actual and habitual validities of Being [Seinsgeltung] belong, in modes of horizonality pertaining to
each of them; modes of horizonality, which get harmoniously individualized in the actuality of the
[ego’s] fulfilling accomplishments; for example, we refer to the validation of the ‘spatiotemporal’
universes by corrections in modes of modalization.” (Fink 1995, 170; trnsl. md.). It doesn’t go,
however, beyond what is already presupposed in the present chapter.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16622-3_7

6.5 Equipment Cannot Be the Result of Active, Thematizing Genesis 175

seems reasonable to suppose that he would also accuse the latter of thinking that the
equipmental noematic layers should be constituted in a theoretical-predicative way.
There is another reason for reading Heidegger’s reproach in this way. In
concluding the closely relevant (for our purposes here) §37 of the Ideas 1, Husserl
writes that connected with valuing intentionality, in which we are conscious of
value-objects (among which equipment is, for him, included), is an interesting
consciousness-possibility. Here is what Husserl means by this.

[I mean the intentionality pertaining to acts] by which their full intentional objects become
heeded and, in this sense, [these] “objectivated” [“vorgestellten™] objects [...] are then,
for their part, capable of serving as substrates for explications, relations, conceptual
apprehensions, and predications. [In addition, it is] [t]hanks to this objectivation [ . . .] [that]
we confront [ . .. ] values and practical objects of every sort: | .. .] streets with street-lights,
dwellings, furniture, works of art, books, tools, and so forth. (/deas I, 7-8/77; second and
fourth emphases added)

Having mentioned the intentional stances of explicating, relating, conceptually
apprehending and predicating, the mention of this last “objectivation” can easily
give the impression that the objectivating intentionality, thanks to which we confront
“works of art, books, tools, and so forth,” is exactly that of explicating, predicating,
etc. Since these all belong to the category of thematizing (isolating-predicative)
intentionality in the pregnant sense, wouldn’t we be right to think that according
to a supposedly Husserlian analysis, we first have tools because of a theoretical-
predicative constitution of the sort “this is a hammer,” i.e., a substance ‘surrounded’
by all the physical properties that make it suitable for hammering, etc.?> (For the
moment, we will leave the issue of Husserl’s positive suggestion in the above cited
passage open—we will come back to this in §6.6 below—and focus on just what he
could not have said there.) In fact, this is also suggested by Heidegger’s text in BT.

When we speak of material thinghood [...] we have tacitly posited a kind of Being: the
constant occurrence of things [qua Cartesian res extensa and res materialis] | .. .] [Thus,]
subsequently endowing [these] entities with value-predicates [...] [as a traditional view
would suggest] cannot tell us anything at all new about the Being of [equipment]. (BT
[MR], 132/99)

In the context of Husserl’s Phenomenology, though, predicative acts ‘take in’
themselves what is intentionally already given in pre-linguistic constitution—at first
in the simply perceived nature-thing. On this basis, and by means of a dieresis
and a synthesis,’® these acts actively re-organize the elements of its unitary—but
possibly multi-dimensional—internal horizon of appearance, leaving us in a new
kind of experience (categorial intuition related to acts of synthesis). In this new
experience, we intuit the originally and intentionally given objectivity from the
‘point of view’ or through the ‘filter,” so to say, of the selected predicate(s).?” From

25See the references in notes 22 and 28.
26See e.g., Ideas 1, 319ft/3071f; EJ, 209/246, and e.g., Sokolowski 1971, 336.

270n the phenomenology of experiencing higher-level intentional objectities on the basis of the
primordially, simply perceived thing, see also Theodorou 2010b.
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then on, it is possible to turn to the newly constituted objectity and access it on
the level of its newly established formation (although in a relatively ‘transparent’
way, which easily allows us see its underlying original fundament). This means that
the foundational basis of a predicatively constituted objectivity must have already
appeared as the phenomenological content of the total pre-predicative givenness
of the corresponding being. Accordingly, only on this presupposition would a
thematizing act predicatively constitute something like a tool. This means that tool-
givenness cannot be predicatively constituted upon the fundament of the inner or
outer horizon of a perceptual thing, since nowhere in it can we find as predic-able
something like the Heideggerian um-zu, an appropriateness for this or that practical
end, or even some usefulness (as value or otherwise), etc., i.e., factors constituting
equipmentality in general.”® Speaking generally, non-sensory noematic layers like
value cannot be found within the strict horizons related to a sense-experientially
given nature-thing (in either Heidegger’s or in Husserl’s sense, as interpreted in
Chaps. 4, 5 (and later in 7).

And yet, nature-things are indeed simultaneously meant, in Husserl, as the fun-
dament for value-things. How is this possible? For the moment, we can claim only
that spirituality, culturality, or values in general (or equipmentality in particular)
must have a non-sensory intentional origin; an origin, moreover, that does not give
them to us primordially in a predicative fashion. Whence do they arise, then? How
are they offered to us in the total unities of value-objects on top, as it were, of mere
nature-things? The first question will be treated here only allusively, whereas the
second will occupy us in the following sections.?

28In Dreyfus’ relevant references to the issue, the vagueness of this point cannot escape our
attention (see, e.g., 1991, 46-7). Cf. also Overgaard’s unreserved acceptance of Heidegger’s
criticism of Husserl’s account of equipmental objects, which is reported to have already been
launched in Heidegger’s OHF (GA 63, 68ff). Husserl is there read along the lines presented here,
i.e., as maintaining the view that equipment is predicatively constituted upon the substrate of a
naturally scientifically constituted nature-thing (2003, 161).

PWhatever we say with regard to value-constitution and value-thing givenness in connection with
their intentional founding upon mere nature-thingness applies equally well to equipment and its
dependence upon nature-things. In a sense, I am here trying to elucidate the ontological meaning
of the Husserlian conception of ‘investment’ of nature-things with values (an idea not foreign to
the neo-Kantian camp). Heidegger explicitly expresses his complaints with regard to the notion
of ‘value’ and ‘value-investment,” and strongly denies engaging in such an approach (see BT, 96—
7/68, 132/99). This rejection, though, unavoidably leads to a severe aporia with regard to the origin
of the vorhanden discovered after the famous ‘broken hammer effect’ (see §6.7 below). For my
part, I hope to show the fertility of an analysis in such terms (in terms of values) here, and to
bring to light a mode of foundedness other that those usually mentioned in this connection. This
is, of course, only a first step toward a normalized-phenomenological account of the constitution
of value-beings. See also Theodorou 2012a, 2014b.
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6.6 Husserl’s Actual View Regarding Our Experience
of Cultural Beings

It may sound strange to many, but Heidegger was certainly not the first in
Phenomenology to have claimed—supposedly against Husserl—that nature-things
or perceptual things (in any sense of the term examined in Chaps. 4 and 5) are
not what we are primordially presented with in the course of our straightforward
everyday life.** In his Formalism in Ethics (1913), we read Scheler maintaining the
following.

Goods are not somehow founded upon the [natural] things [sind nich etwa fundiert auf die
Dingel, in the sense that, if something is to be able to be a good, it has first to be a [natural]
thing. Rather, the good exhibits [stellt ... dar] a “thing-like” [“dinghafte”] unity of value-
qualities or value-affairs, which is founded upon a determinate ground-value [Grundwert].
[Thus, t]he [latter] thinglikeness is present [gegenwdirtig] in the good; not, though, “the”
[natural] thing. (FE 20/43; tr. mod.)?!

Thus, there are two known sources that promote—supposedly against Husserl—
the primacy or primordiality of the cultural or value beings and the derivativeness or
foundedness of the perceptually appearing nature-things. Do they do justice of the
latter’s actual view on these matters? Yes or no? In what sense?

From this point onwards, our talk about perception and perceptual things in
Husserl will follow the sense of these terms established in the foregoing chapters of
the present book. Given this, we can now see what Husserl really thinks with regard
to what is given to us in straightforward, everyday experience, and in what sense. I
think that there is enough evidence in Husserl’s writings to show that he didn’t in any
way believe that in this case we experience mere, nude perceptual things, and that
tool-givenness comes only in a subsequent, secondary constitution and givenness.
This evidence can be found prior to the time when Husserl could somehow have
been influenced by Heidegger’s or Scheler’s thoughts via discussions, or through
reading their works and criticisms (i.e., between 1913 and 1929). More specifically,
I think it is clear that for Husserl, in a concrete straightforward everyday experience,
we are first of all directly related with nothing else but cultural entities.

300n his thesis, see, e.g., BT, 56ff/60ff, 67/71, 91£/98f.

3 Also, “[tlhe value-nuance [Wertnuance] of an object (whether the latter be remembered,
anticipated, represented, or perceived) [ ... ] [is] the most primal factor [das Primdirste] that [ .. .]
[comes] upon us from it, and it is as if the value of the whole [des Ganzen], of which this object
is a member or part, constitutes a ‘medium,’ as it were, in which, for the first time, the object
fully develops its imagerial content [Bildinhalt] or its (conceptual) meaning. Its value precedes it
[schreitet ihm voran]; it is the first ‘messenger’ of its particular nature.” (FE 18/40-1; tr. mod.). See
also ibid., 19/42, 157/159. Of course, Scheler talks about things of value, i.e., of goods, whereas,
at least in 1927, Heidegger has abandoned any talk about values as relevant to the ontologically
important constitution of beings like the primordially given equipment (instruments, tools, etc.). A
first account regarding Heidegger’s reasons for this can be found in Theodorou 2014a.
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In Husserl’s unpublished Ideas 11 (1912), a work that Heidegger also studied
(1925) before completing his Being and Time (1927), we find an astoundingly clear
statement.

In ordinary life [gewonlichen Leben], we have nothing whatever to do with nature-objects
[Naturobjekten]. What we [straightforwardly] take as things are pictures, statues, gardens,
houses, tables, clothes, tools [Werkzeuge], etc. These are all value-objects of various kinds,
use-objects, practical objects. They are not objects which can be found [in mere sensory-
experience or even as—theoretically thematized] in natural science. (Ideas II, 29/27,
emphases added)

This statement alone may not be decisive in resolving the matter of whether by
“nature-objects” Husserl meant either whatever natural science treats as its proper
object, or, alternatively, what is first given in simple sensory perception and founds
natural-scientific objects.?” It unambiguously suffices, though, to decide the matter
of whether Husserl thought that in ordinary everyday life it is nature-things that
are directly and solely given to us or not. Thus, to put it in a traditional way (and
with some degree of terminological reservation), Husserl is clear that in the ordo
cognoscendi it is indubitable that we primordially confront and experience cultural
things, not simple perceptual nature-things.

Nevertheless, these value- or use-objects, etc., are not given in a simple way
without any internal stratification structure. Culturality does not float freely in
the air, as it were; it does not stand alone, but is possible only as founded upon
something else.

[In straightforward pre-thematic everyday life] there constantly appear to us, prior to
all thinking [scientific or even pre-scientific], spatio-temporal objectivities in immediate
‘intuitability’ charged [behaftet]’® with certain characters of value and practice. (ibid.,
27/25; emphases added)

That is, the cultural beings that directly or immediately appear in our straight-
forward everyday experience are unities comprised of an underlying pre-theoretical
and pre-cultural spatio-temporal soil that bears, as it were, the corresponding value-
characters upon itself. This soil is, of course, the simply perceptually experienced
nature-thing. It is the most primordially available intentional being; it is the being
that is given before any other possible intentional meaning-layer, and is the being
that can only make possible the givenness of any other intentional objectity as
founded upon it. We can then say that in the ordo essendi—or rather, here, ordo
Jfundamenti—whatis primordially given is the simply perceptual nature-thing, as the
founding soil for the constitution of the cultural noematic layer and the givenness of
the overall cultural being.

3In Chap. 5, it was shown that there is a non-scientifically-laden meaning of the expression
‘nature-thing’ in Ideas 11, and that the latter basically signifies a simply sensorially perceived thing.

31t is of course this particular term, “charged” or “invested” (behaftet sein, wertbehaftet, etc.,) that
so bothers and irritates Heidegger in the relevant passages of his BT, with regard to the question of
a phenomenologically adequate way of analysing the constitution of equipment (see §§14—15).
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We find similar statements scattered throughout different places in that work, but
also in many of Husserl’s other writings. Thus, in Ideas II Part III, we read that
humans, qua full-fledged spiritual beings, do not experience mere nature, a horizon
of mere nature-things. Especially in humans, the phenomenological standpoint that
has this level of intentional life under its “magnifying glass” (ibid., 192/182) is the
“personalistic attitude.”

[This is] the attitude we are always in when we live with one another, talk to one another
[...]or are related to one another in love and aversion, in disposition and action [7at], [ . . .]
when we consider the things surrounding us precisely as our surroundings [Umgebung] and
not as ‘objective’** nature. (Ibid., 192/183)

What we are conscious of, while intentionally living on that level of conscious-
ness, is a

surrounding world [Umwelt] comprised not of mere [nature]-things but of use-objects
(clothes, utensils, guns, tools), works of art [ ...] [but also of other persons qua] members
of communities, members of personal unities of higher order [...] [which] have their
moral and juridical regulations, their modes of functioning in collaboration with other
communities [ ... ] their regulated changes and their own way of developing or maintaining
themselves invariant over time. (Ibid., 191/182; emphases added)

The person “evaluates [wertet] the thing, apprehends it as beautiful or useful,
as a garment or as a drinking cup, etc.” (ibid., 193/184; emphases added—see also
§50 of that work). Of course, as we saw just above, all value-strata presuppose,
in the order of founding, the ground of what Husserl rather loosely calls “nature-
thingness.”

It is interesting, though, that Husserl’s crucial idea under discussion is also to
be found in the Ideas I, a published and known work. However, the reading of that
text under the spell of the inertial ‘standard’ (or at least ‘common’) Heideggerian
criticism continues to conceal its meaning. For instance, this reading seems to
have determined even Kersten’s translation of Ideas I (at least of the particular
passage cited just below). The two seemingly innocent words “only” and “also”
that he adds to the English translation disorientate the reader, and weaken the
general consciousness with regard to Husserl’s real views. (The first inserted
word is explicitly marked by the translator’s square brackets—here by indirect
quotation, acutangular brackets—and the second is followed by my comment
“sic!”.) According to Kersten’s translation, Husserl writes the following.

[IIn the natural attitude we confront, [...] as members of the natural world,
not<only>mere things of nature [Natursachen] [you may read also: nature-things
(Naturdinge)] but also [sic!] values and practical objects of every sort: streets with street
lights, dwellings, furniture, works of art, books, tools, and so forth. (/deas I, 78/77)%

340n the problematic use also of this term in Ideas II and the possibility of a serious misinterpreta-
tion of the identity and the content of the naturalistic attitude and its correlative region, inanimate
nature, see Chap. 5.

35Fgllesdal (1998) adopts and cites Kersten’s translation with no further remarks. This testifies,
once again, to a problematic grasp on his part of Husserl’s views regarding the issue of the relative
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Husserl does not in fact write “only” and “also.” Thus, the original text, exactly
like its parallel in Ideas 11 (quoted above), clearly states that in straightforward
everyday life we do not come across mere scientifically thematized or even simply
perceptually constituted nature-things, but that we directly and already come
across cultural things and equipment. Moreover, the context makes it clear that by
“Natursachen,” Husserl does not intend to refer to things in nature in the sense
of the usual lifeworldly recognized and praxio-existentially significant beings, e.g.,
a stone on the river-bank, a high mountain, a blossoming apple tree, a buzzing
bee, or a cow grazing on the field. Rather, he intends to refer, at bottom, to things
as they are constituted at the threshold level of simple sensory perception, or of
simple experience that presents us with beings as res extensa and res materialis (in
the sense of these terms given in Chap. 5; see also §6.7 below). We have natural
beings in this sense, i.e., as lifeworldly and praxio-existentially significant beings
(the tree, the bee, the stone, etc., ‘we all know’), only when their simply perceptual
layer is suitably apprehended by hermeneutically constitutive intentionalities that
are different or higher than the simply sensory perceptual ones. It is the latter that
turn merely perceptual nature-things to the things of value that we confront in the
concrete lifeworld.*¢

Thus, what we have seen Husserl saying already, during the years 1912-1913, is
that in our straightforward everyday life, p0tepa 00g Lag (protera pros hémas)
are the cultural beings or equipment, etc. That is, in this kind of intentional life,
we directly experience cultural beings, tools, etc. The latter are experientially more
primordial. ITpdtepa tfj dpuoeL (protera té phise), we may carefully and mutatis
mutandis say, are nature-things, which found the former. That is, nature-things are
ontologically or constitutively more primordial.’” In the next section, I will try to
examine the meager textual evidence we have from Husserl on the precise inner
connection between nature-thingness and spirituality or culturality. In other words,
I will try to clarify the kind of foundedness of cultural beings or of equipment in
particular upon nature-thingness, and the corresponding character of the givenness
of the overall intentional correlate.

priority of the cultural and the natural (especially in the latter’s pre-1917 thought). Another point
must also be noted here. In this cited passage, Husserl describes what appears to us in the natural
attitude, i.e., before our phenomenological reductions. What we saw in Chaps. 2 and 3, however,
should make us realize that the phenomenological content of what is described will not change
under the reductions (psychological or transcendental).

3See also §6.9.4 below. Nevertheless, in this book we will not say anything with regard to the
actual identity of these value-constituting intentional acts. On this latter, though, see Theodorou
2014a, b.

37For the thesis developed here, see also Experience and Judgment, §§12, 65. With this realization,
a new reading of Husserl’s views regarding primordiality and foundedness becomes possible;
a reading completely different from those referred to in notes 5 and 22 above. Especially with
reference to Husserl’s general position regarding the praxial nature of intentional constitution, see
Chap. 4.
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6.7 Husserl’s View on Passive Genetic Foundedness
and Equipmentality

It seems that any approach to the foundedness of thematizing correlations modeled
after Husserl’s analysis of predication will eventually come across this question
(§6.5): how can I direct an activity toward something, an intense investigation,
a thematizing-theoretic intentionality with specific questions about it, if I do not
already have this something in an experience, i.e., as somehow intuitively appear-
ing? As we will see, moreover, this question applies equally well to Heidegger’s
analysis of the transition from equipmentality to the—according to him—theoretical
givenness of perceptual things by the mediation of what we already called “broken-
hammer effect” (§6.10). We must, then, ask whether the basic mechanism that leads
from the originally passively constituted and appearing perceptual fundament to the
spiritual or cultural layers or noema in sum can be accounted for in terms of what
Husserl called “passive genesis.”

6.7.1 The Case of Passive Genesis

It is indeed the case that equipmentality cannot be the result of a predicative
constitution based exclusively on perceptual givenness (of whatever sort). It may
be, however, the result of a predicative constitution based on another kind of con-
sciousness, one which can offer ‘equipmental’ properties within the internal horizon
of a corresponding total objectivity given to that consciousness. If this thought has
any relation to our present problem, the following should be immediately clear:
if, for Husserl, there is a consciousness founded (somehow) upon perceptual nature-
thingness that moreover in some way ‘encapsulates’ equipmental ‘properties’ within
the internal horizon of its correlative intentional objectivity (noema), then we would
not need to consider the possibility of a predicative constitution of equipmentality
at all.’® If there is such a consciousness, then this should be exactly the one that
we must first turn upon (and not its predicative thematization). Thankfully, Husserl
does indeed offer us evidence for this.

Being turned valuingly to a thing [...] the value-thing or the value is the full intentiona