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The~ thesis objective is proof that the theory of immanence 
is the foundation of Edmund Husserl's transcendental phenomenology. 
This point is important because transcendental phenomenology is 
not capable of just"ification of the use of this theory as its 
foundation. As a result, the proof of this point is proof that 
transcendental phenomenology is the systematic development from 
this key presupposition. 

The method of proof is contained in two parts. In the 
first part, the assumption we are looking for, i.e., the theory 
of immanence, and, the framework within which we are looking for 
this assumption, i.e., the foundation of transcendental phenomeno­
logYJ, are examined. This is necessary as the context for the 
second part to this proof. The second part is examination of the 
three fundamental ingredients to the foundation: the problem of 
cognition; the theory of transcendental sUbjectivity; a.nd, the 
phenomenological epoche. Examination of each of these ingredients 
uncovers various implications and other manifestations of the theory 
of immanence. 

The result of these examinations is proof of the convic­
tion that transcendental phenomenology is the systematic develop­
ment of the presupposition of the theory of immanenceo In addi­
tion" the incapacity of this philosophy to justify this pre sup­
position is proven by the linear line of development of both the 
theory of immanence and transcendental phenomenology. 
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UTo know what questions may reasonably be asked is already a 
great and necessary proof of sagacity and insightG For if a 

. question-is absurd in itself and calls for an answer where 
none is required, it not only brings shame an the prapaunder 
of the question:, but may betray an incautious listener into' 
absurd answers, :thus presenting, as the ancJ.ents said, the 
ludicrous spectacle of ane man milking a he-gaat and the other 
holding a s'ieve underneath" 

Immanuel. Kant 
pr.i t-ique of Pure ReasO.n 
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PREFACE 

.The theme of transcendental phenomenology is the trans­

formation of a philosophically unintelligible universe into a 

univl~rse with the highest degree of rationality. Rationality 

is measured in direct relation to the intelligibility of' the 

past" present, ,and future potential of any thinge This poten­

tial is considered ·intelligible to the extent that it can be 

contained within the rules and decisions o£ knowledge. Some 

thing which does not act or find its potential essentially 

within these rules and decisions of knowledge is considered 

unintelligible and, there~ore, irrational.! 

The result is the need for a cosmological subordination 

to the rules and decisions of knowledge in the sense that the 

potential of any thing must be subordinate to cognitive demands. 

The interesting thing to note about both t,ne historical and 

transcendental phenomenological use of this theme is that this 

cosmological subordination is always assumed as a given •. In­

stead of being some,thing which, must be proven, this' cosmolog­

ical suqordi~ation is always present as a,manifestation of the 

assumption of a rational universe. With this conclusion, it 

is considered legitimate to begin the process of reconstruc­

tion of the universe upon the basis of this assumption. Any 

concept of exte~nal existence which does not accord itself. 

v 



preface 

proPerly with cognitive demands is simply thrown out of the 

set of accepted concepts upon the basis of its obvious contra-

diction with the given, i.e., cosmological subordination to 

human knowledge. Post-Cartesian philosophy contains philoso­

phical examples of this process of reconstruction in actual 
':> "-use. 

Transcendental phenomenology functions as the histor-

ical denouement to the theme of a rational universe. Post-

Cartesian philosophers, especially Hume and Kant, had indi-

cated the direction essential to this theme. The erosion of 

substance into an immanent content and the positing of a con-

ditioned reality was followed by the assumption of the trans-

cendental ego. Transcendental phenomenology functions to 

systematize a.nd clarify these insights into the purified form 

of a cosmology absolutely faithful to the need for cosmolog-

ical subordination. In this sense, the value of transcenden-

tal phenomenology is evident in its clarification of the im-

plications of an idea initially posited at least three hund-

red years before, i.e., the idea of a completely rational 

universe. 

The results of transcendental phenomenology also in-

dicate that the demands of this idea of a philosophically in-

telligible universe lead to a perverse cosmology. The demand 

for cosmological subordination to knowledge can be intellig­

ibly met only through cosmolo;gical subordination and, ulti-

vi 



preface 

mately, absorption into the mind RS an immanent- content. If 

every thing in the universe must be intellJgible, the unin­

telligible must be rejected as absurd. 

The problem for this historical theme, however, is 

that the absolute necessity o~ an intelligible universe is a 

cognitive necessity. In order to place this cognitive neces­

sity upon the universe, it is necessary to first prove the 

cosmological subordination of the universe to any cognitive 

necessity. Otherwise, the cognitive necessity is simply a 

-cognitive necessity, with no justification for application as 

the sole foundation for new systems of metaphysics. 
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footnotes 

1~ In order to aV9id possible confusion, it is necessary 
to nbte that the definitions of 'rational' and 'intelligible' 
used within this discussion are not precisely the same as com­
mon usage would indicate. The concern is with discovering a 
foundation which is philosophically acceptable for the asser­
tion that the universe acts in accordance with cognitive struc­
tures. The discovery of this foundation renders the universe 
potentially intelligible and actually rational. It is not 
meant as a move to immediately turn everything into the uni­
verse into something·totally and completely intelligible a It 
is meant to provide the foundation for claims that anything in 
the universe is really intelligible and that every thing is 
potentially intelligible. An irrational universe would be one 
which did not accord itself with the cognitive structures of 
the human mind. It could appear to be intelligible, momentar­
ily (or forever) but would still not be rational since there 
would be no acceptable cognitive foundation for this intelli­
gibility. 

Husserl asserts a similar concept of 'rational' in 
his works, see especially: GM, 85=118~ (cited at the end of 
Section One of this discussion). 

2. The discussion in question is indicated in II of the 
Introduction to this discussion. 

This is not by any means to suggest that Husserl does 
not acknowledge the historical roots to the problem of cogni­
tion and, in cnnsequence, transcendental phenomenology, e.g, 
FTL, "Introduction", IF, "I,ecture One". This is one instance 
where Husserl indicates some amount,:of similarity with Hegel 
and the idea of the historical movement towards a single re­
suIt., As with all such in:terpretations of the movement of 
philosophy, transcendental phenomenology is the fructifica­
tion of this movement according to Husserl's interpretationo 

viii 



Descriptive note 

Prefatory note 

List of Abbreviations Used 

Preface 

footnotes 

INTRODUCTION 

I 

CONTENTS 

II - (the theory of immanence) 

III (transcendental phenomenology) 

IV (presupposition) 

footnotes 

SECTION ONE 

footnotes 

SECTION TWO 

footnotes 

SECTION THREE 

CONC1~USION 

footnotes 

Bibliographical information 

ix 

ii 

iii 

iv 

v 

viii 

1 

4 

12 

25 

29 

35 

42 

43 

48 

49 

53 
.66 

67 



INTRODUCTION 

On the basis of his own conclusion that a systematic 

philosophy derived from presuppositions is not acceptable, 

Edmund Husserl's transcendental phenomenology is a failure. 

Transcendental phenomenology results from the combination of 

the problem of cognition with the theory of transcendental 

subjectivity to produce the method of the phenomenological 

epoche with its field of transcendental experience as the 

appropriate field of evidence for tra.nscendental phenomeno-

logy_ As this study will indicate, this line of development 

is not a presuppositionless development from problem to solu-

tion. In fact, it is the systematic development of a histor­

ically prominent presupposition concerning the na.ture of the 

relation between subject and experienced object. Basically, 

the presupposition is the assumption of objective dependency 

upon cognitive structures. Within this thesis, this presup­

posi tion and its ramifications a.re stipulat1ed by the theory 

of immanence. In consequence, transcendental phenomenology 

is properly interpreted as the systematic development of the 

presupposition of the theory of immanence and, on Husserl's 

o\'m standards, is an unacceptable philosophy_ 
. 

The legitimacy of this interpretation can be uncover-

ed through simple examination of the problem of cognition, the 

1 



introduction 2 

theory of transcendental subjactivity, and the method of the, 

phenomenological epoche with i tsfie,ld of transcendental ex­

perience. Examination of' each will indicate'that' the inter­

pretation of the theory of immanence is the fundamental in­

gredient to each. But, before these examinations can occur, 

it is essential to present some preliminary discussion of the 

important concepts which will function as the tools for any 

such examination. 

The most important preliminary discussion is concerned 

wi th the theory of immanence. Sine'e, the purpose of the pro­

posed, examinations Is to ground the .friterp'retat'ion of trans­

cende~ntal phenomenology as the systematic development of' the 

presupposition of the theory of immanence, the importance of' 

explication of the theory of immanence is obvious. Secondly, 

and not quite as obviously, it is essential to present a pre­

liminary sketch of transcendental phenomenology. The prelimi­

nary sketch is essential because of'the assertion that trans­

cendental phenomenology is the sysiematic development from the 

presupposition contained within, the three facets of the founda­

tion previously mentioned. Only a sketch of transcendental 

phenomenology, with detailed consideration of the function of 

these facets within its development, can indicate that these 

facets are fundamental to the foundation and would indicate 

this philosophy to be a metaphysical system if containing a 

, fundamerltal presupposition. Finally, it is necessary to' give 

some amount of attention to the nature of a presupposition., 
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The point of this discussion is to ground the claim that the 

theory of immanence is an essential presupposition to the 

3 

development of transcendental phenomenology. The distinction 

betwe:en a presupposition and a legitimate assumption must be 
1 

presented in order to secure this conclusion. 
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II 

The theory of immanence is a claim concerning the re-

lation between -the mind, as experiencing consciousness, and 

the world, as the rea1n1 of the experienced.. The -crux to this 

theory is the assumption of a sUbjective turn. This subjec-

tive turn occurs with the assumption that the objective world 

depends upon the cognitive structures of the mind. The theory 

of immanence derives its title from an important ramification 

to the assumptions which actually consti tut,e its core. This 

ramif'ication is the interpretation of an experienced- objectiv-

ity a.s essentially an immanent content of the mind or conscious-

ness~ 

The best path to clarity of the theory of immanence is 

through a brief examination of the genesis of this theory with­

in the history of modern classical philosophye Not only are 

the illustrations familiar, but, in consideration of the fund-

amental nature of this th~ory throughout this tradition, the 

illustrations are the most appropriate~ Historically, ~he 

theory of immanence begins with the assumption that metaphy­

sical considerations are properly subordipate to epistemolog-

ical considerations of evidence and justification. The init­

ial example within modern classical philosophy is that of 

Cartesian philosophy with its quest for epistemological cer-
2 

tainty of evidencee 
4 



introduction 

The Cartesian demand for epistemological certainty of 

evidence is importan-t in the genesis· of the t~.eory of imma­

nence because it is essentially the demand for a subjective 

grounding of the objective worldo This subjective turn is 

present in the universal scrutiny of the field ·of experience 

in search Of. experiential evidence capable of absolute epist-

emological certainty~ The objective of this search is to se-

cure such evidence and utilize it as the ~roundirig for the 

experiential evidence of the remainder of thE; world of exper-· 

ienci20 The important poiT!.t here is to recognize the nature 

of the ground1ng demanded by the der:1and for evidence with 

absolute epistemological certainty. Epistemology is basical-

ly the science of human cognition, outlining the appropriate 

procedure sand. theorie s of cognition~ Epistemological ce r·-

tainty, therefore, is certainty of the evidence in the sense 

that the evidence aocords itself with the demands contaaned 

within the· procedures and theories of human cognition" The 

evidence, in consequence, would have a subjective grounding 

within the structures of cognition~ Since the Cartesian de-

mand is· for evidences with epistemological certainty, this 

demand is for evidence with a subjective gr~unding. The de-

mand that all other evidences.lacking this foundation derive 

their foundation from this subjectively grounded evi~ence is 

the demand for the subjective grounding of the objective world .. 

mhe s'·lbJ·ect1· ve tur··Yl 1·10i\'·"V"·'~ do-:s no+- ce·~,."",-P a+ '!~h' l'S DOlOntA T ~ ... \.. _ 1.,,, c; t; ~ , <:: u _. ,_, _ v ~ • " 
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The development of this subjective turn continues 

through the efforts of post-Cartesian philosophers -i~ util-

6 

ize _the original Cartesian assumption of the need fora sub-

jective grounding of theories of objective experience as the 

only appropriate grounding. This utilization, simplistical­

ly -considered, can be interpreted as present in one of tvio 

fashions. In the first fashion, the demand for the appropr­

iate epistemological grounding of theories of reality is uti­

lized as a means for the erosion of objective concepts accept­

ed previous to the Cartesian subjective turn. In the second 

fashion, the process of this erosion is subordinated to the 

original Cartesian demand for a metaphysics capable of yield­

ing epistemological certainty or, in Russerl's terms, phil-

osophy as rigorous science. In relation to this explication 

of the theory of immanence, ,this post-Cartesian development 

is important as the clarification and sophistication of the 

original Cartesian subjective turn and the implications of 
3 

this move. 

The utilization of ths Cartesian subjective turn as 

a tool for erosion of traditional concepts of objective exist­

ence is a primary characteristic of the empiricist philo so-

phies of Berkeley and Rume. The erosion oi'tradi tional co-n­

cepts of objective existence begins essentially with the -ori-

ginal use of this subjective turn within -Cartesian philosophye 

For Descartes, epistemologically certain evidence is evidence 
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which presents something as indubitably existent., Ontolog­

ical certainty is established on subjebtive grounds concern­

ing the ability of the object to consistently present accept­

able epistemological evidence in support of its being-status. 

The important ramification of this treatment is in relation 

to the traditional assumption that what is experienced has 

objective existence as such. The being-status of an exper-

ienced object of the external world is not considered ques­

tionable unless it is surrounded by unusual circumstances 

which indicate it is, in fact, not 'an object of this external 

world. The conclusion 6fthe Cartesian examination of the 

being-status of the experienced 1Norld, hovrever, is that it 

is inadequately supported by the appropriate epistemologica.l 

evidence. In other words, the being-status of an experienced 

object becomes a decision of the eXpleriencing subject and not 

something predestined by the essential nature of the exper-
4 

ienced thing. 

The Cartesian erosion of the being-status of exper-

ienced objectivities on the basis of the subjective turn is 

merely a f~intly realized beginriing. In the empiricist trad­

itions of Berkeley and Hume, the erosion of the traditional 

concept of experienced object.ivi ties is brought almost to full 

fruition. With these philosophies, the demand for a proper 

grounding in subjective evidence is utilized to destroy the 

concept of an experienced objectivity as an independent sub-
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stance grounding a set of essentially appropriate "predications. 

The concept of experienced objectivities as being independent­

ly e~x:istent substances is rejected as lacking the appropriate 

subjl9ctive foundation.. Predications which were previously 

ascribed to this substance as essentially appropriate are sub­

sumed within the subject as properly existent solely within 

the immanent limits of sUbjective consciousness. The group­

ing of these predications into a consistent form, traditional­

ly thought to be the existing object, is reduced to the result 

of inclinations on the part of the subject. The yield of the 

empiricist use of the Cartesian subjective turn, in conse­

quence, is the dissection of the traditional concept of ex­

perienced objectivities into phenomenal presentations exist­

ent, in their phenomenal form, only within the immanent limit­

ations of consciousness. 

The development of the Cartesian turn into a full 

fructification of the theory of immanence occurs with the 

Kantian manipulation of the results secured from the empiri­

cist tradition. The empiricist erosion of' the form of pre­

dicational groupings into the subject lends a new direction 

to the subjective turn. The meaning of the experienced ob­

jectivity is subsumed into the subject as the product within 

the immanent limitations of consciousness. More importantly, 

the Kantian Copernican revolution co"ntinues in the direction 

of the empiricists with the conclusion that the actual mean-
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ing of any particular experience'd 'objectivity' is merel~r the 

judg!~ment result of subjective conditions f'or experiencing 

consciousness. This occurs through the process of examina­

tion of the evidence for the principles of knowledge essen­

tial to the concept of any object and the necessary conclu­

sion that these can be appropriately grounded only in this 

manner. With this conclusion, the concept of immanence 

reaches its initial fructification in the limited Idealism 

of Y~ntian philosophye 

With the illustrations from this brief examination 

9 

of the use of the theory of immanence within modern classical 

philosophy, more detailed conclusions concerning the nature 

of thi's theory of immanence can be indicated. First , it be­

gins with the supjective turn. The subjective turn occurs 

with the demand that any concept must be grounded upon the 

basis of specific varieties of epistemological evidence~ The 

first result of this demand is the implication that the nature 

of any thing experienced by the subject must be fully access­

ible to the experiencing grasp of the subject. This is be­

cause the subjecti~e turn ~epends upon the assumption that the 

true or actual concept of the experienced object can be legi­

timately determined upon the basis of accessible evidence. 

The assumption that the actual nature of the experienced ob­

ject must be fully accessible to the, experiencing grasp of 

the subject means that all of the ingredients actually com­

posing the experienced object are contained within the subjecto 
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This is the culmination of the process of er"osion of t:he 

object. 'I~his ultirr.ate subsurrption into the subject has rrore 

implications than the s.Lllple fact that the ingredi.ent..s for the 

experienced object happen to be contained also withi~'l the 

subject. Since the appropriate concept of the experienced 

object is also detennined by COSYli ti ve sLructures concerning 

evidence, etc., the leap is easily made to the conclusion 

that the essential nature of ·the experienced object is con-

tained solely within the s1.fuject. This is because the 

cognitive struc·tures axe that %'hich allow thE abject t.o eyj.st 

in the manner which it does. The being·-sense of the object 

. d . ~. 1 5m 1S eterrm.neCI J.n consequence t.o t~lese stl.'1J.ctures. J.:ne 

denouement to the theolY of i..rnr\,BrienCe f in consequence, is the 

. system of transcendental idealism as the system vmich asserts 

that all objects are nB...rri.festations of al"lalytic a pri?..E'i 

laws contained at the foundation of all hurnan cog-ni tion. 

As a precaution, it is necessary to assert. that 

UD.S theory of irrlfnanence is not fu"1 i1:mate t-.rut..h. The fact t,'I-:/.at 

it has been employed industriously for the majority of the 

past three hundred years, prominently so, is not an adequate just-

ification for its errployment. As indicated "vi thin the Pre·~ 

face to this discussion, the cosmological sul::ordina·tion to 

cogni tion demands justification. In fact, ,-lith consideration 

of the nature of htm'Bll winds and the knowle::-lge '\.vhiC"J1 it pro-
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duces, it is incredible to imagine that anyone would consid-

er s11ch a ludicrous assertion. There is absolutely no rea-

son why the universe must subject itself to the rules of hu-

man cognition. And, if there were such a reason, it would 

have the incredible task of providing its own legitimacy. 

After all, if there were a reason why the universe had to 

be cosmologically subordinate, this reason would have to leg­

itimize the assertion of its own application~ It is a rea-

son and, hence, a cognitive demand, just like any other. 

The alternative, briefly, is simply acceptance of the 

fact that the mind does not determine the appropriate evidences 

essential to any concepts of objectivity& The objectivity has 

its own peculiar evidence and, probably, its own inaccessible 

essence. With Alfred North Whitehead, we must accept the fact 

that a rational universe is an ideal with only asymptotic ap-

proaches~ And, we must also accept the fact that some con­

cepts are based upon the very sound evidence of belief, in 
6 

the same manner that I believe I am perceiving something~ 
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III 

Historically, transcendental phenomenology is the syn-

thesis of the epistemological certainty of evidence of the 

Cartesian Meditations with the-epistemological certainty of 

principle of the Kantian Critiaue of Pure Reason. 

The Cartesian epistemological certainty of evidence 

is the grounding of all solutions and mediate evidences upon 

the ()l1tological certainty of the cogito~ Potential solutions 

are accepted or rejected upon the basis of the grounding which 

serves as their justification. Since the intent of Cartesian 
-'- -

philosophy is to f6und a system of unlversally acceptable con-

elusions, it assumes the motif of the radical examination of 

all po-tential ingredients to this system to determine those 

which have the proper grounding in a universally acceptable 

justification. Those evidences which are found to be incap-

able of universal acceptance are eliminated from the field 

of potential groundings for Cartesian solutions. And, those 

concepts and solutions which are inadequately grounded are 

also rejected. Through this process of elimination, Cartes­

ian philosophy intends to uncover a point of absolute certain-

ty from which the reduction can be l,egitimately reversed. The 

evidences and solutions which were eliminated from the field 

of investigation could then be re-introduced after their ground-

12 
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ing and re-definition in terms of' this absolutely certain 

pointe However, Cartesian philosophy failed to achieve this 

objective because it could find no legitimate mode of rever-

sing the reduction in order to uncoVer the principles of hu-

man knowledge" The cogito_ was available as anepistemologi-

cally certain evidence but there appeared to be no legi tima.te 

method for its utilization~7 

The Kantian epistemol~gical certainty of principle 

is the grounding of the consistent objective validity of the 

principles and ruies of human know~edge in the concept of the 

transcendental egoo The transcendental ego is the self as a 

conscious entity which conditions and constructs its exper-

ienced world in accordance with innate principles~ Since 

these innate principles are als6 the source of the principles 

and rules of human knowledge, the objective validity of human 

kno'wledge is ·guaranteed by the necessary functioning of the 

transcendental ego as an essential factor for all human ex-· 

perience. However, while the Kantian system is successful as 

an explanation for the objective validity of human knowledge, 

it is not philosophically successful because of its inadequate 

grounding in evidence" 1'he only justificat ion I.egitilnat.e for 

this solution is based upon its successful eX"planation of the 

principles of human knovlledge 'and, hence .• the very conclusion 

it should prove is assume d. lmd .. , eve.."1 .Lfthe generc?..l systern 
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of :the details of' the system '\4ol.:;ld still be' lIDacceptcble 

as a. consequence of their grounding by Kant in presuppositions 

which were poorly or inadequately examined~ In other vlords, 

the Kantian solution 'is a system without a proper foundation 
, .. 8 

for either itself or its Qe~a11Se 

The problem with the Cartesia:r:- coe:i_to is an inabil-· 

ity to move beyond j,ts evidence; the problem with the Kant-

ian transcendental ego is a lack of evidence for the system 

which it yieldsc Transcendental phenomenology functions as 

the synthesis of these two themes in the attempt to correct 
9 

the weaknesses of one with the strengths of the other~ , 

In keeping with the Cartesian theme of epistemologi-

cally certain evidence, transcendental phenomenology must re-

main throughout a process of radical sense-investigation or 

clarification of ~hepotential field of evidence and concepts~10 

Sense-investigation is radical if it recognizes the construc­

tive aspects of a genuine clarification or sense-investiga-

tion" In other 'v'lords 1, simple clarification or sense:-investi­

gation as analysis of the given cannot go beyond the actually 

giveno It must culminate with the same degree of clarity as 

it began with, the only fresh conclusions being a~out the or-

der of the contents~ Radical sense-investigation, however, 

recognizes cla:r:~ficatior. as a constructive process which goe s 

beyond the given to recognize new 1rnplications and aspects of 

It recognizes that the pro-
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cess of genuine clarification must go beyond the given to 

uncover new and more accurate meanings based upon the imp li-

cations and. direction of the unclear meaning: 

"Radical sense-investigation, as such,· is at the same time 
criticism for the sake of original clarification. Here ori­
ginal clarification means shaping th'e sense anew, not merely 
filling in a delineation that is already determinate and 
structurally articulated beforehand" (FTL, 10=9). 

In keeping with this demand for radical sense-investi-

gation, transcendental phenomenology begins with the radical 

sense-investigation of the apodicticity of evidence demanded 

by Cartesian philosophye The investigation reveals a number 

of important distinctions in the corrected definition, the 

most important being the conclusion concerning its dependence 

upon ontological certainty for the certainty of evidence. The 

CartElsian doubt is recognized as the assll.l'Ilption that any po-

tential doubt concerning the existence of what is given in 

evidence is the discovery of a potential non-existe~ce of the 

evidenced. In any instance where such a potential non-exist-

ence is actual, the conclusions based upon this evidence are 

falsified. If the conclusions are to be consistently correct, 

the evidence given in justification must be consistently just~ 

ifying. This means that the evidence must have the character­

istic of ontological certainty: 

"An gpodicti..Q. evidence, however, is not merely certainty of 
the affairs or affair-complexes (states-of-affairs) evident 
in it; rather it discloses itself, to a critical reflection, 
as having the signal peculari ty of being at the ~ time the. 
absolute unimaginableness (inconceivabilitv) of their non­
bein~, and thus excluding in advance ever'<J~ doubt as "object­
less';', empty" (eM, 15-16=56). 
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The needed apodictic evidence, as ontologically cer-

tain being, is recqgnized in the unique ontological status 

of the self as c2gi to. It is with the radical sense-expli­

cation of this Cartesian residue that the Kantlan theme is 

introduced into transcendental phenomenology. 'Clarification 

of the residue reveals, to Husserl, a peculiar transformation 

of the status of all non-apodictic being (i.e., states-of­

affairs given in non-apodictic evidence) into mere phenomena 

v-lhich present a claim of be ing to the cogi to. This means 

that experiences which previously contained experiences of 

being have now been transformed by'the Cartesian motif of 

re-interpretation as a consequence of the demand for certain 

evidemce into experiences containing various phenomena which 

claim being-status but are dependent upon the cogito for any 

being-status actually accorded to them: 
, 

"Instead of simply existin.g for us--that is, being accepted 
naturally by us in our experiential 18elieving in its exist­
ence-·-the world is for us only something that claims being" 
(CM, 18=58). 

This interpre'tation of the Cartesian residue leads to 

the theory of transcendental subjectivity. This is the as-

sertion that the meaning of experience is a product of the 

judgement-decisions of the cogito. Radical sense-investiga­

tion of the Cartesian residue has ~ncovered the conclusion 

that the entire world exists for me in the sense that it is 

dependent upon my judgements for its existence. It is the 

conclus-ion that the world as experienced by me is also for me 
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and something which must gather its meaning or existence-

sensle through my judgements, i.e., the theory of transcenden-

tal subjectivity: 

"Anything belonging to the world, any spatiotemporal being, 
exists for me--that is to say, is accepted by me--in that I 
experience it, perceive it, remember it, think 'of it somehow, 
judge about it, value it, desire it,' or the like. Descartes, 
as w~~ know, indicated all that by the name cogito" (CM, 21=60). 

The Kantian transcendental ego has been established 

as the conscious self which conditions and constructs its ex-

perienced world in accordance with innate principles. While 

it w()uld constitute a violation of :the Cartesian theme of the 

continous foundation in evid'ence to assume this concept of the 

Kantian transcendental ego in full, the uncovering of the 

theory of transcendental subjectivity as a product of radi-

cal sense-investigation makes a more limited identification 
11 

of tIle self with the transcendental lego legi tima te ~ Radical 
.. , , 

sense-investigation of the Cartesian residue has revealed 

that the world exists for the cogito~ The cogito is an es-

sentially necessary factor in the meaning of my experienced 

world because the world is dependent upon my judgement-deci­

sions as the cogito. This means that the ego can be legiti­

mately posited as an essential and necessary component of all 

my experiences, the meaning of my experiences being dependent 

upon the judgement-decisions of this ego as cogito~ Funda­

meDta.lly, this ego is the K::mtian transcendental ego restrict­

ed in. its meaning, for the moment, to the simple conclusion 
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that it is a necessary and conditioning factor to all my ex­

periences. The question of the remainder of this Kantian 

concept, i.e., the transcendental· ego as working in accord-

ance with innate rules and conditions, can be decided solely 

upon the basis of more extensive sense-investigation of the 

Cartesian residue~ The first ingredient to this sense-invest-

igation is the ra.dical sense-investigation of the judgement­

judging process of the £.92:i to in order to discover the aspects 

which are present as manifestations of the judgement decisions 

of the transcendental ego~ 

The interprete.tion of the relation between thought 

and language given in Formal. and Tra.nscendental LOf:ic serves 

as an excellent basis for illustration of Husserl's interpret-
12 

ation of jUdgement. Radical sense-inves:tigation of language 

situations uncovers three distinct ingredients. The first .. ,. -

ingredient is the physical medium or locl.l!.ition which is used 

as a device for transfer of the meaning~ The meaning exists 

within the locution as a spiritual corpor~ality which does 

not vary with the limited variation of the manners of the 

locution~ The locution can vary through various examples of, 

e.g~:, type script, but the meaning found in each of these var­

iations remains the same. This meaning 3.5' the important con-

cern because it serves to define :;:Rt? thom;~ht within transcen-
"--

13 
dental phenomerlOlogy. Thought, ,in its broadest aspect, is 

the function of generating and fusing the meaning within the 

physical vehicle of the locution: 
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"The latter, however, does not lie externally beside the 
words; rather, in speaking we are continually performing 
an internal act of meaning, which fuses with the words and, 
as it were, animates them. The effect of this animation is 
that the words and the entire locution, as it were, embody 
in themselves a meaning, and bear it embodied in them as 
their sense" (F'rL, 22=20)0 

19 

The remaining two ingredients of language-situations, 

and the primary concern for the interpretation of judgements, 

are found within this process of thought. The first is the 

act or function of thought as the process of actual generation 

of the meaning eventually conveyed. In the above quotation, 

it is the internal act of meaning. . This aspect is the mean-

ing-act or meaning of thought. In relation to the specific 

type of thoughts, judgements, this aspect is the judging-act 

or judging~ The second ingredient within this process of 

thought is the result or product of this meaning-act, i~e., 

the meant. As a constituted product, it has a certain t;ype 

of ob jecti vi ty, here pre sented as the spiri tual corporeality 

which does not vary within the limited variation of the locu­

tion~ It is that which is embodied in the locution by the 

internal act of meaning~ In relation to the specific type of 

thoughts, judgements, this aspect is the judged or judgement~ 

Returning to the transcendental ego and the quest for 

appropriate evidence, the implications of this interpretation 

of thought are important. The problem is to move beyond the 

simple co,gito in quest for epistemological certainty of princ­

iples but on the basis of evidence which is fruitful, acces-
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sible, and ontologically certain. The transcendental ego has 

already been established as that which constitutes its world 

through its judging-acts. Radical sense-investigation of 

thought has uncovered the conclusion that each act of judging 

must contain both the act of judging itself and the judgement 

as the product of this Judging-act. In relation to the acts 

of judging of the transcendental ego, this means that the ex-

perienced world, as the product of these judging-acts, must 

be potentially accessible aua judgements (cogitatum). And, 

of prime importance, the e}.-perience"d world qua judgements of 

the ;judging-acts of the transcendental ego would be ontologi-
14" 

cally dependent upon the transcendental ego. - In consequence, 

the experienced world qua judgements consists of evidence which 

is ontologically and, hence, epistemologically certain~ At 

this .point,the foundation ~o.r the major innovation of trans­

cendental phenomenology has been achieved. This innovation 

consists in the radical alteration of the eXperienced world 

into judgements gua products of the transcendental ego, and, 

thereby, conversion of experience into transcendental exper-

iencE~. Transcendental experience, a.s ontologically certain, 
.. 

provides the previously unattainable field of evidence capable 

of founding the principles of human reason, in the spirit of 
.1.5 

Kant, with unquestionable certainty and clarity. 

Realizing the potential of this newly uncovered type 

of e]:perience, it now becomes essential to reveal the method 
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whereby it becomes accessible, i.e., the phenomenological 

epoche~ The difficulty with rendering the field of trans-

cendlEmtal experience accessible is that it remains hidden by 

the necessary standpoint of the naturally existing ego, i.e., 

the natural standpoint. In the natural standpoint, the ego 

is necessarily committed to a straightfor'l'lard perception of 

the 13xperienced world as something Objectively present. In 

order to reveal the field of transcendental experience, ex-

perience must be perceived as judgement, i.e~, as the pro-

duct of the jUdging-acts of the transcendental ego. Radical 

sense-investigation of reflection reveals the mode by which 

the E~gO of the natural standpoint can be retained, as it must 

be, while the field of transcendental expe.rience is uncovere d. 

Cognitive reflection is interpreted to be the process of ob-

jectification of a process which was originally present as a' 

subjective process~ It accomplishes this through the alter­

ation of a straightforVlard perception into a reflective object-

ification of the process allowing the objective result of the 

straightforward perception: 

"Natural reflection alters the previously naive subjective pro­
cess Quite essentially; this process loses its original mode, 
"straightforward" by the very fact that ref'lection makes an 
object out of what was previously a subjective process but 
not objective" (CIvI, 34=73). 

This interpretation of reflection suggests the poten-

tial for a new mode of reflection, i.e., transcendental re-

flection, with the task of objectification of the subjective 
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processes behind the constitution of' the experienced world. 

The phenomenological'epoche is essentially 'the functioning 

of' this new mode of reflection. The epoche is marked by a 

division of the ego into two levels: the level of the natu-

ral standpoint ego with its straightforv.--ard perception of the 

world; and, the level of the philosophizing ego as perception 

of the judging-judgemerit process through transcendental re­

flection~ At the level of the philosophizing ego, the ego 

can no longer be characterized as living within the objective 

result' of the experienced world. It is no longer interested 

in this aspect of the judging-judgement process. The objec­

tive world is retained simply in the modified form of the in-

tentional result of a judging-act of the ~ogito, i.e., as 

judgement or cogitatum: 

"Only by virtue of this new attitude do I see that all the 
world,· and therefore, whatever,·exists naturally, exists for 
me only as accepted by me, with the sense it has for me at 
the time--that it exists for me only as cogitatum of my 
changing and, while changing, interconnected cogitationes; 

_and .. I now.accept it solely as· that. Consequently I, the 
transcendental phenomenologist 1 have objects (singly or in 
universal complexes) as a theme for my universal descriptions: 
solely as the intentional correlates of modes of consciousness 
of them" (CM, 37=75). . 

With the uncovering of this new field of transcendental 

experience, transcendental phenomenology becomes capable of 

the foundation of the remainder of the Kamrtian transcendental 

ego upon the basis of apodictically certain ev.idence. This 

occurs through the simple explication of ·the intentional sense 

consistencies of the transcendental lego in providing the ob-
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jective meaning for the external world, noW present as trans­

cendental experience. The point is that the judging products 

of the transcendental ego are present with a consistent pat­

tern~ Not only is the whole contained within a consistent 

pattern, but individual types of judgements are evident. The­

cogitatum is evident as this- type of coeitatum rather than 

some other variety. There are also subjective restrictions 

upon each individual co,gitatum which restrict and limit pro­

spective co,gitata. All of this is open to sense-explication 

within the realm of transcendental experience. One can ex­

plicate the sense of one type of pog,ita.i1b.1'fl and the subjective 

structures which allow this intentio'nal product to remain the 

one which it is. Throughout this sense-explication, the trans-. 

cendlental clue is constantly the £Qgitatum as a device of re­

flexion of the subjective structures of the transcendental 

ego~ 

The eventual result of this sense-explication of types 

within the realm of transcendental' experience is the attain­

ment of a set of Apriori laws which contain and govern each 

and every possible type of coei tatum-. And, since the cogi ta­

tum is experienced within the natural standpoint as an object 

of the experienced world, the derivation of these Apriori is 

the derivation of the universally necessary principles for all 

objective existence. 
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U This sys -cern of ,the all-embracing Apriori is therefore to be 
designated also as the systematic unfolding of the all-embracing 
Apriori innate in the essence of transcendental subjectivity 
(and consequently in that of a transo2ndental intersubjectivity) 
--or as the systernatic unfolding of the tilll. versal logos _ of all 
(x:mceivable beinst' (01, 155 181). 

This suggestion of t.he ~·;ork of tronscsntal pheno-, 

rnenology is much teo brief to 'do it justice. ,The idea behind 

the use of t.'l1e field of t:r:anscendental experience is to use 

the intentional, object, the .judged, or the cogitatum as the 

tra.ns:cenc1ental clue :for J.Jncovering t.he structure of any in-

tention of the transcendental ego. The levels of generali-

zation of this intentioning extend from the 10l,'lest :possible 

level of the cogitatum merely generali:zed into a type to the 

eventual uncovering of the ITDst generalized level contained 

wi thin the eidos' transcendental ego as part of the formal 

Apriori. Since all ' philosophical problems are accessible to 

this :rrode of sense-'explica'tion, Hu.sserl projects a rigoroLls 

science of philosophy constal1tly attaining deeper and deeper 

. . 1 .. . di -f' It' 16 ~nslgTts lnto 1 ts varlous :.t l.CU les. 

24 
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IV 

In preparation for the examination of transcendental 

phenomenology with the intent of uncovering its presupposition 

of the theory of immanence, it is necessary to present some 

clarification of the use of 'presupposition'. This is neces­

sary in order to distinguish between Husserl's legitimate and 

illegitimate use of the theory of immanence within the formu­

lation of transcendental phenomenology~ 

There are two basic modes of introduction of an as­

sump-tion into a philosophical argument which are legitimate. 

The J'irst and foremost of these is upcn the basis of argument 

in favor of its recognition as an appropriate assumption for 

the argument in question~ Assumptions can also be introduced 

through this mode as corollaries to :assumptions which have al­

ready been appropriately grounded~ The second mode of intro­

duction involves a reflexive justification of any assumption 

on the basis of the completion of the philosophical system. 

With reflexive justifications, the completion of the system 

serves as the justification for each of its component asser­

tions on the basis of the success of the system in fulfilling 

a specific objective~ The major difficulty with this mode of 

justification is that the objective itself' must also be just­

ified as appropriate~ 

25 
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Presupposition occurs in those instances of introduc­

tion of an undefended assumption'~ In relation to the presup­

position of the theory of immanence by transcendental pheno­

menology, this occurs with the assumption of the legitimacy 

of the demands contained within the subjective turn which 

leads to the theory of immanence. ':['he lack of the appropri­

ate grounding of the theory of immanence by some type of phil­

osophical defense will be evident from the examination of the 

problem of cognition~ The problem of cognitinn is the source 

for the foundation of transcendental phenomenology. Transcen-' 

dent::!.l phenomenology move s forHard from this problem towards 

its formulation. In the examination of the problem of cogni-

tion, it will become evident that this problem is formulated 

upon the basis of the legitimacy of the Cartesian demand for 

.. the. :subje.ctive grounding of obje9.tive experience. This means 

it is founded upon the theory of immanence as presupposition. 17 

The pote~tial for a reflexive justification of the 

use of the theory of immanence as the foundation for the dev­

eloprnent of transcendental phenomenology can be eliminated 

with the examination of the theory of transcendental subjec­

tivity and the phenomenological epoche~ All transcendental 

phenomenological evidence is derived through these'~ Examina-

tion of each will indicate the presence of the theory of im-

manence as the foundation for the meaning and legitimacy of 

these aJ.so~ This means that the completion of transcendental 
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phenomenology is incapable of providing a reflexive justifi­

cation since the presence of this presupposition is required 

throughout its evidence~ 

A philosophically relevant presupposition' is also one 

which is fundamental to the development of the philosophy un­

der examination~ The proof of the presupposition of a minor 

premise has little philosophical value~ However, the funda-

mental importance of the problem of cognition, the theory of 

transcendental subjectivity, and the phenomenological epoche 

has already been indicated w~thin the preliminary exposition 

of transcendental phenomenology. Proof that each of these is 

fundamentally based upon presupposition of the theory of im­

manence, therefore, is the indication of an absolutely funda-

mental p~emise to the entire philosophy~ 

The importance of the uncovering o~ a presupposition 

such as the theory of immanence within transcendental pheno­

menology exceeds simple interest in whether the philosophy is 

presuppositionless or not. The interest extends with consid-

eration of statements made throughout the writings of Husserl, 

statements condemning previous metaphysical systems based up-

on presuppositions~ This condemnation is discovered usually 

in the foundation of the demand for an absolutely founded or 

rigorously scientific philosophy. A rigorously scientific 
. 

philosophy is one vrhich has established itself upon a univer-

sally acceptable foundation capable of yielding a steady pro-
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duce: of universally acceptable facts: 

"The: following arguments are based on the conviction that the 
higher interests of human culture demand. the development of 
a rigorously scientific philosophy; consequently, if a phil­
osophical revolution in our times is to be justified, it must 
without fail be animated by the purpose f!.):f laying a new foun­
dation for philosophy in the sense of strict science" (PRS, 
78) • 

Since transcendental phenomenolo~J is presented as 

the fulfillment of this demand for a rigprously scientific 

philosophy , it is not surprising for Hus'serl to assert that 

transcendental phenomenology rests upon a presupposi tionless 

or self-evident basis~ This claim is especially relevant in 

relation to pre supposition of inheritances from past philo so-

phical systems~ The pre supposi tion of S'U.ch an inheritance 

indicates the presence of a metaphysical system built upon 

presupposition rather than the scientifically developed phil­

osophy which transcendental phenomenology is purported to be:
18 

" • ~ ~ phenomenological explication is no·thing like "metaphy­
sical construction"; and it is neither overtly nor covertly 
a theorizing with adopted presuppositions or helpful thoughts 
drawn from the historical metaphysical t£adition" (eM, 150=177). 

The historical roots of the theo1r",f of immanence have 

already been established in its preliminary e}.'Plication~ The 

requirement now is to prove that transcendental phenomenology 

does, in fact, presuppose quite overtly a presupposition from 

the historical metaphysical tradition, f;e., the theory of 

immanenoe~ 
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footnotes 

1~ Harmon M~ Chapman in an article called "Realism and 
Phenomenology"Crefer to The Return to Rea.son, ed~ John Wild, 
pp_ 3-35) appears to hold an interpretation of transcendental 
phenomenology similar to this~ The distinctiort between my . 
inte.rpretation and his is based upon the exact nature of the 
presupposition. Chapman recognizes the result of the presup­
position of the theory of immanence, in this article, at least, 
without recognizing the source as seen in this quotation: 

"But if this idealistic theory Ltranscendental constitution? 
is, as I think, a speculative venture resulting from his mis­
taken-notion that--the cognitive relation is internal at both 
ends, then in rejecting his idealism we can, by making the 
needful allowances, retain the bulk of his remarkable analyses" 
(p • . 35, The Return to Reason)~ 

Professor Chapman and myself, however, differ on the 
question of how fundamental this pre supposii tion is to the 
structure of transcendental phenomenology. In this article, 
the attempt is made to reconstruct transcendental phenomeno­
logy on .the basis of-a -realism rather than an idealism. Per­
sonally, the charge of equivocation would appear appropriate 
to the philosophy which Professor Chapman presents as the cor-

. rect~d version gf tran.sceJ:}.dental phel1omenology~ 

2~ The illustrations are mainly from Cartesian and Humean 
phil()sophy in order to counter the easy assumption that I am 

- concerned with the-.-developed -system of trans.cendental subjec­
tivity as present in Kant and Hegel. Kant and Hegel certain­
ly constitute.t important factors in the development of this 
theory, but since their phiJ,.osophies contain such a flagrant 
development of the ramification of the theory of immanence, 
there is the constant danger of the identification of the 
theory itself with a mere ramification. 

3~ In counter to those who are quick to make unwarranted 
assumptions, it must be noted that this is. not intended to be 
some sort of final statement of the necessary and fundamental 
arrangement of modern class.ical philosophy in relation to 
schools of thought and major breaks with the past. In this 
sense, the tradition from Descartes to Husserl is neo-Cartes­
ian and Kant is merely the next logical step beyond Hume. 
But remember the qualification, in ttlis sense, this does not 
mean that this is true of this period of philosophy in every 
sense~ The grouping varies fundamentally in relation w:! th the 
criteria for the grouping. (footnot,e continued on next page). 
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footnotes 

3 (continued). 

Refer to W. Windelband A HistorV' of' Philos.ophy (tr. 
J.R. Tufts, Macmillan, 1901, New York, 2nd ed.) pp. 449-L~86 
and pp. 532-550 for a dated (and idealist) account of this 
period of philosophy which is compatible with the one asserted 
here~ Despite its ori~ntationJ it contains excellent exami­
nations of the common epistemolo.gicall strain throughout modern 
classical philosophy indicating both insight into the problem 
and into the movement from one to the next". 

4. The essential nature of an object is an ambiguous con-
cept because of the process indicated in this section of the 
discussion. ·The essential nature of an object'in this instance 
refers to that which the object actually is in the sense of the 
final statement or determination of the nature of the object 
as an experienced object. The theory of'immanence,'however, 
ultimately results in this essential nature becoming a mere 
manifestation of the structures of cognition and, as a result, 
the essence of an object becomes a structure of cognition 
rath:er than a component of the object. 

In addition, it must be clearly understood that Husserl 
is committed to a totally accessible essence despite his theory 
of the constant potential fulfillment for any external object 
(e.g .• , eM, Third Meditation). In this instance, Husserl notes 
that 'the external object- al'ways, essentia1ly so, possesses a 
horizon of potential which is still to be'fulfilled before the 
essence is completely verified~ Vlhile the essence is never 

.re-ally _.grasped in this instance, all conQ:!'lusions concerning 
its nature are based upon the assertion tnat all evidence for 
it must be accessible in the experience~ It can be nothing 
beyond this experience in the sense that the essence must be 
contained, as much as it can be in anyone instance, within 
that experience. The essence is not something which can lack 
eviden~..§. In other words, an accessible: evidence theory is 
one vi/hich asserts that the essence of any object must be fully 
accessible to accepted forms of evidence or be denied. Husserl's 
theory of the external object as constantly possessing a po­
tential is concerned with a significantly different type of 
inaccessibility, that of non-completion. 

5~ The best explication of the justifications for the 
sUbsumption of the object into the, subject upon the basis of 
the interpretation that the essence must be totally accessible 
and contained within the experiential grasp of. the subject in 
the manner suggested is contained in Re~elrs Science of Logic, 
"Preface to the Second Edition", esp l9cial.ly pp .. 36-37 (A.V. 
Mille!r translation" George Allen and Umwin, 1969, London) .. 
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5 (continued) 

The interpretation of Hegel is quite straightforward 
and illustrative of this point~ Since the essential nature 
of a.;ny thing is finally reduciable down to cognitive conclu­
sions, it must follow that the thing itself is no more than 

31 

a cognitive conclusion. Once again" by definition, the essence 
of an object is that which it really is, its actual nature. 
Since the essence of an object is cognitive (a universali­
zation), it follows that the object is cognitive and must be 
subsumed ultimately un~er the Apriori laws of all cognition. 

6~ Whitehead stands as a sound alternative to the move­
ments of this tradition with its dependence upon the theory 
of immanence~ In reference to his assertion that a rational 
universe must be an asymptotic goal rather than the foundation 
of all sciences (as Husserl asserts), refer to Process and 
~ity, pp. 4-26 (Macmillan Co., 1967, New York) .. Of greater 
importance f.or this discussion is Whitehead's analysis of the 
field of evidence, e.g., pp. 223-228 in Adventures of Ideas 
(Free Press, 1967, New York). I am not suggesting that White­
head abandons the theory of immanence completely. It would 
be more. accurate to suggest that he simply qualifies it ap­
proriately with the realization of its limitations~ 

7. This interpretation is presented more in preparation 
for the explication of transcendental phenomenology than for 
an accurate historical examination of Cartesian philosophye 
The. attempt .has been made to present an interpretation compat­
ible with that of Husserl on Cartesian philosophy_ 

The debt of Husserl to Cartesian philosophy is diffi­
cult to s-tipulate since Husserl accepts nothing without impor­
tant modifications. Basically, the use of Cartesian philoso­
phy terminates with the attainment of the coaito by Descartes. 
Husslerl, however, doe s not use the method of doubt for this 
reduction -to the cogito, but a modification of it employing 
the simple suspension of belief. The suspension is purported 
to contain no pre judice concerning the stat us of the thing. 
In addition, he gives considerable employment to the Cartes­
ian demand for clarification of all ingredients of one's con­
clusions. This is done in his theory of radical sense-investi­
gation (meaning-investigation). For Husserl's own discussion 
of the distinction between his own philosophy and the origi­
nal Cartesian philosophy, refer to Cartesian Meditation.s, espe­
cially "Introduction" and the First Meditationo 

8~ This interpretation of Kant is nresentedwith the same 
interest in transcendental phenomenology over historical ac-
curacy. .. (continued next page). 
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8 (continued) • 

The debt of Husserl to Kantian philosophy is even 
rrore difficult to determi.ne bec31...1Se of the dearth of rema:dcs 
by Husserl on the subject. Husserl appears to represent a 
Kantian philosopher enlightened by Germ..::mic philosophy after 
Kcmt with the reSH l1-; ng )TorH fj cati0!"lS in his phi.losophy. 
Considerable clarity of Husserl,!s exact orientation would 
resul t from his statements concerning his interpre-tati_on 
of Path Hegel and Kant since the fUllldarnental distinctions 
which vlould be important are beUlreen these u,70. HOrl2Ver, 
vle can note the presence of the fol1crw"ing Kan-ti,an concepts, 
albeit ab~, within trai'1scenderrtal phenonenology and, 
in consequence, considerable debt: the transcendental ego? 
the import:ance of inten-lal tirr.e-conscio-L1sness and its function I 
the use of logic, the self as original unity of npperception, 
and consciousness as'the functioning ef synthesis of apper­
ception and consciousness as the functioning of synthesis. 
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One enligh·tening no·te can be derived from the Intro­
duction to FOl.'Tnal and Transcendental Logic \"here Husserl traces 
the essentials of the CCperlucan revolution back to Plato. The 
justification is the fact blat Plato conceived of experienced 
reali ty as a reali ty created through the use of the pure FOl.lns 
contained wi thin the co:r.sciousness (or where-ever) • In keeping 
wi. t.h many interpretations of the roots of Rant on this subject 1 

Husserl ackno:'V'ledges Aristotle as the foooder of the first trUB 
attenptat logic. Husserl considers the only legitirrate logic 
to be one ultimately containing the analytic ~prio:ci. 'Ihis 
logic, in turn, stipUlates the conditions for e}"-perience. 

'Ine only major point in Husserl's writings which I 
have loca'ced concerning his interpretation of Kant is pp. 
146-7::::173-4 of the Cartesian I-R.editations vlith occasional 
references throughouI---this work.---------

9. Once again, i-t is necessmy to stress that this is oo't 
an attenpt to di:;:;;cover the process of Husserl's developrrent or 
t.he actual origins of his phi.losophy (vTi thin t:.he history of 
philosophy). This happens to be an accurate ITDde of prepara­
tion for the considerations to f011O'v'1. 

10. Husserl recognizes throughout his 8.rposition that trans-
cendental phenomenology is a prr,xess of clarification and red0~'­
fini tiOD of accepted concepts ane:! evidences. For example, he 
sta-tes the blE:..1Te of his essay E'I'L c:-:s a radical sense-investi-
gB.tion of logic: (continued next page) 
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footnotes 

10 (continued)~ 

"So much by way of a most general characterization of .. the aim 
and. me.thod of this essay. It is, accordingly, an intentional 
~ication of the proper sense of formal logic" (10=9) • 

.. Husserl sums up the work of the more ontological essay, 
.QW:esian :Medi tations in this manner; 

"Thus the -investigations concerning the· transcendental consti­
tution of the world, which we have. roughly: indicated in these 
meditations, are precisely the be innin. of a radical clarifi­
cation of the sense and origin or of the. sense in consequence 
of the or.igin) of the concepts: world, Nature, space, time, 
~holo.crical being~ man, psyche, animate or anism, social 
£.Qllilliunity, culture, and so forth" 154=lBO)~ 

11~ Husserl acknowledges this concept of the transcenden-
tal ego in CM: 

"The transcendental ego was conceived acco~dingly as an ego 
who ,experiences wi thin himself a world, V:J'bo proves a world 
harmoniously" (Cr.1, 136-7=164) .. \ 

12.. The theory of radical sense-·inve siUga tion is found in 
FTL pp. 19-26=17-23. 

13. This aspect is mentioned in FTL, ~p. 22-26=19-23. 

14~ This is also the point where the synthesis of Kant 
and Descartes within transcendental phenol!imenology attains its 
fruition~ The cogito functions as the anchor of all conclu­
sions within a specific and desired type !.Qlf evidence. The 

---trariscendental ego functions as the anchGr of objective valid­
ity and consistency of the principles of ~uman knowledge. 
Through the grounding of the transcendental ego in the cer­
tainty of the cogi tQ., and the transcendenrttal experience of 
the transcendental ego in the evidence of the COgito, Husserl 
has managed to combine the two anchors in.-tolone, apparently, 
unquestionable, anchorage. 

15~ It is necessary to note that this preliminary view of 
transcendental phenomenology is intentionally as sympathetic 
as p()ssible~' Although it. is evident from even this meager 
sketch of transcendental phenomenology tr..at the theory of im­
manence is present, the point is that it is a presupposition 
and not simply an idea which Husser) acqmired from the history 
of philosophy~ 
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footnotes 

16~ Explications of transcendental phenomenology are al­
most impossible to write with any accuracyo It always takes 
on the appearance of' a caricature because of the necessary 
emphasis upon one aspect of this complex phil080phyo langu­
age is a linear presentation~ The linear presentation ofa 
web of conceptual thought results in a distortiono An excel­
lent balance to this inteLj,')retation can be found in Bochenski, 
90ntemnorary Euronean Ph ilo sonhy.' pp ~ 129-1l~O (tr.. Nicholl and 
A~:H..;he.l.llJi.t::Wl~:t.', UniveI'oi-Ly of Calii'ol'nia Pre S8, 1969, Berke ley 
and Los Angeles)c Bochenski deals with more of the logical 
orientation of transcendental phenomenology and the medieval 
roots of some of Husserl's concepts~ 

17.. Marvin Farber's "The Ideal of a Presuppositionless 
Philosophy" (see pPG 37-57 of fhenomenology, ed. Kockelmans 
LDoubleday, 19671 Ne lij York_7 ) state s that Husserl acknovi­
ledged the :necessary foundation of his philosophy upon the 
presupposition of idealist interpretation" While such an 
acknowledgement is compatible with. the interpretation of this 
discussion, it is not significant unless Husserl also. recog·· 
nized the fundamental nature of such a presupposition~ If one 
did not rea.lize the ne cessary presupposition of the theory of 
immanence at the root of idealistic presuppositions, one could 
assume that idealistic presuppositions are experientially evi-
dent~ , 

18~ This point must be clear5 The suggestion is not, at 
this point, that I am going to dispro~e this statement by Hus­
serl by proving that Husserl had ancestors in the philosophical 
sense~ Philosophies do not appear out of the head of Zeus des­
pi te Husserl f s"statement to the contrary (see PRS, he meant it 
in a distinctly different iflanner but similar enough· sense). Trans­
cendental:.phenom(;nology is ,acknovJledged by. Husserl to be ,., deeply 
rooted. t.lithin tlie history of philo.9oph~!.. . . 

My po in tis thaI:' - transcend8nt.al phenomenoloG:'l . is . 
based upon the systematic development from a fU:lQamental pre­
supposition which stands in need of justii'ication6 History 
enters only as the obvious source of this presupposition! 



SECTION ONE 

The theory of immanence, as a philosophical presup­

position, is essentially a presupposition of a certain type 

of foundation. In consequence, examination of presupposition 

of the theory of immanence by transcendental phenomenology 

properly begins with the examination of the foundation to 

this philosophy. This foundation is contained within an 

epistemological consideration known as the problem of cogni-

tion~ 

The problem of cognition is JI for Husserl, essentially 

the problem of rendering intelligible the unity posited be­

tween the principles of human knowledge and objective reality 

by the pre-philosophical claim to objectively valid truth. 

Pre-philosophically, cognition is interpreted as the mental 

act of grasping what objectively i~: 

""0 cognition is essentially cognition of what objectively 
is; and it is cognition through the meaning which is intrin­
sic to it; by virtue of this meaning it is related to what 
objectively is" (IF, 15=19). 

The problem of cognition occurs with the demand for 

some type of justification for the JLegitimacy of this positing 

of a correlation between the cognition and the thing cognized~ 

In other words, the problem of cognition is the problem of 

providing a philosophical explanation capable of guaranteeing 

a constant correspondence between the act and the object in a 

true cognition: 
35 
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"Cognition in all of its manifestations .is a psychic act; it 
is the cognition of a cognizing subjecto The objects cognized 
stand over and against the cognitionQ But how can we be cer­
tain of the correspondence between cognition and the object 
cognized? How can knowledge transcend itself and reach its 
object reliably? The ur..probleinCl.tic manner in which the ob­
ject of cognition is given to natural thought to be cognized 
now becomes an enigma" (IP, 15=20) .. 

In addition, it must be clear that the problem of cog­

nition·is not merely the problem of determining whether this 

correspondence essential to true cognition can be justified. 

Husserl asserts the position that this correspondence must be 

rendered legitimate in the face of the absurdity of the only 

possible alternative, i~ee, the scepticism which asserts that 

cognitions can never grasp transcendent existencese The al-" 

termi.tive of this type of scepticism is constantly present as 

the example of.the type of absurdity which will result if-the 

~roblem of cognition does not find solution: 

"We Cl.re in constant danger of becoming sceptics, or still 
worse, we are in danger of falling into anyone of a number 
of scepticisms all of '~7hrch have,-. sad to say, one and -the same 
characteristics: absurdi tiro (IF, 17=21). 

Explication of the problem· of cognition can continue 

in a moment, following discussion of what has been presented 

to this point. The discussion is necessary in order to·in-

dicate the presence of the theory of immanence as the under-

lying presupposition for even the brief explication of the 

problem of cognition to this pointe Since almost all of the 

presupposition of the theory of immanence to this point is 

derived from historical sources within the Cartesian tradition, 
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a large portion of this discussion is similar to the intro­

ductory explication ef the theery ef' immanence. 

The preblem ef cegnitien is basically a problem ef 

philosephical justificatien fer epistemological certainty of 

cegnitien. The fact that Husserl is seeking a "justification 

fer t~p istemelogical certainty rather than cenclusions con­

cerning its pessibility is evident in his rejection of the 

alternative of scepticism as absurd. In fact, Husserl ap­

pears te interpret the cenclusion ef epistemological sceptic­

ism by any epistemelegical analysis as the refutatien of that 

analysis in the form of a reductio ad absurdum. In conse­

quence, the problem of cegnitien is for Husserl a preblem of 

rendering epistemological certainty philosophically intel­

ligible. 

The subjective turn indicating the essential presup­

pesition of the the lOry ef immanence is the foundation for any 

claim to epistemological certainty. This is because the pro­

cess ef its philosophical justification is committed to a re­

construction of reality in accordance with sUbjective limita­

tienso These subjective limitations are metaphysical restric­

tions which are essentially present if epistemological cer­

tainty is te be intelligible. These limitations result from 

two important manifestatiens of the demand for epistemologi­

cally certain cognition. 

The first of these is the demand that the essence of 

all experienced objectivities be fully accessible to the cog-
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nitive grasp of the subject. The inaccessibility of the 

essence of any externally existent thing would mean that one 

could not know the thing with certainty, but only incorrect­

ly through a partial grasp of it. The effect of this mani­

festation is to limit the meaning of the essence of any ex­

perienced thing to simply the meaning which can be cognitive­

ly grounded and judged to be present for it. The meaning of 

the object is determined by a constant reference back into 

the contents of the self and its epistemological criteria to 

determine precisely what meaning is legitimate for the object 

present. The result is that the final meaning given to the 

experienced thing is the product of cognitive judgement and 

not a derivation from intuitions. 

The second manifestation of the demand for epistemo­

logical certainty is the demand that the external world and 

its contents consistently yield its potential in keeping with 

the laws of thought. The principles of human knowledge are 

principles for the·potential of any experienced objectivity. 

If these principles are to have the required epistemological 

certainty, experienced objectivities must be found to operate 

in a.ccordance with the laws of tho~ght employed in the deduc­

tion and correction of the principles of human knovdedge. 

This second manifestation of the demand for epistemo­

logical certainty is important as the source of the subjective 

turn. The consequence of the first manifestation has been the 
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reduction of the objective thing to a cognitive interpreta­

tion of the experientially given. ~~he object is now depen-

dent upon the judgements of the subject -ror its experienced 

meaning, a meaning which is now the actual meaning of the ex­

perienced object. The content of the second manifestation of 

the acceptance of epistemological certainty has a significant 

effect in conjunction with the effect of the first manifesta-

tion of this acceptance. The second manifestation is funda-

mentally the demand that any system of metaphysics formulated 

in conjunction with epistemological certainty posit an exper­

ienced world dependent upon the subjective rules of thought .. 

The problem of grounding knowledge upon objective existence 

has become the problem of grounding experiential existence 

upon knowledge. 

The defense of the accuracy .of this interpretation is 

readily available in Husserl's own statements concerning the 

ramifications of the problem of cognition and the science of 

cognition as its solution. The important ramifications for 

this discussion, and transcendental phenomenology, are the 

. metaphysical ramifications of the science of cognition.
19 

"Among these Lthe; tasks of a theory of knowledgeJ, there is 
the problem of explicating the essential meaning of being a 
cognizable object or, what comes to the same thing, of being 
an object at all: of the meaning which is prescribed 8GG by 
the correlation a priori between cognition and being an object 
of cognition" (IP, 17-8=22). 

This ontological ramification to epistemological in-

vestigations can properly be present only iNi th the demand for 
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the sUbjective grounding of all ontological concepts. This 

dema,nd is evident in Husserl' s statements concerning the on-' 

tological concepts of the natural sciences~ According to 

Husserl, it is only with the a.ttainment of an accurate epist­

emology, as the basis for ontological interpretations, that 

an accurate ontology for the natural sciences can be possible: 

"Epistemological reflection first brings to light that the 
sciences of a natural sort are not yet the ultimate science 
of being. We need a science of being in the absolute sense. 
,:!:his science, which we call metaphv$ics, grows out of a "cri­
tique" of natural cognition in the individual sciences. It 
is based on what is learned in the general critique of cog­
nition about the essence of cognition and what it is to be an 
object of cognition of one basic type or other, i.e., in ac­
cordance with the different fundamental correlations between 
cognizing and being an object of cognition" (IP1 18=23). 

This statement may not make many facets of my inter­

~retation obviously correct, but it does make it obvious that 

Husserl thought metaphysics to be grounded within epistemolog-

ical investigations. 

There is one last passage which deserves comment in 

relation to the demand for~epistem?logical certainty and the 

necessary relegation of metaphysics in consequence. In the 

Cartl::;sian Meditations, Husserl extends recognition to my in­

terpretation. This occurs in a passage dealing with the 

grounds for necessary acceptance of transcendental phenomeno­

logy as the only appropriate theory of knowledge. In this 

passage, Husserl claims that transcendental phenomenology is 

the only appropriate epistemology beca.use it is the only one 

which reduces the world to the ultimate form of rationality 
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through the grounding of all objective existence within the 

subject: 

"Genuine theory of knowledge is accordingly possible only as 
a transcendental phenomenological theory, which, instead of 

, operating with inconsistent inferences leading from a sup­
posed immanency to a supposed transcendency ••• has to do ex­
clusively with systematic clarification of the knowledge per­
formance, a clarification in which this must become thorough­
ly understandable as an intentional performance. Precisely 
thereby every sort of existent itself, real or ideal, becomes 
understandable as a product of transcendental subjectivity, 
a product constituted in just that performance, This kind of 
understandableness is the highest imagina"ble form of rationa­
lity'" (eM, 85=118). 
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footnotes 

19. For further discussion of transcendental,phenomeno-
logy as the foundation for an appropriate ontology, refer to 
eM, 136-139=163-6 and 154-6=180-2. 



.SECTION TWO 

In the preliminary eXplication of the theory of im­

manence, the assumption that the meaning of' all objective 

existence was contained within the sub,ject was asserted to be 

an essential ramification of this theory. The deduction of 

the theory of transcendental subjectivity from the residue re­

maining after the reduction of the experienced world in ac­

cordance with the demand for the subjective grounding of all 

ontological concepts is proof of the essential correlation be­

tween the theory of transcendental subjectivity and the theory 

of immanence. 

Proof of these statements is relevant to the theme of 

this discussion because it is also proof of the dependence of 

the theory of transcendental subjectivity upon the subjective 

turn of the theory of immanence, as presupposed initially in 

the problem of cognition. With this in mind, it is quite re­

levant to begin with the move towards reduction of the exper­

ienced world and the consequential deduction of the theory of 

transcendental subjectivitye 

The reduction of the experienced \'\rorld occurs in ac­

cordance with the subjective turn and its demand for subjec­

tive groundings. The grounding in·question has already been 

mentioned as one of ontological certainty, a certaint.ly esta·~ 
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blished upon the basis of indication of agreement with spec­

ific epistemological criteria for the presence of this cer-

tainty. The fact that this ontological certainty is essenti­

ally founded upon subjective groundings is attested by the 

nature of this certainty. Ontological certainty is posited 

as existent in any instance in which the philosophizing ego 

cannot conceive of the possibility of its non-existence. It 

would be difficult to uncover an evidential criterion more 

§ubjective than this one~ 

The world, as experienced within the natural stand-

point, quite naturally fails to satisfy the demands of these 

subjective criteria. The important point for the deduction 

of the theory of transcendental sUbjectivity is that the ex-

perienced world is not eliminated from the field of evidence 

but retained in a manner modified by its evidential inade-

quacies. The experiential world has failed to account for 

the ontological certainty of its asserted being; and, in con-

sequence, it cannot be retained as 'something which has inde­

pendent existence. It is retained as essentially modified in 

relation to its being-status, a being which is now reduced to 

something which our experience of the world claims to exper-

ience: 

"The being of the world,by rea.son of the evidence of natura.l 
experience, must no longer be for us an obvious matter of 
fact; it too must be for us, henceforth, only an acceptance­
phenomenon" (eM, 18=58). 
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Husserl acknowledges that the attainment of this res-

idw~ of the experienced world is the beginning of the deduc·· 

tion of the theory of transcendental subjectivity: 

"At this point, folloviing Descartes, we make the great rever-
82.1 that, if made in the right manner>, leads to transcenden­
tal sUbjec'tivity: the turn to the ff=~o cog-ito as the ultimate 
and apodictically certain basis for judgements, the basis on 
which ,any radical philosophy must be grounded" (CM, 18::::58)0 

As previously stated, this deduction from the residue 

is a ra.dical sense-investigation of the I'esidue~ The major 

factor concerning this residue is that it is still constantly 

presenting itself to the philosopher as befores The only mod-

ifieation is that now the e).'Perience of this residue is not 

considered to be the e:y,:perience of being, it is pre sent as an 

experience "lAlhich is ordinarily accepted as the experience of 

being.. But since, the claim that this is an experience of being, 

is a claim which has been shown to be lacking in the appropri-

ate epistemological foundation, this claim is now merely ~ 

claims 

"Ins.tead of simply existing for us:...·-that is: be ing accep-t.ed 
naturally by us in our experiential believing in its eXlS-C­
ence--the v.;arld is for us only something that claims being" 
(eM, 18::;,58) .. 

However, according to transcendental phenomenological 

analysis of this residue, the experience of the world present 

within the residue has not undergone an essential modifica-

tion.. The experiencedw·orld continues to appear within the 

residue as the same experiences as beforeo The content is 

essentially the same~ The only significant alteration is in 
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,·the' being-status accorded to the objects within these exper-

iences~ This being-status is now present as a mere claim 

which holds my acceptance within the natural standpoint. 

"Meanwhile the world experienced in this reflectively grasped 
life goes on being for me (in a certain manner) "experienced" 
as before, and with just the content it has at any particular 
time. It goes on appearing as it appeared before; the only 
difference is that I, as reflecting philosophically, no long­
er keep in effect (no longer accept) the natural believing 
in existenc~ involved in experiencing the world--though that 
believing too is still there and grasped by my noticing re­
gard" (eM, 19-20=59) • 

. The theory of transcendental sUbjectivity asserts that 

al·l meaning given to anything within or apprehended by con­

sciousness must come through the transcendental ego. The eval-

uation presented here concerning the experienced world as res-

idue of our epistemological demands allows this theo~J of trans­

cendental sUbjectivity to be evident to us. The experienced 

residue is present as something whic:h merely claims being, a 

claim which must be accepted or rejected by the transcenden­

tal ego. Additional examination of the residue will also un­

cover the transcendental ego's presence as that which must 

accept or reject the remaining meanings given to the exper-
20 

ienced world: 

"The epoche can also be said to be the radical and universal 
method by which I apprehend myself purely; as Ego, and with 
my own pure conscious life, in and by which the entire Objec­
tive world exists for me and is precisely as it is for me. 
Anything belonging to the world, any spatiotemporal being, 
exists for me--that is to say, is accepted by me--in that I 
experience it, perceive it, remember it, think of it somehow, 

'judge about it, value it, desire it, or the like" (eM, 21=60). 
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The fact that this position is deduced from the de­

mand for the subjective grounding of objective e:lg)erience is 

adequate proof of the dependence here upon the theory of im­

manenceo 
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footnotes 

20. The justification for transeendental subjectivity.pre-
sented by Husserl is inadequate. This is the most unsatis­
factory element to the development of transcendental pheno­
menology. It is inadequate because it is not clear concern­
ing the sense in which Husserl is appealing to the doctrine 
of transcendental subjectivity. 

The most intelligible of the suggestions concerning 
the exact nature of the doctrine of transcendental subjectiv­
ity employed in this instance by Husserl is derived from exam­
ination of H.J. Paton's interpretation of Kant's use of the 
theory of transcendental sUbjectivity (see, H.J. Paton, Kant's 
Metaphysi.c of Exoer.ience, pp. 549-551, v. 1) •. This interpre­
tation simply notes that objects are synthetic unities of the 
various components given to the transcendental ego as the 
synthesizing agent." In consequence~ the object Is something 
whic:h exists for each transcendental ego in the sense that it 
must be synthesized into the meaning which it exhibits in or­
der to have that meaning. This would be in aEreement with ~he 
actual metaphysical analysis of the Carte·sian '-'Medi tations with 
the indication of the fundamental nature of objects as syn­
thetic unities to transcendental phenomenology, Husserl's 
analysis of an object as containing manifestations of passive 
and active genesis, the interpretation of objective horizons, 
and .his adher~nce to the theory of immanen.ce (otherwise the 
experienced Objects would not be accessible nor would the 
idealism necessary to this theory be possible) all indicate 
his total commitment to the interpretation of objective exist­
ence as a synthetic unification judged to have a specific unity 
by the mind. " . 

The only alternative which I know of would be the 
Hegelian presentation of this which is based upon the idea 
that each individual thing must be univ~rsalized in order to 
be contained. 

But, in other instance, the only proof far either in­
terpretation could be analysis of the actual given of ex per­
ience. And, in transcendental phenomenology, it would seem 
inappropriate for this analysis to be drawn from the natural 
standpoint, which it must. The phenomenological epoche can 
not function without this presupposition of transcendental 
subjectivity. 

The 'only legitimate foundation for this which I can 
discover is upon the implicit presupposition of the theory of 
immanence as correct" With this presupposition, the theory of 
transcendental subjectivity is easily formulated. 



SECTION THREE 

The foundation of the phenomenological epoche in the 

subjective turn of the theory of immanence has already been 

indicated to a great extent. The ·phenomenological epoche can 

--.be simply characterized as the methodology which institutes 

the modifications essential to reflexive examination of the 

intentional structures of the transcendental ego. Complete 

accuracy in its characterization, however, would entail a 

less exacting statement in consideration of the fact that the 

phenomenological epoche uncovers and reveals the transcenden­

tal ego as intentionally constituting its experienced world. 

In consequence, it can be more strictly characterized as the 

methodology of suspension of interest in the experienced world 

and acceptance of its objective existenc~ in the interest of 

objectification of the cognitive structures and basic mater~ 

ial which ground this acceptance. In other words, it can be 

characterized as essentially within the empiricist tradition 

of rl~duction to and full examination of the SUbjective evi­

dence in favor of any concept of objectivity traditionally 

accepted. It is the analysis and clarification of the evi­

dence which, according to the subjective turn, is essential 

to an accurate concept of any experienced objectivity. 
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The fact that the phenomenological epoche itself is 

based upon the subjective turn is attested by the justifica­

tion for its operation. In the previous section, on the 

theory of transcendental subjectivity, the epoche has been 

indicated as operating on the basis of the demand for apodic­

tic evidence. In the interest of extending insights into the 

justifications behind the actual operation of the phenomeno­

logi.cal epoche, the examination should be extended to the same 

points within The Idea of Phenomenology. In this text, it is 

more obvious that the phenomenological epoche is based upon 

the movement towards the subjective grounding of objective 

experience. 

The functioning of the prolilem of cognition within 

~Idea of Phenomenology has already been established with­

in the first section of this discussion. The problem of cog­

nition is present as the problem from which transcendental 

phenomenology must move in the direction of solution. The 

fact that this problem is one of securing a subjective foun­

dation for objective existence has become apparent with the 

field of acceptable evidence for concepts of objective exist-

ence. 

The search for the appropriate field of evidence be­

gins with the question concerning the proper characterization 

of this appropriate field of evide;nc:e. It is not simply pre­

sent for us; and, in consequence, must be examined with its 

McMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY. 
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characteristics in hand for comparison with candidates for 

this; field of appropriate evidence. Obviously, since the de­

mand in question is one for certainty, the field of evidence 

in question must lack the uncertainty of the concepts which 

must be grounded: 

"This primal cognition must contain nothing of the unclarity 
and the doubt which otherwise give to cognition the character 
of the enigmatic and problematic so that we are finally in the 
embarrassing position of having to say that cognition as such 
is a problem, something incomprehensible, in need of elucida­
tion and dubious in its claims" (IF" 22=29). 

The field of evidence is the residue which Husserl 

assumes to remain after the application of the epoche. The 

presupposition of the theory of immanence as the foundation 

for the interpretation of this residue as the field of evi-

dence becomes apparent with the isolation of its more inter-

esting facets. First, it is necessary to.realize that this 

field of evidence is a field of cognitions: 

~However, ev~n if the critique of cognition must not take 
over any antecedent cognition it still can begin by .viving 
itself cognition, and naturally cognition which it does not 
base on, or logically derive from, anything else as this 
would presuppose some other immediate cognition already given" 
(IP, 26=33). 

Secondly, it is essential to realize that this field 

of purely immanent cognitions is the field of evidence from 

which all concepts of the transcendent objects are to be 

given: 

"Having assured ourselves of the field of pure cognition, we 
can now investigate it and start a science of pure phenomena, 
a phenomenology. Is it not obvious that this must be the ba­
sis for the solution to the problems which have been agitating 
us?" (IP, 36=L~6). 
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The point to be derived from these characteristics of 

-the evidence uncovered through the phenomenological epoche is 

obviously that the phenomenological epoche is motivated by the 

subjective turn of the theory of immanence. The evidence con­

sists of the sphere of prospective subjective evidence for 

any concepts of objectivity.. The fact that this is a sphere 

of purely subjective evidence is obvious from the statement 

of the first characteristic. The fact that all concepts of 

objectivity are to be solved upon the basis of this ground­

ing is obvious from the second characteristic. Transcendental 

phenomenology, in consequence, depends fundamentally upon the 

assertion of the legitimacy of the demand for a subjective 

grounding of objective experience • 

. There is an additional point which is evident here 

and should finally be mentionedlt The meaning of all exper­

iencled objectivities is to be decided on the basis of this 

sphere of evidence. The objective meaning is to be drawn 

from this sphere of data. The obvious conclusion from this 

point is that the meaning of all objective experience is leg­

itimately characterized as existent within the immanent limit­

ations of the subject. It is obviously an implication of the. 

entire concept of the epoche since otherwise there would be 

no sense in the methodological gestur~ of the epoche. If the 

meaning of an object cannot be decided upon the basis of sub­

jective evidence, there is no reason to reduce to this sphere 

of evidence .. 



CONCLUSION 

The purpose of a conclusion is to laconically summar­

ize the important points of the discussiono Discussions, 

being burdened with details and specifications, need such a 

summary because of the inherent diffusion which always obscures 

and, sometimes, entombs the important points of the discussion. 

In keeping with this function, this conclusion represents the 

attempt at a distinct restatement of the important points of 

thediscussiono But, because of the obscurity of the material, 

this restatement is not a simple summation of statements made 

within the discussion. It is the attempt at a new formulation 

of the important points of 'the discussion. It is hoped that 

the statement ·of these points .in new terms will clarify the 

meaning common to both terminologiese, 

First, the point to the entire discussion is that 

Husserl's system of philosophy presents itself as the presup­

positionless development from a new, philosophically fruitful 

field of evidence while, in fact, it represents the systematic 

deveJopment of the ramifications and manifestations of the 

theory of immanence. Since a complete justification of this 

inte~pretation would involve a detailed examination which would 

vastly exceed the limitations. of this discussion, the attempt 

at a different mode of justification has been madeo This mode 

53 
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of justification rests upon proof that the foundation is es­

sentially dependent upon presupposition of the theory of im­

manence. Since this foundation contains the methodology and 

field of evidence of transce_nd'ental phenomenology, proof that 

the foundation rests upon this presupposition is also proof 

that the methodology and f.ield of evidence rest- upon this pre­

supposition. A philosophy is incapable of legitimately deriv­

ing conclusions beyond its methodology and field of evidence; 

and, in consequence, it is legitimate to conclude that proof 

of prl9 supposition by the foundation of transcendental pheno­

menology is sufficient' proof of pre su~pposi tion by the' entire 

system. This is the argument emphasized within the discussion. 

There is, however, another facet to proof that trans­

cendental phenomenology is the systematic development of the 

ramifications and manifestations of presupposition of the 

theory of immanence. Proof of presupposition is inadequate 

unless it includes proof that this presupposition is funda­

mental enough to the development of 'transcendental phenomeno­

logy to have this effect. It must' be ,a significant ,presuppo­

sition in the sense of prescribing fundamen~al and signifi­

cant restrictions upnn the potential development and ultimate 

conclusions of transcendental phenomenology. The significance 

of this pre supposition is :indicated by its explication as a 

fundamental direction for any potential metaphysics, a direc­

tion which prescribes a specific range of consistent conc1u­

sions~ This has been shown through the indication of the 



conclusion 55 

theory of immanence as a presupposition of considerable on~o­

logical importance. The :importance of ontological considera­

tionE! to transcendental phenomenology is evident throu'ghout 

the discussion of it. The point which is not evident, how-

ever, is that this ontological importance is the direct result 

of the theory of immanence. This point becomes evident through 

the examination of the metaphysical and epistemological impli­

cations of the theory of immanence. This examination will re-

veal the theory of immanence as containing very specific demands 

concerning the on,tological status of the external world. The 

importance of these demands for transcendental phenomenology 

can be indicated by simply restating the interpretation of 

this philosophy within the discussion. This restatement serves 

a double purpose since it will also serve as a restatement of 

the argument for the first point, the conclusion that the foun-
i ' 

dation of transcendental phenomenology is dependent upon the 

theory of immanence as a fundamental presupposition. The re-

statement of the conclusion is presented as this examination 

in support of the second point" the conclusion that the pre­

supposition of the theory of immanence is a significant pre­

supposition for transcendental phenomenology. 

The theory of immanence is so tightly interwoven with 

epistemological and metaphysical interpretations that it is 

difficult to say whether it is actually a metaphysical inter-

pretation with epistemological corollaries or an epistemolog-
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ical interpretation with metaphysical corollaries~ As an 

.interpretation, it is both" Metaphorically speaking, the 

theory of immanence presents itself to the philosopher in the 

same manner as an. iceberg appears to the marinero One per-

ceives what appears to be a relatively simple bulk without 

complications, io e c , ... the tip of the iceberg... The problem for 

marine is and philosophers both is that real and metaphorical 

icebergs share an extremely complicated and ~ague mass hidden 

beneath that simple tip~ 

The me·taphorical tip for the theory of immanence is 

the idea that·the mind can de·termine the actual nature of real-· 

i ty upon the basis of combination of epistewological consider~· 

ations with the field of evidence deemed appropriate e As. pre-
. . 

viously indicated, this idea, this tip to the metaphorical 

iceberg, has a very si.mple and uncomplicated appearance" ll.f­

ter all, the idea has its obviou~ roots in accepted epistemo-

logical practices of everyday life D VTnen nresented Ivi th a 

conclusion concerning the nature of some thing, e~g~, the cat 

is on the mat, there are accepted epistemological practices 

for· verification of the conclusione The situation stipulated 

by the conclusion establishes specific requirements of evi-

dence which must be fulfilled in conjunction with the relevant 

epistemological conside ra t ions. 'l'hp.: conclusion· ·-is estar-li.shecl 

as' asserting som~th.ing which is tn~e in relation to the thing 

if ·t.his evider,.tialveri£ication' is preSei.1t. 



conclu'sIon 57 

With the philosophical application of this procedure, 

however, unforeseen complications in the form of necessary 
21 

implications become apparent.'" The foremost implication re-

:sults from the demand for experiential evidence for all meta­

physical conclusions. Metaphysical conclusions are, generally 

speaking, assertions that a specific nature is true of some 

thing~ It is implicit within the assertion that this nature 

is true of some thing in the sense that it indicates an actual 

ingredient of the essential nature of the thing. The initial 

idea, once again, is that the mind can determine the actual 

nature of reality upon the basis of combination of epistemo-

logical considerations with the field of evidence deemed appro-

priate by the cognitive decisions of the mindo But, to make 
I 

this explication even more complicated, the manifestations of 

this first and foremost implication are also complicated and 

diverse~ 

The first manifestation of this implication that all 

metaphysical conclusions must be grounded within experiential 

evidence is that the essence of any thing must be completely 

accessible within experiential sources.. The essence or essen-

tial nature of any thing consists of the sum of metaphysical 

conclusions which are true concerning that thing. According 

to this implication, any assertions about the nature of some 

thing which are true and, hence, indicate actual conclusions 

about this nature, must be properly grounded. A proper ground-
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ing is one within the experiential evidence established by 

epistemological considerations as appropriate. This means 
. . 

that the essence of any thing must ·consist of metaphysical 

'c'onclusions, each of which are properly grounded within ex-

periential evidence. Any assertion concerning the nature of 
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the thing which. lacks this experiential grounding is rejected 

as groundl~ss~ If the ess~ntial nature of any thing were not 

fully accessible through experiential evidence, a contradic-

tion would exist between this conclusion and the demand for 

an experiential grounding of all meta.physical conclusions. 

It would mean that a metaphysical conclusion, i.e~, that the 

essential nature of this thing is not fully accessible to ex­

perience, would be accepted as true despite the absence of the 

necessary grounding. 

Once again, the initial idea is that the mind can de-

termine the actual nature of reality upon the basis of combi-

nation of epistemological considerations with the field of evi-

dence deemed appropriate~ The first implication from this in­

itial idea is that all metaphysical conclusions must be appro-

priate:ly grounded wi thin experiential evidence. 'l'he second 

manife:station of this implication is now the subject of di.scus-

sion~ 'This second manifestation is the conclusion that all 

principles of human knowledge claiming objective validity 

must be ,o:rounded within the appropriate exPeriential evidence. - . .-
Pr.inciples of human knowledge are principles which claim to 
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dictate metaphysical conclusions concerning the future poten-

tial of any thing contained within the proper scope of appli­

cation of the principle in question$ These principles, as 

conclusions concerning the essential nature, i .. 8., the poten-

tial of thiY,lg:s, must' be grounded wi thin the appropriate exper-

iential evidence in accordance with the first implication. 

The ab~ence of such a grounding has been a traditional source 

of numerous systems of epistemoldgical philo~ophy both in the 

ihterest of deriving the epistemological scepticism which re-
2 n •• ,_ t:.. 

suIts and attempting to avold thls result, 

In the interest of clarity, it must be noted that there 

is a contradiction in this manifestatioDe The contradiction is 

in the fact that the application of epistemological principles 

with accepted objective validity has been used to destroy the 

accepted base for these epistemological principleso In other 

words, epistemological principles with accepted objective va­

lidity are 'employed to present a problem concerning the neces-

sity for justifying the possibility of any epistemological 

principles with objective validity" The problem is based up·-

on the , . i3 conclusion which it ei ther' dEmies' or, seeks .to ,q'dcst:l.on." 

The final manife staticn of th is imp;lic2. t inn tIJ.at. 

all meta.physical conclusions must be prope:I."ly grounded vii thin 

experiential evidence is concerned with th~ nature of this 

evidencec The traditional objective of philosophical . .).... 

H1V88 ·vJ.-· 

gations is truth which is eternaL. Since mi'etaph~rsical con-· 
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elusions are true only as long as the evidence is present 

which legitimatizes this truth, it follows that philosophy 

has the task of' discovel'ing evidence as eternal as the truth 

'it seeks to discovero An additional problem is the reflexive 

effect of the initial demand for the proper grounding of ,all 

metaphysical conclusionse The evidence presented as eternally 

present must contain its o\lm evidence in support of the meta­

physical conclusion that this evidence is et'ernallypresent. 

The result is the historically prominent quest for the proper 

grounding of metaphysical conclusions within evidence which is 

apodictic~ 

The second implication from this initial idea is that 

reality is a judgement product and, .hence, cosmologically sub-

ordinate to the cognitive structures of the mind. This is a 

clear implication 'from the initial idea that the mind deter­

mines the actual nature of reality through the combination of 

epistemological considerations with the field of evidence 

deemed appropriateQ This initial idea clearly means that the 

essential nature of reality must be judged to be as such. All 

metaphy-sical conclusions concerning the essential nature of any' 

thinp' must be examined in relation to its experiential evidence 
C,) 

and its correlation with the relevant epistemological consider-

ation:se Any conclusion concerning the essential nature of 

any thing, therefore, is a conclusipn derived from judgements 

of the mind and based upon its coenitive structuress 
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The fact that this reality is cosmologically subordi-

nate follows as a consequence of the acceptance of reality as 

a judging product~ Judgements always function upon the basis 

of the laws of cognition. The judgement is considered correct 

upon the condition that it has cor'rectly employed these cog-

nitive structures to uncover the judged results. If the es­

sential nature of all things are products of judgement, it 

follows that these conclusions are derived upon the basis of 

the cogni ti ve structure s of the mind,. The ep i stemological 

considerations mentioned within the statement of the initial 

idea are precisely these cognitive structures. And, in addi-

tion, these cognitive structures are employed to determine the 

appropriate experiential evidence~ This is all in addition to 

the actual conclusion which is a judgement that the demanded 

correlation between these two factors, i~e., the cognitive 

struc:tures and experiential evidence:, is present~ The asser-

tion of cosmological subordination of reality to the laws of 

cogni tion is simply the assertion tha.t all things wi thin real-
:24 ' 

ity must be subject to the laws of cognition. ,Clearly, if 

this cosmological subordination were nat present, the judge-

ments of the essential nature of any thing would not be leg-

itimate conclusions concerning this essential nature. The 

legitimacy of the judgement is dependent upon supposition of 

the applicability of the laws of cognition employed to attain' 

this result. Therefore, all things in reality must be cosmo-

logically subordinate to the laws of cognition. 
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The third implication from this initial idea is that 

all things qua experienced objects are synthetic unities of 

the mind.. '1'hls means that the object commonly thought to be 

present for us in experience is actua11y an artifical unity 

synthesized by the judging processes of' the mind. Each in-

gredient to this unity is a separate metaphysical conclusion 

concerhing the essential nature of the thing~ The legitimat-

ization of this synthetic unity occurs with another metaphys­

ical conclusion grounding all of these various conclusions as 

all belonging together essentially within this unity in this 

manner.. It has o.lready been e3tablished that all conclusions 

. t' t .t:> ] • t· . concernlng De na ure oJ.. rea..::" y arG; - a .. Jt;dgel1C!1·t result of b'1e 

mind., The synthetic unity of experienced objects is a meta-­

physical conclusion, and, hence, a judgement product., Common 

suppositions concerning the ~nherent groundlng of this synthe­

tic unity are rejected for a number of reasons, all implica­

tions from-the initial idea, which makes the supposition of 

substance unacceptable.. The most important of these is the 

lack of experiential evidence in support of the inclusion of 

b t f t ' ,,~.J- -'" t' ' su stance as par 0 ne essen~la~ na~ure o~ any Dlng. This 

is not surprising since substan~e is usual1.y conceptualized as' 

something existing above and beyond each instance of experience 

of the objecto The remaining reasons are concerned with ex-

•• Oct d' 1" ..j.' f 0- "t" 1 ,-perlentlal eVl ence an Dnp lcaClons rom ~he lnl 1a ldea re-

suIting in the grounding of this unity wi~hin bognitiono 
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The fourth and final implication from this initial 

idea is the subsumption of the thing qua experienced object 

into the mind as a cognitive content. This implication be­

comes possible as a result of the reduction of the thing qua 

experienced object to a mere product of cognitive judgements 

by the first three implications. The thing qua eX"perienced 

object is commonly assumed to consist of an essential nature 

inherent within the substance which makes it an external ob­

ject rather than a mere phantom~ 1he first implication that 

all metaphysical conclusions must be grounded eliminates the 

concept of substance from the field of legitimate metaphysical 

conclusions~ Conclusions concerning the essence of the thing 

are reduced to mere judgements by the second implication that 

reality is a judgement product. This means that the essential 

nature of any thing represents the sum of metaphysical conclu­

sions ju~~ed to be correct for that thing. The third implica­

tion concerning experienced things a:s synthetic unities re­

moves the unified existence from the thing and reduces it to 

an artifical synthesis produced by cognitive judgements. The 

remaining,' legitimatized, concept of a thing qua experienced 

object is the concept of a sy~thetic unity of mental judge­

ments. This means, quite obviously, that the object is merely 

a mental judgement and, hence, a cognitivE content. 

However, the objective of this concluding discussion 

is not primarily the a.nalysis of the theory of immanence as 
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the combined statement of this initial idea and its implica­

tions. The objective is to stipulate the important ramifica­

tions of this theory for both epistemological and metaphysical 

developments of any system resting upon its presupposition. 

These ramifications can be summed up in the demand for the 

cosmological subordination of all reality to the cognitive 

struc:ture s of the mind. Epistemologically, this demand is 

seen in the need for apodictic evidence within the constitu­

tion of the self and the demand for a subjective grounding of 

all metaphysical conclusions. Metaphysically, this is appa­

rent in the necessary subordination of metaphysical considera­

tions to those of epistemology and the subsumption of objec­

tive existence into the cognitive structures of the mind. 

The result of these metaphysical and epistemological 

ramifications is the elimination of all ontological potentials 

except for variations of transcendental idealism~ As an onto­

logy, transcendental idealism is the interpretation of all 

things as mere manifestations of cognitive operations. The 

essential nature of any thinG is interpreted as the material­

ization of analytic ~ priori laws of cognition. Reality, in 

other words, is reduced to a systematic illusion of cognitive 

operations. The fact that the necessary commitment to this 

one type of ontological potential is a significant commitment 

is attested by the absurdity of this oEtology in relation to 

the common sense ontological variations. Transcendental ideal-
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ism is not a common sense interpretation. It is an ontology 

which legitimately exists solely as the ramifications of com­

mitment to the theory of immanence~ 

The fact of the commitment of transcendental pheno­

menology to this line of development can be indicated on the 

basis of the problem of cognition (discussed in section one)~ 

The problem of cognition, in the terms of the concluding dis­

cussion, is simply the problem of acceptance of the initial 

idea that the mind can determine the actual nature of reality 

upon the basis of combination of epistemological considera­

tions with the field of evidence deemed appropriate~ The 

major problem in the path to acceptance of this initial idea 

is the demand for the cosmological su~ordination to the rules 

of cognition. The problem of cognition accepts this demand 

in the mode of the science of cognition~ The science of cog­

nition is simply the examination of the epistemological con­

tents of the mind to determine the ontological basis of the 

external world~ From this point forward, it mu.st be a move­

ment towards working out and grounding each of the implications 

until the logical conclusion of transcendental idealism is 

legitimately attained. 
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footnotes 

210 The suggestion is not that each philosopher committed 
to this initial idea immediately realized all of the implica­
tions discussed here. To the contrary, the history of modern 
classical philosophy is the history IDf working through this . 
idea to precisely these implications. While every philosopher 
comrni tted to the ini tial idea necessarily had some insight in­
to some of these implications, this insight was usually limited 
to th~ amount necessary to the appropriate functioning of these 
implications as tools for epistemological development. The ma­
jority of these philosophers, however, lacked any sophistica­
tion in their grasp of these implications beyond this simple 
functional level. In contemporary philosophy, of course, there 
is the example of Husserl as a philosopher who understood almost 
all of these implications. The only problem with Husserl's 
grasp is that he failed to see that ·it was a presupposition, and 
not a premise which could be automatically assumed upon the ba­
sis of some innate legitimaqy in consequence of the presence of 
the pr~mise within everyday epistemological procedures. 

22. . By this potnt, the foremost na.mes: of the philosophers 
in question should be obvious. In case it is not, Descartes, 
Locke, Berkelev, Hume~ Kant, Fichte, He,gel, and Husserl are 
major figures involved in formulating systems in direct regard 
to this problemo 

23. Husserl is not unaware of this problem for epistemolog-
ical scepticism. In the Ideas, Husserl specifically suggests 
that there exists a contradiction between the conclusion of 
epistemological scepticism and the procedures by which this 
conclusion is derivedo 

Once again, however, Husserl failed to see that this 
contradiction extended beyond thiso The problem itself would 
not be there without the supposition of this ability for these 
rules and the demand for this foundationo Husserl avoids this 
problem by simply stating that the fact of objective validity 
for human knowledge is a given, the problem of philosophy is 
to discover the appropriate grounding for themo 

24. 'Cosmological subordination' is used in two senses with-
in the discussio~. This instance is one of the weaker sense 
which merely concludes that all things must be governed by the 
rule·s of cognition. Analysis of this statement leads to the 
stronger sense of subordination when it is concluded that all 
things are not only ruled but contained and immanent from these 
rules of cognition. 
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