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"] do not believe in things; I belisve in
relationships."

Bragus

Stavragin: "Do you beliesve in sternal life
in the other world?"

Kirilov: "No, but in sternal 1life in this
world,"

Dostoysvusky ~ "The Possessed"
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PREFACE

It is the aim of my theais to present a radically empirical
exposition of Husserl's Phsnomenology, and to establish that Phenom-

enclogy, far from being a Radically Empirical Presuppositionless

Universal Scisencse, is itself not without metaphysical and dogmatic
presumptions, Indeed, I will argque that any philosopRy whatever, as
a matter of a priori necessity, must be founded on dogmatic or msta—
physical presuppositions in so far as it is not merely tautological.
My exposition will attempt to show that while any empirical philosophy,
in so far as it is to be truly a science, must ultimately involve ths
presumption that experience is related in some way or other to the
object of science (i.s. Being), rationalist philosophies can do little
more than explicate the implicitly assumed., Thus I will show that
Phesnomenology as both Empirical and Rational makes implicit presumptions
which are then explicated as phenomenology unfolds itself. N
For example, we will see that having bracketed all that might
serve to upset the reduction, ana having defined reason in terms of the
relatlons of experience, Husserl proceeds to explicate what is implicit,
namely that all that is not so bracketed, all that is 1left, can be
reduced to experience, and as such is rational., This very bracketing
implicitly assumes that we can establish a Universal Science of Being
on the basis of experience, and as we shall see this assumption
eventually involves Husserl in Parédoxes when he comes to try to give

a description of the constitution or genssis of Being.
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There ars, as I hope to show, many grounds for doubting that
Radical Empiricism has rid Philosophy of the metaphysics from which
Husserl believed paradoxes sprang, Indeed, it is parﬁially by
expluzting' gome of the Paradoxes in Phenomenology that I hops to
establish my thesis. Thus, for example, despite the fact that Huéserl,
from.tha first is unprepaed to admit that the dichotomy betwsen the
Material and the Ideal is anything more than a dichotomy drawn within
Transcendental Subjectivity, and as such is Transcendentally Ideal,
we will see that many of the paradoxes associated with this dialectical
relationship inherent in Dualistic Philosophies are, to some extent,
regsurrected in Phenomenclogy and point back to the presumptions that
give rise to them,

I shall proceed by explicating most of the Central Phenomsn-
ological concepts such as Being, Ubjecﬁ, Meaning, Fact, Essence,
Transcsndental Subjectivity, the Transcendental Ego, Constitution,
Genesis, Intentionality, and the reletion betwsen Ontology and
Epistemology so central to all these concepts, as well as the
afaorementioned Paradoxes. We will, in the course of this exposition,
come across such concepts as "innate association", ths "innate a
priori®", "functional passive constitution", and the "implicit
transcendental subject", etc., all of which, as their titles might
suggest, would seem to take Husserl beyond the realm of pure description,
Thus, 1 hope to draw attention to the assumptions I believe to be
inherent in Phenomenolbgy in an attempt both to clarify the limits of
Phenomenology and to highlight ths divergence between its claim to be

a Radically Empirical Presuppositionless Universal Science and its

achievements,
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Finally, we will see that in his attempt to reconcile
Rationalism and Empiricism, and Idealism and Material%sm, Husserl hés,
in true Rationalist style,'not so much synthesised hitherto
dialectically opposed concepts, as implicitly presupposed from the
start that no ‘thoroughgoing dialectic exists, These'presqmptiéns
will have involved Husserl in many tautologies and paradoxes, as I
/Bppe bx then to have established. However,_what I hops fipally to
eg;ablish is that the precondition of the reconciliations alluded to
above, results in Husserl being unable to establish gnything but
descriptive distinctions of meaning between, fpr example, Consciousness
and Being, Self and Other, constitution and description, egology and
history, etc., and that this, far from being a reductio ad absurdum,
is perhaps one of‘Phenomanology's most valuable contributions to-

understanding,

W WK I W

To start, then, in the first chapter 1 will begin by
situating Phenomenclogy within the history of ideas in ths hope that by
so felating it, we will become clearer about exactly what Phenomeno-
logy is. 1 base this hops upon the proposition that Phenomenoclogy
springs from Husserl's éttempt to resolve the parsdoxes of traditional
empiricism by attempting to rid it of the metaphysics, which, in

Husserl's view, was the heritage of Dualism and the basis of all paradox.
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Before doing this, however, I would like to quote Henry Margeneau, a

contemporary physicist, whose epistemology sesms to me to encompass the

“

essence of Phenomenologys
& [

-

"It is wholly unwarrented to start a theory of
knowledge with the ontological premise charac-
terizing the spectator-spectacle distinction,
If experience, on proper analysis, invests this
distinction with meaning, we are ready to accept
it, but even then only as’ a property of the content
of experience, actual ‘or possible, I do not deny

A ' that the tree in front of my window is a real tree
- real in a sense to be clarified = a tree which
can be seen, touched, climbed, or felled; I refuse
to perform the leap from this tres to another

+ entity behind it, an entity which "causes" me to
~ have these experiences ...

"The given, we have urged, is to be sought within
experience, ndt, of course, within mind

"... Nor is there anything external to experience,
for such a spatial attribute can at best be only a
metaphor, However, in saying this we do not
surrender what is commonly meant by an 'external
object!' if that term is correctly understood, The
ad jective external as wused is in fact gratuitous, .
added perhaps for the sake of emphasis, but not with
metaphysical deliberation, and implies a quality
peculiar to certain things of our experience., Ue
shall call this quality objectivity, and we shall
indeed find room for it, the rules certifying what
is objective in things being a major part of the
epistemology here presented. The problem of
externality thus becomes the problem of objectivity,

"Ability to invest objects with meaning is what saves
the present approach from landing us in Berkselian
idealism. Berkeley's error was to regard experience
as not significant in itself, as requiring transcend-
ental stabilization, which it attained by being the
thought of God., For Kant, on the other hand, sig-
nificance is an essential element of experience, an
element with which experience is born and which is
attached a priori in different measure to different
parts of it., The point we shall endeavour to make is
that experience does not come with predetsrmined
significance nor without any significance what-sver:
significeance has to be determined within it ...

ix



"The sensory part of my experience in seeing a tres
is the residuum ,... This residuum cannot be conjured
up at willy it can be thought or represented in
memory and yet declares itself to be unmistakably
different from thought and representation," #

S.V.G.

McMaster University

March 1977,

*
He Margeneau, The Nature of Physical Reality, (Maidenhead:
McGraw=-Hill, 1959), pp.46-9.




CHAPTER ONE

MEANING AND BEING ~ THE ONTOLOGICAL PARADOX

To those coming to phenomenology from other schools of
philosophy, the phenomenological mesthod is not immediately clear as,
due to the previously established habits of thinking and the prejudices
inherent in the Natural Attitude (characterised as the belief in a
real objective world transcendent to our.expariances of it), under-
standing of the subject matter is likely to be distorted. It is,
t%erefore, my'ihtention bfiefly to orientate the reader towards the
phenomenological m;ﬁhod before embarking upon more detailed and lengthy
exposition and criticism, THis can best be done by looking at the
problems Husserl considered inhersnt in the naive philosophies and
thereby introducing the "bare bonss", so to speak, of the phenomenol-
ogic;l method, before tackling the problem in greater depth.

It had long been evident that the positivistic and naturalistic
sciences were fraught with paradoxes. For example, naturalism conceives
of all being as sxisting "in the image of" corporeal and materiel
objects and this finally involves the reduction of consciousnass to
the materially reified, & reduction that belies our experience of
consciousness, On the other hand, once this reduction of all being
to physical or material being is achisved, the reduced material being
can be subjscted to an idealist interpretation, whereby all being is
then reduced to consciuusﬁess, é reduction that belies our experience
of "material objscts"., In contrast to naturalism, the positivistic so-called

"empirical® sciences, with their world view derived from a Dualistic



conception of the universe, come up against the need to distinguish a
realm of "Objects in Themselves" from the realm of consciousness, and
this automatically involves them in the paradox of being consciously
’ able’ to talk about the "In Itself" which, by definition, is precisely
that which is outside consciousness,

These and other similar paradoxes have arisen from the task of
attempting to overcome ths supposed dichotomy betwesn consciousness and
its object, subjectivity and objectivity? idsalism and realiém, the
subjectivity.of knowing and the objectivity of knowledgs.

For Caréesian philosophy, ths'realms of the physical and mental
are heterogenédus domains éhat are self-contained vis-a-vis each other,

and we are supposedly only dirgctly amare‘of the mental realm which
somehow represents the physical world to us, while the similarity of
the represented,and the representation is insured by "a good God who
is no deceiver", Apart from the aforementioned paradox involved in

talking about representation, from within a realm that, of necessity
AN

and by definition, has no direct knowledge of that which is supposedly
being represanted, not even the knowledge that it is, there is the
problem of the interaction of these supposedly heterogenecus spherss,
supposedly solved by the Pineal gland, which, presumably, has one

real and one ideal end., UOne is left to spsculate about the naturs of
its mid-point!

While Berkelsy recognises this paradox and is content to
ascribe all being to the realm of the ideal, his view faills to take
account of the fact that in experience, we constantly differsntiate
ideas from objects, thoughts from those things that are thought about.

In ghort, then, Berkeley fails to give a satisfying and adequate account



of the different types of experience which had previously been explained
by the dualist division of the world.

Kant, to his credit, realised that the problems and paradoxes
necessarily involved in any attempt to communicate knowledge bstwesn
the realms of the real and ideal, are only soluble by a transcendent-
alism of some type, He therefore tried to facilitate the movement
from the subjectivity of knowing to the objectivity of knowledge = from
'epistemology to ontology - by fixing an essence of experience 'in the
subjective operationg of consciousness (categorical a Eriori) and
asserting that that which was cognized was necesserily cognized through
the categories, thus paving the way for the synthetic a priori, the
subjective knowledge of the objective order. However, Kant leaves
himsélf open to the criticism that the categorical a priori = the
setting up of the catsgories that will dictate the necessary modes of
experisnce -~ necaessarily involves dichotomising experisnce and being
(phenomena and noumena) and hence pre-supposes thevvery knowledgs of
reality or Being (noumemn) that the categories rule out of experience.
In other words, how can one talk of the noumena that by deéinition does
not conform to the categories of experience but is supposed to be known
to be ths source of experience if it is precisely the role of the
categories that they only allow that which is in conformity to them to
be given in experisnce and cognition, and thus to bs known?

Husserl, realizing that most of the naturalistic and positiv-
istic paradoxes arise from the Cartesian pre-supposition of dualism
and similar metaphysical hypotheses, determined that his philosophy
would begin without pre-supposition and metaphysical hypothebis, but

woyld be sslf=justifying, pursly descriptive and radically empirical,



for only such a philosophy could hope to be truly scientific and
therefore indubitable, While it had been the view of the seventesnth
century that philosophy was a positivistic science, and should adopt
the methods of mathematics, physics and the natural sciences, Husserl
considered these disciplines to bs naive in their concept of empiricism,
for they accept, without question, the metaphysical proposition par
excellence that there is an "external world", Phenoménology qttampted
to show that if ail Being was understood exclusively in terms of actual
and possible conscious expsrisences of it, then not only could s;ch
metaphysics be dispensed with, but no sense of Being was lost or
excludsed consequsent to this "reduction",

Phenomenology was to question the pre-suppositions of the naive
sciences in an attempt to establish a rigorous science that was phil-
osopHically radical and would therefore abstain ffom the pre-supposition
iﬁplied in the natural positing of an "inside and outside" to
‘consciousness. It would be Radically Empirical and woula s£art with
the indubitable givenness of consciousness, and would go on to qusstion
positivistic pre-suppositions, such as the concept of objectivity
popular in such sciences,

Like Descartes, Hussserl attempts to subject all pre-suppositions
to a radical qusstioning and only accepts as factual knowledge that
which is groundsd in a "primordial dator intuition".1 Husserl starts
then with cogpition, the basis of all knowledge, and realizes that by

questioning all cognition, we are not led to reject it, but that on

the contrary, the act of doubt necessarily pre-supposes an ob ject, %or

1E. Husserl, Ideas, trans., W.R. Boyce Gibson (New York:
Collier, 1962), Section 24, p.83.



to doubt is to know what you are doubting, therefore that which is
experienced directly, what Husserl calls the immanent cogito, is

indisputable, for to doubt it is to affirm it:

"But no matter what the status of the phenomenon's
claim to actuality and no matter whether at some
future time I decide critically that the world
exists, or that it is an illusion, still this phen-
omenon itsself, as minse, is not nothing but it is
precisely. what makes such critical decisions at all
possible and accordingly makes possible whatever

has for me sense and validity as 'true' being.s."

Conscious experisnce is smpirically indubitable, for it)is the
very basis of empiricism and to attémpt to negate it is to effirm it;
therefore, any philosophy which did not accept the empirical indub-
itability of consciousness woulé.necessarily be involved in paradox,
Husserl is, therefore, convinced that if he can restfict himself to
describing only that which is given in a "primordial dator intuition"
and thus experienced directly or immanently, he must remain on
indubitable ground, for experience is the very irreducible basis of
empiricism, and empiricism, by its very meaning, denotes knowledge
grounded in experiencs.

According to Husserl's view, Descartes' problem arose by
attempting to move from the indubitable realm of the cogito to the
problematic realm of the Cartesian cogitatum. Husserl intends to
stay within the realm of the cogito, and rather than try problem-
atically to derive the certainty of the cogitatum from the cogito

like Descartes, he intends to include the cogitatum within the cogito.

In order to do this, he introduces the "spoche" and the "reduction",

E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, trans. D. Cairns (The
Hagues Martinus Nijhoff, 1970), Section 8, p.19.




First he places between brackets, applies the "spoche" or suspends
Jjudgement on the reality or indubitebility of all that is not part
of the cogito, and he then attempts to strip our understanding of
objectivities of all but strictly empirical content, 0Objectivities so
stripped can then be "reduced", that is brogressively included within
the indubitable realm of the cogito. All that is thus included is,
so the argument goes, beyond doubt. The bracketing is then the
'stripping away of all that is not given directly in experience,\all
that is metaphysically postulatea such as the "in itself", As Levin
tells us, Husserl, unlike Dsescartes, eschews "the desire to deduce
from 's little tag-end of the world!', the remainder of the world
according to innate principles and formal logical arguments".3 For
Husserl, certainty is not derived from the cogito, but is found in

the cogito:

"Convincad then, that absolute certitude can be found
in the cogito, Husserl introduces the spoche, as a
means of eliminating all that is not part and parcel
of the cogito and he introduces the reductions, as a
progressive inclusion of objectivities in the

cogito".4

Indeed, Husserl tries to include all objectivities within the
cogito, the "subjectivity as such ... wherein alone objectivity is
contained".5

In order that Husserl is subsequently legitimately able to
reintroduce that which is sub ject to the epoche within the realm ;f

the cogito, it is important to note that the reductien is not to be

3D.M. Levin, Reason and Evidence 1n Husserl's Phenomencloqy,

(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1970), p.116.

40. Leusr, Phenomenology: Its Genesis and Prospect, (Nsw York,
Harper and Row, 1965), p.134.

Ibid,.



interpreted as a form of Cartesian doubt. Cartesian doubt denies, at

-

least temporarily, the existence of that which is doubted, whereas
Husserl does not deny existence, but rathser refrains from judgement

for or against the existence of the object:

"In the attempt to doubt applied to a thesis which,
as.we presuppose, is certainly and tenaciously held,
the 'disconnection' takes place in and with a mod-
ification of the antithesis, namely with the
'supposition' of non-being which is thus the partial
basis of the attempt to doubt., With Descartes this
is so markedly the case, that one can say that this
universal doubt is an attempt at universal denial",

Husserl, in contrast, practises ",.. the phenomenon of

'bracksting' or 'disconnectiorf' ... a certain refraining from judge—

ment".7 After the epochs, we ars in the realm of the cogite and:

",.o we accord the status of absolute self givenness
to the absolute phenomena the cogito which has under-
gone reduction, not becauss it is particular, but
because it displays itself in purs 'seeing' after the
phenomenological reduction, precisely as absolute
self‘-givenness".8

Husserl shows that after the epoche, the bracketing of all that
is not immanent in the cogito, wse are able to re-=introduce all
Yob jectivities" back into the realm of the cogito in a reduced form
as immanent objects of cognition. The world is one Cartesian cogito,
and continually 1 find standing over against me the one spatio-
temporal fact world in which I and all other men bslong. The

reduction then enables us to rid ourselves of all the prejudices and

6E. Husserl, ldeas, Section 31, p.98,

7Ibid.

8E. Husserl, The ldea of Phenomenology, trans., W.P. Alston and
G. Nabhnikian (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1970), p.44




unquestioning values and metaphysical hypothéses of the natural
attitude, such as the belief in a Genuine (reell) Transcendent realm
- which, as ws have shown, is paradoxical in that it is suppossdly
outside and independent of consciousness and yet is supposedly known
- yat enables us to re~introduce reduced objectivities into the
indubitable realm of the cogito and thus establish ourselves within

the transcendental relation between cogito and cogqitatum as neither

sub jectivistic nor objectivistic.

I stand here looking at the cup before me, I now walk around
the cup and find that I have varied psrcsptions of it from various
angles, I look at it from abovse énd have another diffsrent pesrception

of it, I turn away and turn back, and now I have yet further diffsrent
perception; of the "sams" cup. I closs my eyss and remember the cup,
and open them to be confronted again by the cup. As a matter of fact,
then, we believe in the identity and continuous existence of objects
despite the fact that in consciqusness we have only momentary and
changing psrceptions, We do not distinguish the cogito consisting of
the various acts of perceptions, from the cogitatum or the "object"
perceived. The philosopher in the natural attitude, for example, is
faced with an obvious conflict between the multiplicity of perceptions
and the desire to ascribe identity to the cup. Upon reflection, we
realize that such philosophers usually attempt to solve the problsm by
a representational theory of perception, the positing of the one
Genuine (reell) Transcendent object that is represented by a host of
representative perceptions. This results in the problematic hxgétheses

of the relation between representation and represented previously noted.

For the phenomenologist, on the other hand, the identity of an ob ject
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What should be clear from the above is that while, by the
reduction, we may be able to establish ourselves within the trans-
cendental ;elation between the cogito and cogitatum, nonetheless it
remains a relation and not a aynﬁhesis. That is to say that sven
after the reduction, there is still, within the realm of the cogito,
the distinction between the similer and yest admittedly different per=
ceptions, and the thing perceived itself, between the act of
consciousness  the cogito,and its object the cogitatum. We do not
identify the act of cognition with the content, therefors the act of
cognition is always cognisant of something towards which the act is
directed, The act of cognizing similar perceptions reaches out beyond
itself and becomss cognisant of the identity of the similar perceptions

precisely as "essentially" similar, as being of the same object or

cogitatum:

"Intentional cognition manifests itself as a form
of consciousness constituting something self-
given which is not constituted within what is real,
and is not at all found as cogitation".11

It should bs noted that ths terms intentionality and

14
constitution, as used by Husserl, cannot be concisely defined for much

the same reason that Wittgenstein could not define the term "yame".
However, consciousness 1s said to be intentional in phenomenology, and

we could perhaps provisionally understand the intenticnality of con-

sciousness as "consciousnass of" an object whereby consciousness
"reaches out beyond itself" or transcends itself and bscomes conscious

of a "content"” which is not a part of the "act" of being conscious.

113.3. Kockelmans, A First Intreduction to Husserl's Phenomenology,
(New Yorks Duquesns University Press, 1967), p.33.
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In the above instance, for sxample, it attributes or ascribes the
essential similarity of a group of perceptions to the fact that they

are perceptions of the same object, The object is said to be "intended”

by the act..

Further, the object cannot be said to be genuinely (reell)
transcendent as we have bracketed this possibility, and have thus
suspended judgement on such a proposition., However, the "intentional
unity" of the group of perceptions given to the meta-levelled act that

has "intentionally synthesised" ths various perceptions into the

intentionally unified object is clearly apparent, The object is

therefors said to be 'tonstituted’in the intentional act.

After the reduction objectivity is seen to be inexorabiy
inter-related with, and yet different from the act in which it is given,
just as esach of the various perceptions of the objesct = which as
intentionally unified collectively constitute the object - are
inexorably inter-related to the separate acts in which they are given,
and esach act in and of itself constitutes an "appearing phase" of the
objéét. |

For Husserl, then, objects are neither existent in the
genuine (reell) transcendent sense - for judgement on that point has
been suspended by the "epoche" or bracketing = nor afe they non-
existaﬁt -~ for they ars clearly something = while they do not exist
solely in the act, for they are known to transcend the act in which
they are gi&en. Rather they are said to be "intentionally .inexistent"®
or "irreal", and are "constituted" in consciousness as transcendent

to the act in which they are given.
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Being, than, is not metaphysically hypothesized, it is
intentionally constituted and is an intended meaning whereby the
cogito reflects on its consciousness and "intends", or becomss
conscious of its consciousness as consciousnsss of an object. It

ig in my consciousness that all this happens, forg

"eeo I am the Ego who invests the being of the
world which I so constantly spegk about with
existential validity, as an existence (Sein)
which wins for me from my own lifs's pure 12
essence meaning and substantial validity".

All objectivities, as we have seen, have been reduced to the
realm of the cogito, All Being is understood exclusively in terms of
actual and potential conscious experience of it, Bearing in mind this

reduction, whereby all Being is constituted as a transcendental meaning

within the realm of the cogito, it may be said that, despite this

reduction, thers is, within the realm of cogito the distinction betuwesn
the "act of meaning apprehension", cogito, and the "meaning

apprehended", cogitatum - thus we have a thorough going transcerdentalism

- and yet every cogito contains a cogitatum, Just as all objects are

objects for a consciousness - as we have shown by being able to con-

stitute all aspects of Both the immanent and the transcendent within
the realm of intentionality - so svery consciousness is consciousness
of an objsct, the two being symbiotically related, as inseparable as

the two sides of a coin, and yet still two distinect sides:

"L ike perception, every intentional expesrience -
and this is indeed the fundamental mark of all
intentionality - has its 'intentional object!?,
l.8.y its objective meaning or to repeat the

same in other words to have a meaning or: ta
have something 'in mind', is the cardinal feature
of all consciousness ...".13

12E. Husserl, Ideas, p«11.

13Ibid., Section 90, p.241.
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This means that consciousness is far from the Cartesian cone=
ception of an interior sself-contained realm of relation to itself, but

that it is an open realm essentially intentionally related to the other,,

to that which it is not. Just as the ;object in itself" is seen to be
paradoxical, so too is a "consciousness in itself", Consciousness is
known only in its relatedness to an object just as the object is known
only in its relatedness to consciousness and the relation is empir-
ically primary and indivisibly symbiotic while it nonetheless has two

distinguishable aspects, cogito and cogitatum

Consciousnsss, then, is "intentional"; its "intentional
object" is the unified meaning which is given in the various similar
meanings it apprshends in acts of meaning apprehension, Whersas
Descartes recognises only two basic modes of Being (naterial and ideal),
Husserl distinguishes many modes of Being; for example, the being of
ideas, memories, fantasies, psrceptions (in the narrow sense), etc.,
gach mode of Being "conform(;ng) to certain essential laws"14 particular
to it, That is, just as in the previous example, I may bs awars of
gimilar but different perceptions and may intend them in an inten-
tional identifying synthesis as one and the same cup, I may become
aware in acts of meaning apprehension of a similarity in the modes of
being of a whole range of very varied intentional objects, "within
the complete noema we must ssparate out as essentially different

certain strata ...".15 For example, I may become aware of the

similarity of the mode of being of a remembered cup and remembered

141bido, Section 91, p»245.

Ibid,
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person, or a remembered clock, stc., thus I intend this similarity
in modes of being given as an intentionally unified mode of Being,
in this case the mode of memory. Each mode conforms to different
essential laws that correspond to the different relations of experience
appropriate to that mods.

To return, however, to the main theme, it should also be
becoming clear by now that by describing all Being as intentionall?
constituted, Husserl is transcending the traditional distinction

between cogito and cogitatum, between subject and object, ideal and

real, psychic and physical; and is claiming that these spheres are
intentionally rslated, that the act of conscious mesaning apprehsnsion

always necessarily intends the object meaning apprehended:

".eo the objective content, the noema, belongs to
the very essence of the act., Thus to know the
thought is to know what is thsught about ...".16

Thus, when, for examples, I think of "my favourite novel", the
object which I think of is neither the mental picturs I have of the
book in my mind, nor the actual book itself at home on my shelf, It
is neither physical nor mental, it is eidstically delineated and is
intentionally constituted in conformity to eidetic or esssential laus
which exist, or so to speak, *,.., are, only in so far as they ars

. . . 17
'constituted! in consciousness",

16E. Husserl, Phenomencloqy and the Crisis of Philosophy, p.114

" 1bid., p.189.
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"That which we have developed is not a 'theory!,
not a 'Metaphysics', It concerns essential
necessities indissolubly involved in the thing
noema, and correlatively in the thing-giving
CONSCiousness .e.",18

When in Phenomenology we speak of essances, and indsed of
intuition, the process by which we perceive essences, ws are not talking
of some metaphysical construct like Plato's Forms which we becoms
aware of in some mysterious way. Phenomenological essences are not
some form above the world, but are the very form of the world found

in the world., Phenomenological essence is not extrapolated from ex=

perience, but is the very pre-condition of radically empirical

experience for Husserl: "Knowledge of the concrete is determined by

knowledge of the laws governing essences ...".19
Therefore, in terms of Logical = and not Ontological - priority

esseﬁce proceeds individual existencs. Existence is first and foremost

a manifestation of essential relations; therefore, we move away from

a contingent view of the worldas "mers facticity", towards an

essential view of the world as displaying necessary and rational inter-

relations:

",.. the 'essences' grasped in essential intuition
permit, at least to a very great extent, of being
fixed in definitive concepts and thereby afford
possibilities of definitive and in their own way
absolutely valid, objective statements ...",20

18E. Husserl, ldeas, Section 149, p,383.
19&. Lauer, op.cit., p.146.

20E. Husserl, Phenomenoloqgy and the Crisis of Philosophy, pe.111.
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Phenomenologically speaking, the world is, as we have seen
above, constituted in conformity to eidetic laws, and therefore
experience, as the correlate of the world so constituted, must itself
be rational in that each experience must display the eidetic lauws in

conformity to which its object must have been constituted. Hence:

"Any world whatever, as the objective correlate
of experience, reveals the essential structural
Laws of the Ego as such, which is inseparably
bound up with the essence of Experience",?2’

In other words, the structural laws of the Ego are "inseparably
bound up" with ‘experience, the correlates of Being, and thereby with
Being. Phenomenology is the science of the general essence of conw
sciousness, and its various structures. Thus, if the world is "the
objective correlate of experience" and sxperience is rational, then
it would seem that the objects of experience which collectively make
up the world must be constituted according to, or in conformity with
rational or essential lews, Thus,despite different world vieuws, varying

from £go to Ego, and different horizons, the eidetic sssence of world

experience is the same for sveryone = by definition - and thersby
affords a basis for a knowledge of the world which transcends our
individual subjectivity towards an essentially constituted and there-
fore "objective™ knowledge. UWe have rseconciled the subjectivity of
knowing, and the objectivity of knowledge at the Transcendental level,
Thus, Phenomenological statemsnts, faor éxample, are true in

so far as they accurately describe the object as meant, for Phenomen~

21Q0 Lauel’.‘, OE.CitQ’ po1460
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ologically spsaking, "There is properly speaking, only ones nature,

the one that appears in the appsarance of things".22 And this
appearing nature of the world "reveals" "essential structural laws",
This is not, howsvsr, to say that we do not have any prior knowledgse

of the laws govsrning the appearance of things. Our prior knowledge

is not derived from knowledgs of the categories through which reality
has to be "transformed" into appearance, a la Kant, but rather ths
phenomenological synthetic a priori is the result of knowing a priori
the necessary logic of the appearance of things, the necessary logic

of the appearance of nmature. We arrive at the synthetic a priori not
like the Naturalists, by imposing logic or reason on experience
(dualistically conceived of as contingently related to the world) which
therefore in turn necessitates an assumption that logic or reason are
properly part of the structurs of the world, Not like Kant do we
propose a categorically imposed logic of phenomena which therefore -
holds no implication for the rationality or otherwise of the real
noumenal world, Rather, we refrain from metaphysics and therefore
offer no root for this paradoxical distinction between the world and
experience. Phenomenology is, therefore, able to arrive at a synthetic
a priori by finding the logos of experience, which is understood to be
the necessary correlate of the world. There is, thersfore, no need for
the phenomenDIOQist to speculate on the problematic relation bstwesn
the rationality of appearance and reality as appsarance and reality are

empirically united in the one experience and are, therefore, only

v

22E. Husserl, Phenomenoloqy and the Crisis of Philosophy, p.106.
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logically or descriptively distinguishable while they are empirical,
symbiotic correlates which therefore must share the same fggm of
ratiopnal relations,

Being is not physical, nor psychological, is not the "object
in itself" of the empiricist in the natural attituds, nor merely an
abstract psychological meaning devoid of any referent,‘ such as that
which we find in analytiec philsophy, rather it is irreal and is
intentionally constituted in conformity to the eidetic'laws governing
the experience of things. Therefore, in looking for the Logos of
Experience that will give us the synthetic a _priori of phenocmenology,
we are looking-for the logic not of phsyical relations nor of
psychological meaning, but for the eidetic lauws gove;ning the
Wgxperience of reality", The relation of objects and the relation
of experiences are united within Phenomena, along with their correlatss,
the real and the rational. As Merleau-Ponty astutely comments:
"Rationality is precisely measured by the experisence in which it is
disclosed".23 The only Logos is the world, and this precisely is the
core of rationalism,

I think it is now apposite that we reflect_on'uhat'has bzen
achieved so far. So far we have beeh introduced to the main corse
of thought, which I will later subject to criticism, in attempting to
astablish my hypothesis, for it is indispensible to criticism that

one should know what one is criticising.

23N. Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, trans,

C. Smith (New York; Humanities Press, 1962), p.xix.
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We have seen the paradoxical nature of the philosophical visuws
held by those in the natural attitude, and the task that Husserl saw
as the overwhelming tésk of philosophy - the rsconciliation of the
subjesctivity of knowing and the objectivity of knowledge = has been
outlined, It has been suggested that Husserl attempts to achieve
this reconciliation in a non-paradoxical manner by paying careful
attention to snsuring he makes no metaphysical pre-suppositions, and
by contenting himself with a purely descriptive analysis of the

things themselves in an attempt to achieve the indubitability

appropriate to "Philosophy as a Science". In order to achisvs the
pre-suppositionless starting-point, Husserl sets out to question all
assumptions, especially thoée of the dualist schools. He accepts
only the realm of the cogito, of immanent perception és iﬁdubitable
for the very term smpiricism denotes an acceptance of experisnce. At
the same time, hs suspends acceptance of the "object in itself" or
genuine (reell) transcendent object by subjecting it to the spoche

or bracketing, This is Husserl's "radically smpirical" approach,
Upon introducing the epoche, we become aware of the intentional
nature of the world, for in limiting ourselves to ths‘cogito, the
realm of meaning, we realise that we do not lose the world, but
rather, the world is re-introduced after the reduction in its indub-
itable form as the "intentional unity of meaning", as Fhenomena.
Phenomena thus transcend the traditional distinction between ontology
and epistemology, for ratﬁer than being merely contingent, phgnomena
are constituted in conformity to essential laws and ars thersfore

rational, but on the other hand, phenomena are not merely meanings
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for every meaning is, for phenomsnology, intentionally related to a
something that is meant. Phenomena, then, are not merely ideal,
neither are they merely physical, rather they empirically spezking
transcend this distinction, and are irreducibly experiences of the
world,

In the following Chapters, I hops to move on to a more
datailed explication of Husserl's Phenomenology in an attempt to
subjsct it to criticisms regarding its suppossed pre-suppositionlessness
and indubitability, and attempt to draw out the paradoxss and

tautologiss I believe to bes inherent in such a positicn,

WX Ko WR WK

A topic that naturally presents itself for discussion is the
closer exposition of how it can be that the object can bs inexorably
inter-related with, and yet transcsndent to the act or acts in which
it is given, and it is this that I will begin by considering in the
next chapter, As we will see, the exposition of this relationship
will center around and necessarily invits a closer examination of
the concept "esssence"., The attempt to clarify exactly what Husserl
means by an "essence" Qill naturally involve a consideration of their
origin and herein will arise the roaots of one of the major enigmas
of Phenomenology, an enigma that the attentive reader will already
have glimpsed, namely the puzzle of how the ego is able to constitute
the world in conformity fo sagsential laws that govern a priori the
experiences of the world prior to the experience of the world (which
after the reduction must be constituted by the ego) in which the lauws

ars revealsd,



21

I will address this problem in the hope of highlighting the
fact that the yepy distinction between fact and essence is itself
an essential distinction. I also hope to show that closely connected
therewith is the fact that the distinction between Idealism and
Materialism is itself wholly constituted within the realm of the
ideal, and that, therefore, Husserl has not so much transcended the
dialectic as, by the epoche, insured that it was never really admitted.
Further, I hope to show that the very drawling of such distinctions is
itself unempirical in the true sense, and serves msrsly to resurrect
some of the very paradoxes phsnomenology was to avoid.

Finally, I will attempt to suggest a resolution of the enigmas
and paradoxes that arise out of the attempt to distinguish fact and
essence, but will suggest that Phenomenology is left with paradoxes
and tautologies of its own; and that a_priori any universal science

must either be founded on metaphysics or be tautological,



CHAPTER TwO

BEING AND ESSENCE =
THE PROBLEMS OF AN INTENTIONAL "THEORY"™ OF CONSTITUTION

The two key concepts to any analysis of Husserl's Theory of
Intentionality are the concepts "Act" and "Content". For the purpose

at hand, I shall defins the act as the particular conscious intention

wherein the particular meaning is constituted, and the content as the

particular intentional "Meaning"™ which is constituted. After the
reduction consciousness remains as a "Phenomenological residuum",
the absolute region of Being of Transcendental Subjectivity, Ue may
examine this cogito, this stream of consciousness and describe it as

suchs

-

"Before me lies this pisce of white paper. 'I see
it, touch it'. This perpetual seeing and touching
of the paper, as the full concrete experience of
the paper that lies here as given ... precisely
with this relative lack of clearness, with this
imperfect definition .,,. is a cogitatio, a con-
scious experience., The paper itself, with its
objective qualities, its spatial extension, its
objective position in regard to that spatial

thing I call 'my body' is not cogitatio, but
cogitatum, not a perceptual experience, but :
something perceived",l

Every active cogito intends a content, cogitatum, and this
intentional relation with its two~sidedness holds for any mode of
consciousness whatever. It remains to be pointed out, however, that

this is not a relationship between a psychological experience and a

1E. Husserl, ldeas, Section 35, p.105.

22



23

real object, but a relationship itself given to the transcendental
subject, in experience, betwsen an act of consciousnsss and the
content of consciousness, the content of consciousness being a
reduced object of experience, and not ths "object in itself" of the

naive empiricist, As Husserl remarks:

"It belongs as a general feature to the dssence

of every actual cogito to be a consciousness of
something" .2

As we have seen, then, there is:

"eso within the immanent a distinction between
appearance and that which appears. We thus
have two absolute data, the givenress 'of the
appearing and the givenness of the object; and
the object within-this immanence is not
immanent in the sense of genuine immanence:

it is not a concrete part (Stuck) of the
appearance i.a., the past phases of the en-
during (object) ... are now still objective
and yst they are not genuinely contained in the
present moment of the appearance".3

The content, or intentional object, is constituted in experience
as a reduced object of experience, and is in no way an "object in
itself", but while the intentional object is constituted within what
Husserl calls the sphere of "the immanent", it is "not immanent in the
sense of genuine immanence", Husserl means that, concomitant with the
reduction, we have bracketed what he calls Reell (genuines) Transcendsnce,
the "object in itself" of the Naive Philosopher, that which is
supposedly outside of consciousness, and we are left within the realm

of Reell (genuine) immanence, from within which all must be constituted

zIbid., Section 36, p.108.

3E. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomsnology, peS.
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. Husserl describes the fact that we are able to

constitute from within this sphere both the psychic phsnomena, the

appearancse which is given in "purs seeing", and that which appears
and is given in immanent experience as a Transcendent object. In

other words, the Intentionally Transcendent object is intended from

within the realm of Immansnce. For example, Husserl tells us that

if we ares

", .. (perceiving) a sound, even after Phsnomeno-
logical reduction, appearance and that which
appears stand in contrast, and this in the midst
of pure givenness, hence in the midst of true
immanence, then we are taken aback, Perhaps the
sound lasts, ‘We have there the patently given
unity of the sound and its duration with its
temporal phases,.-the present and the past. On
the other hand, when we reflect the phenomenon
of enduring sound, itself a temporal phenomseneon,
has its own now-phase and past phases., And if
one picks out a now-phase of the phenomenon
there is not only the objective now of the sound
itgelf, but the now of the sound is but a point
in the duration of a sound",4

Similarly, with all perceptions.we can distinguish between
the appearance and that which appears, between the act and the content.
For example, I have a cup before me, Although I can only perceive
one side of the cup at the moment, I know it to have another sids
and a bottom which are also meant or intended by me and which coll~
ectively make up the intentional unity cup. What is more, although
I now perceive it in the present, I know that this cup existed in the
past, and, if it is not broken, will exist in ths future. Admittedly,

only the present existence of one side of the cup is given adequately;

%Ibid., pp.8-9.
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however, the rest of the cup is also meant as part of the msaning of
the Transcendent object cup., Thus, while the act of intending is
existentially mind dependent, the intended object may transcend the

act in which it is nonetheless exclusively given. Further:

", .o the peculiarity of intentional acts is that
their objects do not have to exist. An inten-
tional act may have as its objsct, an existen=
tially mind dependent entity, for example the
icea of a mermaid; or its object may be
something physical; or it may be an impossible
thing such as a round square; or it may be
something possible but unactualizable, such as a
golden mountain. Any mode or mentality (loving,
desiring, believing) may have as its object an
'intentionally inexistent' entity, namely an
entity that is, neither physical nor existentially
mind dependent. The idea of a mermaid is, being
an idea, existentially mind dependent. But the
mermaid, which is the intention of the idea is
neither a physical thing nor is it existentially
mind dependent. In contrast to this no physical
action requiring an object can be performed upon
an intentionally inexistent entity",S

S50 we can see that an immanent perception necessarily
guarantees the existence of its object regardless of the physical
status of such an object. Thus, it emerées that while the intentional
object is constituted within the realm of Reell (genuine) immanence,
it is not necsssarily a "concrete part of the appearancet, and it
may transcend the really immanent appearances, Therefore, while the
experience is indubitably and adequately given, the object given in
the experience may transcend the experience in which it is given,
and therefore only be given inadequately. Intentionality, then,

while rooted in the Resll (genuine) immanent act may "point beyond",

5Ibid., PexXive
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or “"transcend" this realm in that the unified object may not
necessarily be existentially minddependent, but may, on the contrary,
be intentionally transcendent, While: "... the things are and are

given in appearance and in virtue of the appearance itself",6

", .. the things are not contained as in a hull or
vessel, Instead the things come to be constitutsd
in these mental processes, although in reality
they are not at all to be found in them",7

In other words, the full givenness of the object may be more
than its particdlar appearances as it may, for example, be intended
as Being even when 1t is not being given in appearances, It is
nonetheless rooted theréén. The content is intended by ths act, which
somehow transcends itself., That the act is different from the content
is very esasily demonstrable, Take, for example, the case where I,
who have never visited San francisco, am having a discussion with a
San Franciscan about the San Fraﬁcisco Bay. Both of us obviously
have the same content or object in mind, but I, being less familiar
with it than he, have a less adequate knowledge of the Bay than he.
The thing that is intended by both of us, the object or content, is
exactly the same, viz, the San Francisco Bay. Howsver, the acts of
intending may be very different, for he may include in his acts
memoriss of actual perceptions that I, never having seen the Bay,
could not include., Furthser, I may have a fantasy or vague intention
of the Bay; he may have a specific and highly vivid series of inten=-

tional acts. The San Francisco Bay, as a common intentional ob ject,

S1bid., p.10.

"1bid., ppe9=10.
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transcends our individual intentional acts, but is nonstheless

known to us exclusively through these acts, Thus, the San Francisco
Bay is the intentional object to which all the actual and potential
acts in which it is given essentially conform, and in virtus of
which conformity they arse taken to be acts that intend the same
object. Similarly, "My favorite novel" or a "Mermaid" or "this cup",
while they are all given in our perceptions of them, transcend these
perceptions. They are properly to be understood as the intentional
unity wherein the varioug expmirential acts are intentionally unified’
on essential grounds aé intending just this particular object.

Thus, the acts are not the same as the object, as the object
transcends the acts, but it is in the acts that the object is given.
Having established this, the problem that now emerges = as I indicated
in the synopsis at the end of the first chapter - is that if the
object is only given in the acts which intend it, how can it be known
to transcend these acts?

The solution is that some appearances are given as

sssentially a,.pearances of transcendent objects:

"Thus a basic and general essential difference
arises bstween Being as Experience and Being as

Thing ...".8

"The perceived thing in general, and all its parts,
aspects and phases, ... are necessarily transcend-
ent to the perception .,.".”

8E. Husserl, lIdeas, Section 42, p.120,

glbid., Section 41, p.118 (my emphasis).,

L e =)
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"It is evident that intuition and the intuited,
perception and the thing perceived, though
essentially related to each other, are in
principle and of necessity not really and
essentially one and united",10

\

That this is not metaphysical speculation can be confirmed
by reflecting upon any of our many everyday experiences of trans-—
cendent objects., We know them té transcend the appearances in which
they are given, and this distinction we draw between immanent
perception and transéendent reality, between consciousness and
reality, is drawn essentially and exclusively within the realm of
immanence.11

This relationship between the object and its appearances or
Phenomena is crucial, so let us look at another example to support
the contention that the object transcends the acts in which it is
exclusively given, Osborn gives us a very good example in comparing
the two statements, "The Victor of Jena" and "The Conquer=d of

waterloo".12 They have different meanings although they relate to the

same object, This is neither to say that the object to which both

refer exists independently from its meaning both actual and pot-

ential - for with the epoche we have obviously reduced ontological

Being to epistemological meaning -~ nor that the object is merely the

sum _of all the actual and potential meanings it could take. Indeed,

Husserl tells us: "The perceived thing can be, without being perceived,

without my being asware of it even as potential only ...".13 Rather
10 . ;
Ibide, p.117 (some of the emphasis mine).
11588 E. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomenology, Chapter II.
12

A.D. Osborn, Edmund Husserl and his Logical Investigations
(Cambridge, Massachusetts, Photo Lithoprint Reproduction, Edwards
Bros. Inc., Lithoprinters, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1949), p.76.

13E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 41, p.118,
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the intentionally unified different meanings point to the full Being
of the object (including the margin of determinable indeterminacy),

they suggest it and it is comprehended and given as essentially fixed

in its essential type, a type that prescribes a priori all the

possible senses it could have., Put more simply, the object is not

its "particular" Intentional Phenomena of Meaning, otherwise the

"Wictor of Jena" would be a different person than "The Conquered of

Waterloo" (which he is not) nor is it the totality of all its

intentional meanings, otherwise all objects would be existentially mind

dependent as are the acts that intentionally constitute them, nof does

the object exist independently of the intentional phenomena of meaning,

independent of all the intentional acts, otherwise we would have to
say Napoleon existed independently of meaning (reell (genuine) transc-
endentally - which empirically we cannot), as an object-in-himself, an
impossibility after the reduction,

Rather, the object is exclusively given in the totality of all
the acts of meaning apprehension that are essentially united as acts of
meaning apprehension that have in common the fact that they all intend

just this particular object and no other: nonetheless, it is given in

these acts as transcenuent to these acts, It is constituted on essential

grounds as transcendent to the acts in which it is exclusively qiven,

the acts which are fixed a priori in their essential type, and collectively
display a teleological coherence or intentional unity which is the

correlate of the object:



"..e different types of objectivity .., are
displayed in something like 'appearances!,
These appearances neither are nor genuinely
contain the objects themselves, Rather in
their shifting and remarkable structure they
create objects in a certain way for the ego..".

The object is "pointed to" by the shifting appearances, fixed

in their essential type as appearances of just this object, and it is

thus constituted as such in a unifying synthesis of ldentification:

How, wse

"... cognitive acts, more generally any mental
acts, are not isolated particulars, coming and
going in the stream of consciousness without
any interconnections, As they are essentially
related to sach other they display a teleo=-
logical coherence and corresponding connections
of realization, corroboration, verification,
and their opposites,(these connections) ...
bring together the multiplicity of acts which
are relative to the same objectivity ...".15

",.. all treatment of detail is governed by the
'teleological' view of its function in making
'synthetic unity' possible ... the various
conscious groupings .e. are as it wers

Eref‘ig}ured L g o" 01

may ask, are they pre-figured or prescribed?

",.o Objective unities of every region and
category 'are consciously constituted! ... all’
the connexions of our real and possible con=
sciousness of them as essential possibilities
are prescribed by their essential nature".17

Once we are conscious of the sssence of a particular object,

we can know a priori the laws that will govern any appearances of the

ob ject,

although we cannot know a priori what appearances will appear,

this being a matter of contingent fact,

30

14E. Husserl, The Idesa of Phenomenology, p.56.

15Ibid., ppe59=-60 (my addition in bracksts).

16, Husserl, Idess, Section 86, pe231.

7 1bid., p.232.
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There is one essential difference betwesn the position of Husserl and

that of Kant, this being that for Kant, appearances or Kantian

Phenamena are different from reality or noumena. For Husserl, by

contrast, the continuum of appearances united ~telsologically by the

essence of the intentional unity, is the object.

Identity, then, is not the constantly changing continuum of
appearances (otherwise "The Victor of Jena" would msan the same as
"The Conquercr of Waterloo" which it does not), but it is constituted

as an intentional "unity of apprehension ... grounded in the very

essence of different unitises of this kind, of synthssis of

18

identification®,

The identity of the objsct is not the different perceptions,
but the telos whereby we intentionally synthesise different per-

ceptions into an intentional unity which is essentially transcendent

to the perceptions that collectively constitute it:

"Keeping this table steadily in view as 1 go
round it changing my position in space all the
time, I have continually the consciousness of
the bodily pressnce out there of this one and
self-same table, which itself remains un=-
changed throughout. But the perception of the
table is one that changes continuously, it is
a continuum of changing perceptions ... Only
the table is the same, known as identical
through the synthetic consciousness which
connects the ... (different perceptions) esee
The perceived thing ... (i8) necessarily trans-
cendsnt to the perception ...".19

1BE. Husserl, Ideas, Section 41, p.119.

19Ibid., pps117=118 (my additions in brackets),
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This ons same perceived thing that transcends the various
perceptions, is the object. Therefors, as suggested in the synopsis,
it is only if we accept the existance of essences that we can account
for the intentional synthesis of differént perceptions into an
intentional unity, the one self-same transcendent object, It is
only if we accept that we are conscious of essences that we can
explain how we are able to know the various perceptual appearances to
be appearances of just this particular object (thing) and no other.

Having thus astabiished what takes place in the act of con=-
stituting an object, let us try to determine more closely what we mean
by essences, and what their origin is, for it is indispensable to a
radically empirical philosophy that relies so heavily = as we have
just seen = on essences to describe the constitution of objects that
we know exactly what is meant by the term essence.

Essences are, for Husserl, not merely the product of an act

of abstraction based upon perceptions, for, as we have seen, it is

a necessary precondition of any perception, if it is to be a perception

of anything at all, that it be constituted in essential conformity to
the intentionally unified transcendent object of Jjust a particular,
essential type. Nor are sssences purely mental constructions that
refer to psychological fact, for, as we saw at the beginning of this
chapter, both act and content are given teo the transcendental subject,
and are therefore transcendentally constituted. Perhaps we can best
undarstand what essences are by returning to actual examples, For
gxample, in the case above, whers we have a cup before us, the very

fact that we may see a cup and then another cup, or we may have a
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group of fantasies of different cups and know these diffsrent pressn~
tations, perhéps from different angles also, as presentations of cups
necessarily entails, as we have ssen, that we must know what the
essence of a cup is. -
Again, I may imagine a chair, for example, and vary it in
imagination as having ons, two, three or four legs, different colours,
or as being a big or small chair, a chair of this type or that type,
and yet I know that all these various imaginings are of a chair.
I must have an intuitive knowledge of the essence chair. What, then,
we may ask ourselves, do we mean by essences as talked about and given
in the above sxamples? 1Is it any clearer to us now whaﬁ an essence
is? It would seem that an essence is, to use Kockelman's succinct
definition, ",.. an invariant identical content, in terms of which all
these arbitrary variations remain congruent while their differences
20

remain irrelsvant",

Fsgences, then, are not some Form above the world, but the

very Form of the world found in the world, However, this is not to

say that they are empirical generalisations "extrapolated" from

experience, rather they are the very pre-conditions of experience

Jjust as the realm of Transcendental Idealism is a necessary pre=-
condition for all experience of any fact world whatever, As we saw
previously, essences eidstically prescribe or pre-figure a priori the
range of pure possibilities belonging to the game object whether it

be found in this or any possible world whatever.

2DJ.J. Kockelmans, A First Introduction toc Husserl's

Phenomenology, pP.114.
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What above all else should be noted here is the enigma
alluded to in the synopsis, namely that on the one hand essences are
a "content" of the world found in the world, while on the other hand
at the same time they prescribe or pre-figure the constitution = in
a unifying synthesis of identification - of the objectivities that
collectively maks up the world, Before continuing with this point,
however, I would like to sum up what we have seen so far,

So far in thig chapter we have moved via the consideration
of the relation of act and content, immanence and transcendence, to
an understanding of ths central role sssences play in Husserl's
attempt to establish this distinction, We then started to examine
more closely exactly what an essence was in order to assure oursslves
that there was no slement of metaphysics implicit in such a conception,
and in order to give a radical empirical description of what was
meant by essences, In attempting to do this, we were drawn into a
consideration of the contexts within which we become conscious of
essences, and to a lesser extent of their origin. However, in con-
sidering the context wherein our consciousness of essences is rooted,
en enigma, as outlinsed ébove, has presented itself to us,

We may observe that Husserl has not so much proved or shouwn
that an understanding of essence is tenable within a "radically
empirical™ philosophy, but that such a philosophy is untenable without
such an understanding, which is not the same thing at all. The
argument, as we have seen, runs as follows :=

If transcendent objects are known to transcend the appearances
in which they are given, and ars therefore not fully determinable

within finite consciousness, then they can only be reduced to
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consciousness in so far as:
",.. all the actual and potential subjective
PrOCEsseS.e¢s 88 o4+ 'predelineated! in the

sense=-producing intentionality of the actual
ONBS see”e

This in turn is only possible if:

"... the complete givenness is ... prescribed
oese absolutely fixed in its essential type ...".

Therefore, it is argued, the knowlsdge of essential types is a

logical precondition of our being abls to reduce transcendent objects

to the realm of Reell (genuine) immanence, and therefore of any
"radical empiricism" that is going to transcend the realm of simple
subjectivity. However, it would be presumptive at this stags to
conclude that we therafore must have knowledge of essential types,

as we might equally well at this stage conclude to the contrary that
"radical empiricism" is untenable for it has been unable to show how
it can transcend the realm of simple subjectivity, and therefore
unable to show that transcendent objects can be reduced to finite
consciousness, However, Husserl insists that we do have knowledgs

of essential types; that we are thus able to constitute transcendent

objects within finite consciousness:

",.. in the flux of intentional synthesis (which
creates unity in all consciousness and which,
noetically and noematically, constitutes unity
of objective sense), an essentially necessary
conformity to type prevails and can be appre-—
hended in strict concepts", <)

21E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 20, p.49.
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This is a synthesis:

".ee in which the unity of an intentional
objectivity as 'the same! objectivity
belonging to multiple modes of appearance
becomes 'constituted'",22

tiowsver, if Phenomenology is to be truly "radically empirical",
and pre=-suppositionless, it will not do meraly- to maintain that
we Jjust do have such knowledge of essential types and are accordingly
able to constitute transcendent objects, but on the contrary, Husserl
must convince us of this fact empirically, otherwise it remains open
to us, as indicated above, to conclude that the reduction and
correlatively the constitution of transcendent objectivity within
consciousnass is untenable, 1In an attempt to convince us of the
émpirical validity of essences, and therefore of the constitution of
transcendent objects, Husserl tells us that when we experience an

object we experience it as:

".eo @ unity of synthesis ... in which the unity
of an intentional objectivity as 'the same!
objectivity belonging to multiple modes of
appearance, becomes 'constituted'".23

As we have seen, ",.. in the flux of intentional synthesis ...

an essentially necessary conformity to type prevails ...".24 Now,

if this is trus, and "... the complets givenness is ... 'prescribed?

ees abgsolutely fixed in its essential type ..."25 while on the other hand:

221bid., Section 18, pp.41-2.

231bid.

24Ibid., Section 20, p.49,

255. Husserl, Ideas, Section 143, p.366.
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", ,. the intentional object plays ... the role of
'transcendental clue' to the typical infinits
multiplicities of possible cogitations that in a
possible synthesis begr the intentional object
within them as the same meant 0bject“.26

the question inevitebly arisass, doss the synthesis of
consciousness in which the aEEearénces appear as belonging to the
sama intentional object proceed from the role of the intentional
object as transcendental clue to the possible cogitations that bear
the same intentional objects within them, or does the intentional object
as transgcendental clue to the possible cogitations that bear the same
intentional object within them proceed from the synthesis of con-
sciouspess in which the appearancaé appear as belonging to the same
intentional object? Do we synthesise various different appearances
into that intentional unity called "the same object" because they each
axhibit themselves as being appearances of one and the sams object,
or do we take them as each exhibiting themselves as appsarances of the
same object because they are synthesised into an intentional unity?
Thus, the enigma previously alluded to has presented itself
with full force precisely when we are attempting to clarify the notion
of essence so central to phsnomenology. How can essences be both the
Form of the world found in the world, and at the same time prescribe
the world? That Husserl recognised the problem is clear. Indsed,
he spoke of ",.. the problem of all-embracing genssis, which presents

. 27
so many enigmas",

26E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 21, p.50.

271hid,, Section 58, pe135.
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To turn again to Husserl, in an attempt to dissolve this

enigma, he tells us:

"Empirical or individual intuition can be trans-
formed into essential insight ... the object of

such insight is then the corresponding purse
8SSence. +.." .28 '

This suggests that empirical experience precedes essential
intuition., Howsver, if this is so we may ask ourselves how it is that
we are able to constitute empirical experiences in conformity to a
particular essential tybe prior to the act of intuition that sstablishes
for us the essential type? How are we able to constitute the appsearing
phases of the object, prescribed a priori in its essential type before
we have been able to experience the object and intuit its essence?

After all, Husserl tells ug that:

", e the complete givenness is nevertheless
prescribed - as a connexion of endless processes
of continuous appearing, absolutely fixed in

its essential type, ... a8 continuum of appsarances
determined a_priori ...".4”

Comparing the last two quotes, it becomes clear that at least
there is an indisputable ambiguity, for on the one hand it seesms that
sssential insight is derived from the emprical intuition of the
object, while on the other essential insight into the pure essencs
of the object underlies and is prior to the empirically intuited

teleologically coherent appearances in which the object is revealed,

On the one hand:

28E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 3, p.48.

291bid., Section 143, p.366.
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", .. No essential intuition is possible without the
free possibility of directing one's glance to an
individual counterpart ...". 0

On the other hand:

"eee NO individual intuition is possible without the
fres possibility of ... directing one's glance upon
"the corresponding essence..." .1

While I would not go so far as to say there is a contradiction here,
and although as an ongoing process we can clearly talk of a dia-
lectical or symbiotic co-arising of sssences and their individual
counterparts, if we attempt to add an historical dimension and enguire
into the genssis of such a situation, "many enigmas" do indeed cléarly
present themsslves, Thus, perhaps not surprisingly, Husserl's con-
ception of experisnce is very much of experience of Being as an

ongoing processt

"The beginning Phenomenologist is bound involuntarily
by the circumstance that he takes himself as his
initial example., Transcendentally, he finds himself
as the ego, then as generically an ego, who already
has (in conscious fashion) a world",32

"aAt first, even eidetic observation will consider an.

ego as such with the restriction that a constituted
world already exists for him",33

Howsver, although already there for the phenomenologist, the
world must pressumably have been constituted in its present form at
some tims, and, when we come to add this historical dimension, the

enigma re—assserts itself,

Otbid,, Section 3, p.50.

Ibid,

32E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 37, p.76.

331bid. b} p.77.
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I knowledge of the essence of the object "points to a single

experience (individual intuition) on the basis of which it necessarily
must constitute itself‘"34 so, too, the single experisnce must point to

knowledge of an essence on the basis of which it is an experience of

something at all, On the one hand:

"The eidos itself ... is pure, 'unconditioned!'
+es Not conditioned by any fact. It is prior to
all ‘toncepts' ... (which) must be made to fit
the eidos" .99

On the other hand:

"1t lies undoubtedly in the intrinsic nature of
esssntial intuition that it should rest on ...
the visible presence of individual fact .,.".°0

The eidos, as we said, is then at once prior to all concepts
while it is derived from essential insight that rests upon empiricél
or individual intuition off%cts.

Despite all these ambiguities, Husserl continually asserts
that eidetic laws: "prescribe for every factual statement about some-

thing transcendental the possible sense ... of that statement".37

"In itself then the science of pure possibilities
precedes ths science of actualitiss and alone
makes it possible as a science ...".98

343.3. Kockelmans, A First Introduction to Husserl's

Fhenomenoloqgy, pe82 (my additions in bracksts),

35E. Husserl, Cartsesian Meditations, Section 34, p.71,

36E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 3, p.S50,

37E. Husserl, Cartsesian Meditations, Section 34, p.72.

lbid,.
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"That a Nature, a Cultural World, a world of men
«se and so forth, exist for me signifies that
possibilities of corresponding experiences exist
for me ... (which) involves a firmly developed -
habituality, acquired by a certain genesis in
conformity with eidetic laws" .39

)

Thus, while the empirical eqgo, exemplified by any persan such

as the phsesnomenoclogist himseif, finds himself in a world already

existing for him =~ in which world he may be able to intuit essential

characteristics - it becomes clear after the aepoche that this world

must have a genesis in which it is constituted by the Transcendental

ego. Further, as essences are not some Form above the world, the
empirical egob "essential intuition ,.. rest(s) on ... the visible
presence of individual fact", while after the reduction, the fact
world can only exist because of its "genesis in conformity with
sidetic laws" by the transcendental ego,

Heré then, we have the beginning of an attempt to clarify

the seeming ambiguity. By distinguishing constitution from description,

and the transcendsntal egoc from the empirical ego, we can attempt

to reconcile any apparent contradictions and dissolve any enigmas
arising from the "problematic" of the relation between fact and
essence. On the basis of these distinctions, it may be claimed that

while descriptively speaking the empirical eqo finds itself in a world

that exhibits conformity to eidetic laws, constitutionally speaking

such a world must have been constituted by the transcendental eqgo in

conformity to sidetic essences. To put the same point another way,

while for the empirical eqo Being or Fact precedes essence in the

39Ibid., Section 37, p.76.
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descriptive (or empirical) order, for the transcendental ego essence

precedes Being or Fact in the constitutive (or logical) order,

While it is undoubtedly true that such a distinction enables
us to do all that I have claimed, we may, I think, justifiably have
doubts as to the empirically descriptive validity of such a distinction,
for as Bateson says: "It is difficult €0 see how the dichotomy between
substance and form could be arrived at by inductive argument. No man,
after all, has ever seen or experienced formless and unsorted matter".40
However, Husserl tells us:

",.. the object of experience is progressively con-

stituted and ... this manner of being constituted

is prescribed, We understand that such a constit-

ution is required by the very essence of the

experienced object“.41'

What Husserl is here asserting is that after the empirical ego

who finds himself in the world has "transformed" his "empirical or

individual intuition ... into (an) essential insight ..." of the

essence of the object of experisnce, it comes to realiss, in retrospect,
that the object of experience must have been constituted according to
a prior prescription (that is, in conformity to its essential type).
.while Husserl clearly means by this that it is given in essential
intuition of the essence of the object that it must have been so con-
stituted, and therefore that it is essentiel intuition that forms

the besis for introducing the Transcendental ego, and the ccncept of
constitution, I would like to suggest that it is far from clear here
that we do indeed have such an essential intuition, Try as I mighf,
I personally do not seem to have such an intuition, and, insofar as
Transcendental constitution is to be distingquished as dialectically

separate from empirical description, one cannot help but feel that

4DG. Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind, (St. Albans: Granada,

1973),

41E. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomenology, p.11.
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they might just be antithetical to one another. Indeed, one may even
get the impression that the basis of our conceptign of "constitution®
and the "transcendental ego" is, in fact, rationalistically deductive
and therefore of dubious validity in a philosophy that calls itself a
"radically, empirically descriptive pre-suppositionless science", True,
Husserl starts from the indisputeble empirically describable fact that
the empirical ego finds itself in a world that already exists and
exhibits conformity to ‘eidetic essential laws. However, one cannot
escape the impression, despite Husserl's claim*toc the contrary, that
when he talks of having essential intuition that such a world was

~
constituted by the transcendental ego, what he is really doing is

moving from the empirical fact of the experienca of the world cutlined

above, and from the presumption that the reduction has been successful,az‘

to the retrospective rational deductive conclusion (rather than empirical

description) that such a world must have been constituted in conformity

to eldetic laws,.

Even if we accept. the empirical integrity of Husserl's two-
/

fold distinction, it is not sufficient-merely to assert that for the
empirical ego empirical or individual intuit;on precedes essential

insight, whereas for the transcendental ego the eidos is prior to,
and a necessary pre-condition of the constitution of the world, for
while such a.distinctién may, as I haJé suggested, help to clarify

the ambiguities and enigmas involved in the rslation of fact to essencs,

the problem still remains as to how, empirically speaking, the

42Note that the success of the reduction is, as yet, a pre-

sumption, for it is precisely in an attempt to show the possibility of
reducing transcendent objects to the intentional realm that the whole
question concerning the empirical justification of essences (along with
the enigmas and ambiquities above mentioned) arose. (See pp.34-5)



transcendental ego is able to so constitute the épﬁearing phases of
the object as conforming to the essence of just the particular
object in question and to no other before the empirical ego has been
able to intuit the essence of the object from its appearing phases?
Despite Husserl's complex and sincere atempts to solve this paradox
by the radically empirically dubious distinctiors between constit-
ution and description, logical and empirical prierity, empirical

and transcendental ego, I would liks to suggest that the paradox is
ultimately a pssudo-problem for phenomenalogy, for its very existe.nce
as a problem depends on some kind of metaphysical postulating of the
“ob ject=in-itself" which is congtituted priof—;o our being descrip-
tively'conscious,of it, and it is just this "Being-in-itself" which

radical empiricism has bracketed. Clearly, phenomenologically

speaking, description and constitution, although distinguishabla on

essential grounds, are empirically speaking co-arising correlates,

in a way analogous to the way in which the subject pole (that describes)
and the object pole (that is constituted) co~arise in the one empirical
experiences, and ars therefore empirically indistinguishable but
essentially distinct., This is similer to ghe way that fact and essence
" are, as we have seen, empirically symbiotic co-arising correlates
(essénces being the very form of the world found exclusively in ths
worid) and yst ars, on essential grounds, distinguishabls, To give

an example, lest this should bs doubted, Husserl tells us on the ons

hand: "Empirical or individual intuition can be transformed into

essential insight",43 therefore they clearly co-arise, 0On the other hand:

436. Husserl, Ideas, Section 3, p.48.
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",ee that does not alter the fact that the two

kinds of intuition differ in principle, and in
assertions of the kind we have just besn

making it is only the essential relations

between them that declare themselves., Thus to

the essential differences of intuitions corr-

espond the essential relations betweean

'existence' (here clearly in the sense of

individual concrete being) and 'essence',

between fact and eidos",44% '

Here, then, we have the forthright assertion that the dis—

tinction between fact and essence is essential,  If this is correct

and empirically speaking fact and essence are co-arising symbiotic

correlates, then empirically speaking there can be no order of

priority between fact and essence, and therefore the distinction

between description and constitution - parasitic, as we have seen it

~
must be upon the distinction between fact and essence and the con-

comitant distinction between their orders or priority -~ must be an

egsential distinction and not an empirical distinction.45

What this means in practice is that the distinction between
fact and essence, so important if Husserl is to maintain that objects
can transcend the acts in which they are exclusively given (and
therefore necessary for the success of the f;duction) is phenomen~
‘0logically suspect as being a non-empirical distinction, The
concémitant of this, if it is substantiated, is clearly that the
distinction between immanence and transcendence is itsslf immanently

constituted, and that phencomenoclogy, far from transcending ths

distinction between the material and the ideal, never really admits

44Ibid., p.50.
4SIndeed, the very distinction between an essential dis-
tinction and an empirical distinction can itself only be constituted

at the transcendent level as an essential distinction, and so on and
S0 On,
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it in the first place, but rather from the first limits its conception
of the material to precisely that, to an ideal conception.’

Clearly, then, my assertion that the distinction between
fact and essence, and the parasitic distinction between constitution
and daescription, is not empiricai (as they empirically co-arise in the one
experience) is of the utmost importance, and therefors I will try to
give an example to establish it, Let us take the example of the.
infant lsarning process.

In this case, that that which is described must be simule
taneously constituted, and that fact and essence must empirically
co-arise can be clearly seen, After all, if ths object-in-itself has
been bracketed, how else can we account for the infant coming to know
ths worlé except by saying that he constitutes it? Now he cénnot
constitute the world of empirical fact in eidetic conformity until
he has been able to eidstically intuit its essential lasuws, and he
cannot do this unless he were presented with an already constituted
world of empirical fact., For the infant, then, empirically speaking
constitution aﬁd description, and the consci&usness of fact and

1

essence must go hand in hand and co-arise,

"In early infancy then, the field of perception
that gives beforehand does not as yst contain
anything that in a mere looké might be expli-
cated as a physical thing".4

It seems, then, that if the "object-in-itself" is bracketed
then from the viewpoint of the child it is impossible to distinguish

empirically between description and constitution if enigmas are to be

46E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, p.79.
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avoided, Indeed, we might even venture that notwithstanding
Husserl's incomplets attempt to distinguish egological and cosmo-
logical genesis = which must itsself be parasitic on the distinction
between internal and external time-consciousness47 -~ it is impossible
ultimately for the individual ego from its viewpoint to distinguish
egological descriptive uncovering and cosmological genesis on
empirical grounds once the object~in-~itself is bracketed,

To return, however, to the main point, it seems that I have
indeed been able to prove that the distinctions between fact and
essence, description and constitution, and perhaps ultimately between
the transcendental and empirical are not themselves empirical, What
this means in practice is that, despite Husserl's claims for phenom-
enclogy éhe enigmas so long associated with dialectical dualistic
philosophiss -~ for exampls, the enigma of the relationship between
the ideal and ths material - are in danger of re-smerging in
Phenomenology in another form - for example, the enigma of the
relationship between fact and sssence. Ffurther, it would seem that
the only way Husserl is able to avoid such enigmas and transcend the
distinctions on which they are based is by never really admitting
thair empirical validity, and after all is it not precisely this that
he does by bracketing? Ue may ask ourselves whether the epoche is
not really an attempt to clear the way for the reduction -~ and thes
ensuipg claim that the traditional distinction between Idealism and
Materialism has been transcended - by suspénding acceptance from the

start of anything truly empirical that might upset the project.

~

7
4 A qguestion that is of the greatest ultimate importance to
phenomenoclogy but which must be left aside here, is whether such a
distinction was incomplete merely on de facto or on a priori grounds.
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If this is trus and all distinctions, such as the ones alluded
to above, can only be reduced insofar as they are never really
admitted as empirical but only as ideally constituted, albeit "trans-—
cendentally" ideally constituted, then ultimately the distinction
between subject and object must sventually be recognised'to be a
retrospective essential distinction similarly transcended by the one
Empirically indivisible Experience, That this is no idle metaphysical
speculation can be seen from the works of Piaget or the Gestalt school,
both of whom present Empirical verification, Consciousness and the
world of objects, or "Otherness" as it is somet{mes called, are
mutually inter-dsfining or symbiotic and are inexorably linked in the
one experience, ".,. the transcendental eqo (in the psychological
parallel,§the psyche) is what it is solely in relation to intentional
objectivities".48 Now as conscousness is intentional and we have
performed the reduction, this is the same as saying that it is only
because the subject exists that the world (as intended by him/her)
exists and it is enly because the world (as intended by him/her)
exists that the subject exists. As & result of reduction, then, not
only are subject and object, self and other mutually inter—defining,

' 9
but they are also co-dependent.4 The world is in consciousness and

consciousness is in the world., If what I have said is correct, the

very distinction is itself wholly constituted in consciousness, Thus

8
4 E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 76, p.65.

49I am here refraining from considering inter-subjective con-
stitution, but as for phenomenology, the realm of inter-subjectivity
must itself be intentionally condituted it may perhaps be clear that
the qualification indicated by the words "as intended by him/her" above
can ultimately be dispensed with, We shall be examining the implications
of this in the last chapter,
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by never really admitting the dichotomy between Idealism and
Materialism it has therefore been possible to transcend it and with it
necessarily also the problem of the priority of subjsct and object,

as experience must now be recognised as an indissoluble unity betwéen
the suﬁject pole and the object pole. In other mords; we no longer
face the choice betwesn naive Idealism wherein the world is seen as

a product of consciousness, and Materialism wherein consciousness is

a product of the world:

"The difference between idealism and realism will
consist solely in that, for the latter being
engenders belief, while for the former, belief
creates the fiction of being. But for trans-
cendental phenomenology the 'I' no more
constitutes objects than it_suffers them. It is
beyond action and passion®,

-

Obviously, Idealism depends upon the “radically empirically"

absurd proposition that we could be conscious of the world without
the world existing, while Materialism depends on the "radically
empirically" absurd proposition that the world could exist without
our being conscious of it, Both are "radically empirically" absurd
propositions precisely because bﬁth take existence to be something
agher than that which is given in our experience or consciousness of
it, and as such both propositiors are metaphysical,

Having suggested, as I indicated in the synopsis, that in a
sense Husserl possibly eschsws his transcendental reconciliation of
the Material and the Ideal by refusing from the first any validity

to the distinction between them, I want to suggest that Husserl is

SOG. Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosophy (Evanstone:
Northwestern University Press, 1972), pp.B81=2.
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still faced with problems, for if such a distinction is radically
empirically untenable, then the genesis of one side of the dialectic
can no longer be explained in terms of the other, therefore leaving

the problem of explaining how the indissoluble experience is itself
generated., Having established this, I want to show that phenomenology
is a priori incapable of doing this, and thereby to establish the:
contention outlined both in the preface and the synopsis to thié
chapter, that Phenomenology no less than any other universal philosophy
must involve itself in dogmatic metaphysics or tautology.

Thus, although it would seem that as a result of the reduction,
we are now in a position to constitute/describe the dichotomy between
Idealmism and Materialism at a transcendental level and are thersfore
able to avoid the paradoxes and problems inherent in constituting/
describing the genesis of one side of the dichotomy in terms of the
other, it seems that if phenomenology is to be & truly Radically
Empirically Universal Science, it must do more than blandly maintain
that the two poles - consciousnesss and the world - arise simultansously
in the one expsrisence. That is, in the light of ths reduction and
intentionality, it is clear that consciousness and being, thé realms
of epistemology and ontology, co-arise in the one experience and it
~ therefore makes little sense, as the quote from Berger cited above
makes clear, to try to account for the genesis of the one in terms of
the other., However, if phenomenology is to be a Radically Empirical
Univeréal Sqience, it must at least describe the genesis of the
indissoluble sxperience. Indeed, it is precisely its inability to
émpirically describe the genesis of experience = an inability that, as
I hope to show later, is inevitable on a priori grounds, that ultimately

dektracts from Husserl's claim that phenomenology is Empirical and

Universal,
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Husserl himself recognises the need, if not the a priori

impossibility, of trying to account for the genesis of experience:

",.. far reachiny problems of Static and Genetic
constitution make themsslves keenly felt, those of
genetic constitution as part of the problem of
all-smbracing genesis, which presents so many
enigmas",

In his attempt to account for the genesis of experience, Husserl

starts by drawing a distinction between Active and Passive Genesis,

He tells us that:

"In active genesis the ego functions as productively
constitutive, by means of subjective processes that
are specifically acts of the ego".52

However, Active Synthesis works: "On the basis of objscts already

3
given ...".5

"In any case, anything built by activity necessarily
presupposes, as the lowest level, a passivity that
gives something beforshand; and when we take any=-
thing built actively ws run into constitution by
passive genesis. The 'ready-made' object that
confronts us in life as existent mere physical thing
eee glven with the originality of the 'it itself' in
the synthesis of a passive experience",54

Husserl assures us thats "... precisely this synthesis as a synthesis
55

having this form has its history ...". He then goes on to explain

that we can make these formations:

51E. Husserl, Cartesian fMeditations, Section 58, p.135.

521bid., Section 38, p.77.

531bid.

%41pid., p.78.

551bid.y pa79.
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the ego

to tell

52

... knowable as formations subsequent to other
essentially antecedent formations ... (and .
explains that) we soon encounter eidetic laws
governing a passive forming of perpstually new
syntheses (a forming that in part lies prior to
all activity and, in part takes in all activity
itself)n,56

assures us that: "Thanks to the aforesaid passive synthesis ...
always has an environment of 'objects'".57 Husserl qoes on

us that:

"The Universal principle of passive qenesis, for
the constitution of all objectivities given
completely prior to the products of activity,
bears the title association., Association ... is
a matter of intentionality ... standing ... under
gidetic laws" .28

"Association is ... 2 title for a conformity to
eidetic laws on the part of the Constitution of
the pure eqo. 1t designates a realm of the

'innate' a priori, without which an ego as such

is unthinkable" 0%

Correctly, then, Husserl racognises that active synthesis

relies man apriori stage, and that active synthesis must have lauws

governing its operations. Active synthesis is then supposedly built on

antecedent passive constitution,

ment of

Passive constitution is clearly responsible for the "environ-

objects" that the ego aluays has,

~ Ibid.
5

[
Ibldo

58
[bid., Section 39, p.80.

9
5 Ibido, p081o
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This passive constitution must itself proceed according to
eidetic laws and Husserl assures us that we soon éncounter thess
laws, presumably by sessential intuition of empirically given
passively constituted objects. This passive genesis or passive con-
stitution in accordance with eidetic laws 1is called association and
so these eidetic laws which we discover are lews of association,

But all this notwithstanding, Husserl has still to give a
Radically Empirical Description of this passive constitution or
genesis of the "“environment of objects", And we cannot escaps ths
impression that, as I previously noted, his assertion that this does
happen owes more to retrospective rationalistic deduction than
essential intuition.60 However, as we have just seen, ",.. the ego
always has an environment of objects", thus the conscious ego
obviously cannot describe thsir constitution for they are always thers
for that eqgo.

There is further problems in that if we "soon encounter
eidetic laws", how does association take place correctly according to
these laws prior to our knowledge of them? Husserl's answer is that

these eidetic laws of association are "INNATE A PRIDRI", “"without
61

which an égo as such is unthinkable",

In other words, the enigma is re-asserting itself and it is
obvious that the eidetic laws governing the passive synthesis, that
is the synthesis of the objects that form the environment in which,

as we have sesn, any ego necessarily already finds himself before he

60588 the argument bstween pp.41-3,

Ibid.
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is able to actively constitute anything - are not to be derived from
the passively synthesised cobjects, for the very existence of such
objects supposes that association, or passive genesis under eidetic
laws has already taken place. On the other hand, as I previously
demonstrated at length, it is clear that as a matter of dsscribable
fact we are neither conscious of the eidetic laws governing passive
constitution, nor conscious of any acts of constitution prior to
finding ourselves as an ego who already has a world, an environment of
passively constituted objects, It is clear, then, that if indeed all
this is correct, and if ws are aiso to maintain the intentional
"theory" of Being, the eidetic laws according to which passive con-
stitution takes pléce must be INNATE, and the act of passive
constitution cannot be subject to description and is therefore
certainly not radically empirically substantiabls,

Therefore, I would contend that the "theory" of passive

constitution according to innate laws of association, does not describe

how experience is constituted. Ultimately, it is nothing more than

a rationalistic deduction from the undeniable empirical fact that the

empirical ego is not conscious of how experience is constituted

together with the "assumption'" that experience is nonetheless constituted.62
Further, as I previously suggestsed, I believe not only that

Husserl has been de factoc unsuccessful in giving a radically empirical

or descriptive account of the genesis of experience, but that a priori

he must be unsuccessful, for if after the epochs conscivusness and the

world co-arise empiricaily speaking, it seems that on a priori grounds

2
‘See again Fn, 60,
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we cannot account for the genesis of the one unified experisnce
empirically for we cannot account for the genesis of experience in
either ideal or material terms as these spheres only exist as
symbiotically rslated in the very experience whose genesis is to be
accounted for; just as we could not account for the constitution of
the world in terms of essencss found only in the world,

There seems at bottom to be more than a coincidental
parallelism betwsen the mstaphysical postulation of the "objsct in
itself" as found in dualistic philosophies and the idea of unconscious

constitution in conformity to the laws of innate association. Perhaps

this is inevitable as both these propositions represent separate

attempts by would-bg empiricists to explain or describe what a priori

or necessarily must fall outside the scope of empirical knowledge,

. . . 63
namely the origin or genesis of experiencs,

Husserl claims, however, that these innate eidetic laws of
association are not metaphysical but can be empirically dérived from
the structural categories of the ego.ﬁ4 However, the structural
categories.of the sgo can be nothing elss but the ego's conformity
to eidetic laws of association under anothor name, Thus, Husserl's
claim is tautological and, as such, does not offer an explanation of
the genesis of experience., Further, even if this were not so, to

say that the transcendental ego constitutes the world (taken here to

63Clearly any such attempt to empirically describs the origin or
genesis of empirical experience must indeed fall outside the scope of
enmpirical expoerience for the ability to experience the genosis of
experience logically pre-supposes a transcendental level at wvhich we
exporience both absence and presence of experience and the experisncs
of the absence of experience would necessarily be self-negating in its
affirmation on a priori grounds,

6

4
£, Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 39, pp,.80-81,
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include all actuelities and potentialities, together with the
empirical ego as object) would still in no way be a Universal Scien=-
tificAdescription of constitution for we would still have to account
for the constitution of the transcendental ego, unless, like God,

it were taken to be the "uncaused cause", Can it bs that the
transcendental ego is nothing but a limit concept?

Whatever the answer, it remains true that, as I have shouwn,
any pre-suppositionless Universal Science, insofar as it is truly
Universal and thus attempts to give an account of ths genesis of
Being, must, insofar as Being has been reduced to experience, either
involve itself in pre-supposition or tautolaogy.

While I think Husserl has not given us a description or even an

explanation of the process of constitution or genesis, that it happens

is a fact that, for a Phenomenclogist, is attested to by every
descriptive experience we have, To continue, as I have pointed out,
it seems to me problematic as te whether we accept the Phenomen-
ological , metaphysical hypothesis of passive constitution or its
parallel duélist metaphysical hypothesis of the "in itself", and
indeed I am not at all sure that at bottom they need be different,
However, assuﬁing that we continue with our Phenomenological
explication, the whole of what we know, including all our knowledgse
of the relations of Being to consciousness, the transcendental ego
to the empirical eqo, etc., etc., is, as I have shown, all known
within the realm of transcendental consciousness, and therefore must
have been intentionally constituted., And, in turn, this knowledgs

must be known to transcendental consciousness and must also be

intentionally constituted, and so on ad infinitum., From this it follous,
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as 1 have indicated, that transcendental‘idealism is strictly
speaking an idealism of idealism, by which I mean that having
bracketed the object-in-itself, Phenomenclogy has from the start
refused to truly recognise the distinction between empirical Being
and the consciousness of it, and perhaps therefore does not really
distinguish consciousness from its object but rather distinguishes
consciousness of consciousness from consciocusness of objects, As I
have said, the distinction betwesn being and consciousness is not so
much transcended, as never really admitted, for from the first Being-
-in-itself is bracketed. .That is, Husserl dispenses with metaphysical
speculation about Being outside of consciousness with the obvious
result that the distinction between Being and consciousness is a
distinction of meaning, an essential distinction drawn wholly within
consciousness{

Therefore, it follows that all ws have so far come to know
concerning the relation of Being and consciousness has itself been
constituted within consciousness, albeit at a transcendental level,
although, as I have noted, Husserl's "theory" of innate constitution
is far from a radically empirical explanation of HOW this con-
stitution is achieved,

Thus, the pre-condition of being able to make intelligible
statements about the relations betwesn Being and meaning, ontology and
epistemology, empirical ego and transcendental ego, fact and essence,
etc., is that we recognise these distinctions betwsen these pairs,
which inevitably requires that we recognise that we are within the
realm of essential meaning, for all such distinctions are semantic and

epistemological rather than existential or ontologicalf’5 For example,

65899 quote 44,
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while the book in my bookcase may be a copy of my favorite novel and

Napoleon 'may be the victor of Jena, - the book in my bookcase
does not mean the same as my favorite novel, and Napoleon doses
not mean the sams as the victor of Jena,

Further, this very distinction between the identity of the
LA}

Being of my fgvorite novel and the book in my bookcase and the
divergence of the meaning of "My favorite novel"™ and "The book in my
bookcase" is itself obviously drawn within the realm of conscious
meaning. We therefore have an'infinite regress in which the distinc-
fion betwesn Subject and Ubject must itself be drawn by and in

transcendental subjectivity'z'66

..+ the phenomenological Ego establishes himself
as 'disinterested' onloocker above the naively
interested Ego. That this takes place is then
itself accessible by means of a new reflection,
which as transcendental, likewise demands the

very same attitude of looking on 'disinterestedly'".67

However, Husserl has so far mersly shown that it must be within
the transcendsntal ego that the distinction between the naively
interested ego and its objects is drawn and has nowhere shown HOW
this is achieved. Indeed, one may wonder whether Husserl ever really
proceeds beyond the individual egological domain, Let us, for the

moment, bear in mind Lauer's remarks:

"Husserl speaks of the 'essence of Consciousness?,
the 'essence of perception', the 'sssence of
experiance'; but one cannot escape the impression
that he is really saying, 'the essence of ,uhat I
mean' by Consciousness, perception, experience",

66999 fn, 44,
67 . . . .

€. Hueserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 15, p.35.
68

Q. Lauer, gp,cit., p.82.



Indeed, one might go further than Lauer and wonder whether
every statement made by Husserl should not be prefacsd with the
personal subjective, and similarly whsether svery piece of knowledge
is not in the final analysis personally subjective, Clearly,

Husserl's writings support this interpretation:

"In other words: The path leading to a knowledge
absolutely grounded in the highest sense, or
(this being the same thing) a Philosophical
knowledge, is necessarily the path of universal
self-knowledge = first of all monadic and then
intermonadic. We can say alsoc that a ...
universal self-cognition, is philosophy itself
and encompasses all self-accountable science.

"The Delphic motto 'know thyselfl' has gained a
new signification“.ﬁg

Thus, despite Husserl's attempt to break out of this infinite

regress by an "intermonadic" phenomenclogical explication of the
Other, as this inter-monadic constitution must ultimately itself be
constituted within consciousness, this phenomenclogical Idealism of
Idsalism at once guarantees the success and limits the scope of
his project:
".o. the whole spatio-temporal world ... is
according to its own meaning merse intentional
Being, a Being thersfore, which has the mersly
sacondary rselative senss of a Being for a

consciousness ... but over and beyond this it
is just nothing at all", /U

If, indeed, there is the infinite regress into the transcendental

ego, as I have suggested, and the distinction between constitution and

description is itself an intentional, subjectively drawn distinction

GQE. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 64, pp.156~7.

70E. Husserl, Ildeas, Section 49, p.139,
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and so on, we would expect that no descriptive empirical experience
of the empirical ego can invalidate a constituted phenomena for all

empirical experiences ars empirical experisences precisely because

fhey are constituted as such:

"But no matter what the status of this Phsenomena's
claim to Actuality, and no matter whether, at some
future time I decide critically that the world
exists or that it is an illusion, still the
Phenomena itself, as mine is not nothing but is
precisely what makes such critical decisions at
all possible and accordingly, makes possible
whatever has for me sense and validity as 'trus'
being eee .71

Husséerl has achieved absolute indubitability by progressively
reducing all Being to consciousness, but at thse cost of being only
able to constitute Being ideally, It is for this rsason that I
believe the reduction may ultimately be a failure in that it only
reduces the meaning of Being to meaning, the consciousness of Being
to consciousness, and does not successfully reduce Being to meaning
as even from the start such Transcendsent Being is bracketed. However,
it remains an open possibility that what has been bracketed exists
unperceived, If I might borrow from Heidegger, Husserl has not
shown that we can reduce "Primordial"™ or pre-conceptual (pre-
epistemological/ontological) Being to meaning:

"Between the meanings of consciousness and reality

yawns a veritable abyss., Here a Being which man-

ifests itself perspectively, never giving itself

absolutely mersly contingent and relative; thers

a necessary and absolute Being, fundamentally

incapable of being givep through appeargnces and
perspective patterns",

71E. Husserl, Cartesian lMeditations, Section 8, p.19.

Z% o Husserl, Ideés, Section 49, p.138.
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Phenomenclogy is only able to reconcile idealism and
empiricism by an idealisation of both Being and idealism, and it can
only succeed in this insofar as it has bracketed all that might
invalidate this reduction, thereby tautologically ensuring the success
of its project. However, as we have seen, the result of this is that
Husserl is unable to give an adequate empirical description of the
genesis of experisnce.

It is clear from what we have said that the relationship of
the transcendental ego to the empirical ego, and the transcendental
ego to the world, and the transcendental origin of this relationship,
is of the utmost importance. Therefors, we will now examine the

transcendental ego and its phenomenological implications,

FeWe K HH W RR

In the following chapter, we will begin by examining more
closely the relation between immanence and transcendence; and will
come to see how this very distinction is itself drawn within the realm
of immansnce. Further, we will see how, along with the realization
that transcendency is an immanehtly constituted characteristic,
comes the "realization" that the world is constituted by the transc-
endesntal ego,

I will then attempt to demonstrate that this knowledge, far

from being Radically Empirical Descriptive knowledge, is, rather, based

upon raticnalistic induction, Further, I hope to show that once the

spoche has been effected, then there is no reason why the transcendental
ego should be considered an exception to the concomitant necessity

to account for all Being in terms of intentional constitution, and

that it is Husserl's inevitable inability to give a radically empirical

description of the intentional constitution of the transcendental ego



62

that ultimately represents the greatest short-coming in phenomenoclogy's
declared aim to rid philosophy of the parado&es and enigmas so long
associated with naive empirical and non-transcendsntal dialectical
philosophies.

Finally, I want to show, not only that phenomenclogy has been
de facto unable to resolve the paradoxes and enigmas related to the
problem of constitution, but that insofar as phenomenologically
speakiné constitution aﬂd genesis are indistinguishable (perhaps on
a priori grounds), prenomenology, or indeed any radically empirical
descriptive philosophy, must be unable to solve such enigmas and

paradoxes on a priori grounds,



CHAPTER THREE
TRANSCENDENTAL SELF-CONSTITUTION

THE INEVITABLY METAPHYSICAL CONTEXT OF ANY EMPIRICISM

We have seen that, in his attempt to reach a pre-suppositionless
indubitable scisnce, Husserl has bracketed Transcendence. Ail
indubitability rests with the imranent: "Every immanent perception
necessarily guarantess the existence of its object".1 We bracket the

transcendence of the world and are left.with the reduced expserience aé

v

indubitable:

"As radically meditating Philosophers, we now havs
neither a science that we accept nora world that
exists for us. Instead of simply existing for us

- that is, being accepted naturally by us in our
experiential belisving in its existence = the

world is, for us, only something that claims

being ..ee In short, not just corporeal Nature but
the whole concrete surrounding life-world is for me,

from now on, only a phenomenon of being instead of
something that is".2

However, as Husserl points out:

"If 1 abstain ... from every believing involved
in or founded on sensuous experiencing ... this
life is continually there for ma" .3

Everything remains as it elways was and is:

".eo the only difference is that I, as reflecting
Philosophically, no longer keep in effact the
natural believing in existence invnlved in
experiencing the world ... the same is true of all
processes of meaning ... Judaings, valuings,
decidings .. position-takings ... likewiss
everything 'meant' ... is still retained completely
- but with the acceptance modification, 'mere
phenomena'", 4

et

1E. Husserl, ldeas, Section 46, p.130

2E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 8, pp.18-19,

3Ibid. Pel19,

%1bid., pp.19-20.
63
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"The world is for me absolutely nothing elss but
the wodd existing for and accepted by me in such
a conscious cogito. It gets its whole sensse,
universal and specific, and its acceptance as
existing, exclusively from such cogitations",

It is, therefore, clear that the whole world is retained, but
merely its sense is changed, in that it becomes mere phenomena, and
insofar as we have always bsen able to make the distinction bstwsen
the stream of subjective processes and the world, bstween the acts
and the contents, this distinction must be retained within the phsnomena
if sverything is to truly remain as before with only a "change of

signaturse";

",.. the own-essentiality belonging to me as ego,
comprises more than merely the actualitises and
potentialities of the stresam of subjective pro-
cesses, Just as it comprises constitutive systems,.
it comprises the constitutive unitiss .... Yhere and
so far as the constituted unity is inseparable from
the original constitution itself ...". ©

In the spirit of a transcendsental subjectivity, the subject
must draw within itself thse distinction between subject and objsct,
Just exactly as we saw in the previous chapter that within the realm
of meaning we must be able to recogniss the distinction between the

meaning of meaning and the meaning of being:

"Ja see forthwith that the entire reduced 'world'
«ee bslongs in this sphere and is rightly included
in the positivsely defined concrete make-~up of the
ego: as something peculiarly his own",7

5Ibid., Pe21,

6Ibid., Section 47, p.103,

7Ibid., p.104.



"yithin this 'original sphere' (the sphere of
original self-explication) wd find alsoc a
Ytranscendental world' which accrues on the
basis of the intentional phenomena 'objsctiva
world', by reduction to what is peculiarly the
8g0'S OWN eee™.B

"eeo I oe. bogin with myself, the Ego given in
experience of myself as a man, After all, I
could exsrcise reduction only by starting out
from myself; and therefore I arrive only at

the ego who has as his worldly counterpart,

his own psyche «... What ars others, what is

the world for me? = constituted phenomena, merely
something produced within me" .

"The objective world ... derives its whole sense
and its existential status ... from me as the
transcendental Ego".10

Nonethsless, the ego is transcendental to the world and bears the

world as an accepted sense within itsslf:

"Just as the reduced ego is not a piece of the
world, so, conversely, neither the world nor any
worldly object is a piece of my ego .... This
'transcendence' is part of the intrinsic sense
of anything worldly, degpite the fact that any-
thing worldly necessarily acquires all the sense
determining it, along with its existential
status, exclusively from my experiencing, my
objectivating ... my grounding acts".11

Although every cogito is a cogitatum:

", .. wa continue to distinguish - despite ths
necessary interrelationship - the eXxperience

itself from the pure ego of the experisncing
process 300"012

65

8Ibid., PpPe104=5

9Ibid., Section 21, p.52.

O1pid,, section 11, p.26.

11Ibid.

12E. Husserl, ldeas, Section 80, p.214.
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Therefore it is clear that within the realm of epistemology
or meaning left aftsr thse reduction, and circumscribed by the ago,
we distinguish the experience itself from the experiencer or ego
The ego has at once subjective and objective aspects. It has con-
stituted objectivity within the sphere of ownness,

Thus Husserl is not to be taken for a naive idealist, for the

~world is, for Husserl, not merely an accepted sense uithiﬁ my eqo, it

is also intentionally transcendent to my ego. The world is at once

an accepted sense within the ego, and yet alien to the egog

"The Objective world ... derives its whole sense
and its existential status ... from me as the
transcendental Ego ee.".13.

"Consequently there belongs within my psychie
being, the whole constitution of the world
existing for me and, in further consequence, the
differentiation of that constitution into systems
that constitute what is included in my peculiar
owness and the systems that constitute what is
othsr,14

Thus, while in the natural attitude we believe fhat the
empirical ego experiences the "in itself", after the reduction, after
I have bracketed every Reell (genuine) Transcendent sense the world
could have for me, and have likeswise bracketed other egos and dis-

regarded the constitutional sffects they could have on the world, I

am left with a "Nature included in my(xmness".15 Howsver, I notice

after I have completed this “ownness purification" that all my

experiences, including my "experience of what is other is

13E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Ssction 11, p.26.

141514, , section 44, pp.98-9,

15Ibid., pP«96.
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wholly unaffected by screening off what is other".16 Thus, the othsr

must somehow be constituted in the self:

"Transcendsncy in every form is an immanent ,
existential characteristic, constituted within

the ego. Every imaginable sense, svery

imaginable being, whether the latter is called

immanent or transcendent, falls within the

domain of the transcendental subjectivity as

the subjectivity that constitutes sense and

being".17

Therefore, after the epoche, the bracketing of all reell
(genuine) transcendent objectivities, we find that we still have the

same experiences as bsefors, and we therefore coms to realize explicitly

what was always implicit, that the world is constituted by what we come

to know as the transcendental sgog

"Natural being is a realm whose existential
status is secondary; it continually pre-
supposes the realm of transcendsntal being,
The fundamental Phenomenological method of
transcendental epoche, because it leads back
to this rsalm, is called the transcendental-
phenomenological reduction",18

... as an Ego in the natural attitudse, I am
likewise and at all times a transcendental Ego,

but +.. I know this only by executing the
phenomenological reduction®,19

Thus, in true phenomenclogical spirit this transcendental ego
is supposedly not metaphysically hypothssised but is gradually des=-
criptively uncoversd by the empirical ego., There is no actual movemsnt
from the empirical to the transcendental realm, but rather a changs in
attitude is affected. The transcendental ego is not separate from the

empirical ego (see above quote), just as we have seen in the waleof

®1b14., p.os,
17, .
Ibid., Section 41,‘pp.83-4.
18, . .
Ibid., Section 8, p.21.
19

Ibide, Section 15, p.37.
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the reduction, that the empirical ego is not seperate from its
objects., Just as the empirical ego intends its "objects", which arse
at once intentionally related to the eqo and transcendent to it (the
content being intentionally constituted in the act as we saw in the
last chapter ) the transcendsntal ego is intentionally rslated to the

empirical ego., The phenomenological reduction merely makes explicit

the alrsady imgliciﬁ fact that tha.empirical sgo is merely the
empirical correslate of the transcendental ego.

Further, as we have seen, I only come to know myself as a
transcendental ego by executing the phsnomenological reduction ",.., tha
being of the pure ego and his co itations,.as a being that is prior in
itself, is antecedent to the natural being of the uorld".20

Therefore, it is clear that the order of description is again

to be distinguished from the order of constitution, Descriptively

speaking, after ths epoche, the empirical ego becomes aware of the fact
that there must be a transcendental ego. Constitutively speaking, the
transcendental ego must already have constituted the world (including
the empirical eqo as an object) and must therefore, as indicated above,
be antecedsnt to the natural being of the world, Thus, in the face of
the epoche, I realise that the world that I’ the empiricel sgo,
pre-occupied with the world describe, must be transcendentally
constituted, I esven come to realize that I, as empirical esgo, am

transcendentally constituteds

20Ibid., Section 8, p.21.
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"The transcendsntal ego emerged by virtue of my
tparenthesizing' of the entire Objective world,

and all other (including all ideal) Objectivities,
In conssquence of this parenthesizing, I have
become awars of myself as the transcendental ego,
who constitutes in his constitutive 1life sverything
that is ever Objective for me ... (and) also
himself as identical ego".21

"The 'I' does not confront a reality to be con-
templated., Being arises from its very regard".

And, indeed, even the "I" itself, insofar as it is in thse world, must
be constituted. The empirical ego. is transcendentdly constituted by
the transcendsntal ego.

"] the reduced 'human ego' ('psychophysical!

ego) am constituted accordingly, as a member of

the 'world' with a multiplicity of 'objscts!

outside me, But I myself constitute all this

in my 'psyche' and bear it intentionally within

me <es in the Ego's self-sexplication, his

peculiarly own world (would) be found as 'inside!

and on the other hand ... ths Ego (would) find

himsslf as a member among its 'externalities?',

and (would) distinguish between himself and the
external world",23

(The psyche is, of course, the "worldly counterpart" or “psychological
parallel" of the transcendental ego. Husserl talks of "... the
transcendental sgo (in the psychological parallel, the psychs) ...".)24
Now in order that we be able to reflect like this on tha
relation between the sgo and its intenticnal objects, it is necessary
that a reflective act has taken place, as a gesult of which I am able

to "objectify" the relation bstween my ego and the world, Ths ego

has transcended itself and is thus both the "subject'" that intends

211phid., Section 45, p.99.

225. Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosophy, p.671.

23

E. Husserl, Cartesian Msditations, Section 44, p.99,

24Ibid., Section 30, p.65.
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the original "objects" and at a transcendental level the "sub ject®

that objectifies itself as the "subject" that intends the "ob jects",

Not only, therefore, do ws, in an act of reflection, "objectify" the
relation between the naive "subject" (ego in the world) and his

"ob jects", but we further reflect on this act at a higher transcendental
level, and thersfore we objectify the relation betwesn the "naive

ego and his objects", and ths eqo that objectifies them both, e

move from the empirical ego to ths transcendental ego to an object=
ification of the intentional relationship between these two egos

themselves:

"If ths Eqo, as naturally immersed in the world,
experiencingly and otherwise, is called
'interested! in the world then the phenomenol-—
ogically altered and, as so altered, continually
maintained attitude consists in a splitting of
the Egos in that the phsnomenslogical Ego
establishes himself as 'disinterested! onlooker,
above the naively interested Ego. That this takes
place is then itself accessible by msans of a new
reflection, which, as transcsndental, likewisse
demands the very same attitude of looking on
‘disinterestedly! ¢.." 25

The transcendental ego is intentionally related to the empirical
ego, and the ego that reflects on this relationship is itself intente
ionally related to the relationship upon.which it relscts, Now if
all objects must be constituted, then presumably the transcendental
ego wherein all experience is constituted, must itself be constituted
within subjectivity. Therefore, insofar as transcendental subjsctivity:

"...precedss the being of the world, in so far as it

caonstitutes within itself the world's sense of

being ... which consequently carries entirely in

itself the reality of the world as an idea actually
and potentially constituted in itself®,20

251bid., Section 15, p.35.

26E. Husserl, Formale und Transcendental Logik, p.273, in

Gesamelte Werke, (Chicagos Adler).
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it must constitute all intentional cbjscts including itself as

object in itself, and must preceds thems Thus, as the transcendental
ego is an object, if it is not to be metaphysical it must be so
constituted, Further, if this is so, ws may ask ourselves what
constitutes it as such? Clearly it will not do merely to say that
the transcendsntal eqo is the final intentionality of consciousnsess =
like its obvious analogue God, the uncaused cause - and does not need
fo be constituted, for ws have talked about it and brought it within
consciousness as an intentional object. O0On the other hand, it is no
good merely to postulets that the transcendental ego is constituted
by an ego that transcends it, otherwise we will inevitably have to
account for that ego's constitution by another ego that transcends

it, and so on - ad infinitum.

Husserlt's solution is, as has been hinted at, that it is

self-condituting. He talked of:

", .. the transcendental ego, who constitutes

in his constitutive 1life sverything that is

ever objective for me - the ego of all con-
stitutions who exists in his actual and
potential life-processes and Ego-habitualitiss
and who constitutes in them not only everything
objective, but also himself as identical ego".27

This entails that the tranécendental ego must be both subject and

object, an intentional object and the subject that constitutes ths

world including "... himself as a member among its 'externalities'...".28
(Further, as I have pointed out, this knowledge in itself pre-

supposes yet a further act of reflection and a further act of con-

stitution at a still higher transcendental level.)

27E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 45, p.99.

2B1bid,, Section 44.
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There ssem to me to be two basic points that should be

made at this juncture., Firstly, Husserl tells us that:

"The attempt to conceive the Universe of true
beingas something lying outside the Universe
of possibls consciousness, possible knowledge,
possible svidence the two being related to one
another mersly externally by a rigid law, is
nonsensical., They belong together essentially;
and in belonging together essentially, they are
also concretely one, ons in the only absoluts
concretion: transcendental subjectivity",29

... the constitution of the ego contains all
the constitutions of all the objectivities .
existing for him ...".30 ¢

", .. phenomenology is eo ipso 'transcendental
idealism' .es @ ¢o. self explication in the
form of a systematic egoulogical science, an
explication of my 800 ¢.e"e37

Thus, insofar as Being and Consciousness are "concretely one...

in transcendental subjgétivity", it would sesem that to say that the

transcendental ego is sslf-~constituting, as we have sssn Hussserl
dogs, in no way opens up the possibility of & radically empirical
account of the constitution of the world in terms of the transcendental
ego, but ultimately is little different from the bare assertion that
the world is self-constituting,

Secondly, no matter how I, a meditating eqo, sit hers and try,
I have no radically empirically descriptive consciousness of the
self-constitution of ths transcendental ego. Rather, what I have is
a radically empirical descriptive awareness of the world, and of

mysslf as psycophysical unity in that world, Further, I am reflectively

291bid., Section 41, p.84-

%01bid., Section 37, p.75.

31Ibid., Section 41, p.B6.
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aware of>this, that is I am aware that I am aware of it, and so

on and so on, Howsever, the fact remains that I have no empirical
descriptive awarseness of this self-constitution of the transcendental
ego, therefore such a claim must be, as I hope now to show,
ultimately metaphysical,

There are, logically speaking, three possibilities regarding
fhe transcendental ego's constitution. We may say that it was con-
stituted by something_external and seperate from it, which would
itself stand in need of constitution, thsreby not only involving us
in a regress, but requiring that the "Universe of trus being" was not
concretely one with the "Universe of -possible consciousnass"32 and
thereby invalidating the reduction, Alternatively, we could claim
that the transcendental ego was "uncaused cause", that which
constituted the world without itself standing in nesed of an act of
constitution, To the objection that this, like its theosophical
counterpart, was in the most literal sense a"meta~physical' speculation,
we might expect the rsjoinder that ths whole of experience was indeed
the empirical foundation of such a claih. However, this assertion

depends on: (a) the hypothesis that Being per se must have a cause

or genesis (inductively inferred from the fact that changes in the

state of Beings are in all observabls instances sesn to have been
caused); and (b) the altogether problematic postulation of the
particular form this cause must take. Thersfore, while this inductively

bassd hypothesis might well be no less empirical than the "object in

32(bid,, p.8d.
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itself" of neive empiricism, it is certainly not empirical in the
radical or descriptive sense of the term.

The third, and last, logically possible account of the
constitution of the transcendental sgo, would be to say that it was
sglf-constituting, as Husserl does., Howsver, as I have indicated,
no matter how hard I try, I have no radically empirical awareness

of this self=constitution, Hussserl tells us:

"The beginning phenomenologist is bound
involuntarily by the fact that he takes himself
as his initial example, Transcendentally he
finds himself as the ego, then as generically
an ego who already has (in conscious fashion) a
world .. 0"033

This is obviously true., I begin to meditate and I find that
I am already in a world constituted by my transcendental sgqo
which, as self-constituting, must therefore already have constituted
itself. This presents no more or less of an snigma than that
presented by any non~transcendental, dialectical philosophical attempt
to account for the "first cause", The only difference is that
wvhereas for dialectical philosophy the problem is that of trying to
expléin whether the ideal constitutes the material or vice ver5334 for
transcendental philosophy the problem is how the transcendental ego
can "get a grip on itself", so to speak, Indeed, to say that the
transcendental ego is "self-constituting" seems to me to be an
enigmatic retreat, similar to that of the dualist who asssrts that
the genesis of experience is "dialectical"; and just like this

assertion it is not so much & solution to the problem a&s a concise

33Ibid., Section 37, p.76.

34The "chicken and sgg" problem,.
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statemsnt of it, In short, Husserl is certainly not describing this
self-constitution radically empirically. Rather, on the one hand hs
is, as we have ssen, inductively hypothesising that because all
changes of state of Beings have a causs, then Being itself has a
cause and on the other hand, metaphysically hypothesising the self-
constitution of this inductively hypothesised cause., Husserl would
claim, of course, that the knowledge that the sgo was self-
constituting was gained by "essential insight"., It should be clear
that this "essential insight", if it is not to be concrete empirical
experience, yst is not to be a metaphysical or mysterious flight of
fancy, can only be understood as a judgement, deduction, or soms such
similar operation, based upon the salient facts,

The salient facts, as outlined above, are (a) that we find
ourselves in e world already there for us, (b) that Husserl seems to
have concluded by induction that the world was subject to genesis and
is not etermal in time, and lastly (c) that of the three logically
possible "explanations" for ths genssis of the world, the first two
are obviously and immediately inadmissable for the reasons outlinsd
above, This leaves only the third possibility which seems toAbB
"chosen" as an "explanation" for no reason other than that the other
two obviously won't do. It matters little that Husserl calls this
"choice" of "explanation", based on weighing the salient factaors,
'asgential insight", so long as we remember that as "explanation"
rathgr than description, and as "chosen" rather than empirically
indubitable, it has little claim to be phenomenological,

Therefore, it is claimed that the transcendental ego is, as
we have seen, to be understood as the subject that constitutes both

the world (including himself as object) and, at a still higher
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transcendental level, himself as subjsct. As self-constituting,

the transcandenfal ego would not stand in need of constitution by

a something outside it which as precisely somsthing outside the
"Universe of possible consciousness" would invalidate the reduction,
nor would it have to claim itself to be uncaused cause. It is for
this reason that I belisve Husserl "chooses this particular
explanation", and it seems that any claim by Husserl to know by
"intuitive insight" that the transcendental ego is self-constituting
must ultimately merely be to claim to have based the choice on
precisely the logical considerations outlined above,

However, it is not merely a mattsr of fact that all the
attempts to account for genesis of the transcendental ego havs involved
empirically insubstantiable hypothesis and logical deduction of one
sort or another, but a matter of a priori necessity, This I now hops
to demonstrate.

We have ssen pfeviously that as ths "Universe of true being"
and the "Universe of possible consciousness" are "concretsly one",
etc., etc., and "... the constitution of the ego contains all the
constitutions of all objectivities existing for him ...“35 there is a

correlation between egological gensesis and the constitution of the world.

Thus it should come as no surpriss that just as in the previous
chapter the attempt to give a radically empirical description of the
constitution of the "world experience", or phenomenologically reduced

world was doomsd to failure on a priori grounds,36 the attempt here

3SE. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 37, p.75.

36gee Chapter 11, fn, 63.
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to give a radically smpirical description of ths genesis of its
correlate "experience of the world" the phenomenologically reduced
8go,is also doomed a priori. Truly, both the ego and the world as
two halves of the irreducible experience are ",.,.. ths final
intsntionality of consciousness".37 In other words, it becomes
clear that the problem of the genesis of the transcendental ego for
itself is the correlate of the problem of the constitution of the
world,

"As developsd systematically and fully,

transcendental phenomenology would be,
ipso facto, ths trus and genuine Universal

ontology", 38

-
Therefore, not only does it follow that any ettempt to explain

the constitution of the world in terms of transcendental ego, is

rather than an explanation, a correlative‘re-statement of the problemy-

but it also bscomes clesar that a priori there can be no radically

empirical description of the constitution of ths world, for prior to

the constitution of the world, there can bs no transcendental égo N
as it ... is what it is solely in relation to its intentional
objectivity".39 Thus, prior to the constitution of thé world there“
is no transcendental ego to descfibe its constitution, They must
co-arise as after all, the "Universe of-true being" and the "Universe
of possible consciousnsess" are "concretsly one", thersfore we cannét
describe the genesis of one in terms of the other as the dualist

dialecticians try to do,

37599 G. Brandt, Weit, Zeit, und Ich, (The Hague: Martinez
Nijhoff, 1955),en33-25,

3BE. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 64, p.153,

391bid,, Section 30, p.6S.
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If the self-constitution of the self which was then to
continue and constitute the world were to be ths objsct of "essential
insight", who would or could have the essential insight into the
genesis but the very self that was being generated? Now as genssis,
at least in its full sense of "passive gensesis" means the creation
of something from nothing, the consciousness of the actual process
of genesis (that is empirically descriptive consciousness) requires
at the beginning, a consciousness of nothing, and yet-the logical
pre~condition of such a consciousness is that thers be a something
which is so conscious, Thus the empirically descriptive knowledge of
the genesis of the ego requires that an ego initially be conscious of
nothing, in which case the transcendsntal ego and its correlate, ths
Universe of true being, must already exist a priori, Husserl claims

Transcendental Subjectivitys

"... precedes the bsing of the world in so\far as
it constitutes within itself the world's sense
of being" .40

Therefore, it is firmly acknowlsdgsd by Husserl that the.ego
must precede the world whoss sense of bsing, including presumably
itself as object it constitutes. However, he is clsarly trying to
explain how it is that the ego can precede itself by drawing a
dichotomy bestween the transcerdental em asswbpct and franscendental sgo as
quect. However, there seem to me to be substantial objections to

this ploy. 1If, as Husserl tells us:

4OE. Husserl, Formale und Tranzendentel Logik, p.273.




79

"Objects exist for me and are what they are only 1
as objects of actual and possible consciousness"

ands
",.. it becomes clear that thes transcendental ego

eee 18 what it is solely in relatiaon to the
intentional objectivitisesm,42

Then, not only do we have the "chicken and eqgg" problem
arising in eny attempt to desecribe the relation between consciousness
and the world, but insofar as the transcendental sgo is both subject
and object, we have a similar problem in trying to describe the
genesis of the ego, That is, if, as Nerleéu-Ponty points out, the
self "constitutes ths totality of being and its own presence in the
world eee @and ... Never finas anything outside itself'but what }t has
put there",43 then the transcendental ego is only object, insafar as
it is intentionally constituted as suech by itself as subject, and it
is only subject by virtue of its relation to objects (including

itself). Clearly, then, the sub jective and obiectiJé aspacts of the

transcendental sqgo are indissolubly related in experience. Thus, the

one cannot be empirically describod as gensrating the other as they

must co-arise in expseriencs, Though Sub ject and 0Object may havs

different meanings or bé epistemoloqgically different, thsy are
7

ontologically symbiotic in the Being of the one expsrience. However,

as 1 have said, notwithstanding the above assertion that the subjesctive
and objective aspect of the transcendental ego must bs ontologically

or empiriecally indistinguishable, Husserl nonestheless continually

41E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 30, p.65.

Ibid, -

43N. Merlsau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, p.373.
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attempts to distinguish the subjective aspect from the objective, for
it is only by making this distinction that Husserl can sver hope to
show how the transcendental ego can "get a grip on itself" and so-
constitute itself,

Further, even if it were possible to empirically distinguish
between the transcendental gubject and the transcendental ego as
object and therseby to claim that transcendental subjectivity can~
stituted "the Universe of possiBle consciousness" the transcendental
ego, one would still have to account for thg constitution of transc-
endental subjectivity, and in so doing would find eoneself in the very
type of regress that, it will be remembered, "essential insight”
told us the "theory" of self-constitution would allow us to avoid.44

Husserl attempts to avo;d this problem by claiming that while
the transcendeﬁtal ego qpnstitutes the world (including itself as.
object presumably) the transcendental subject is not an object, and
therefore does not itself stand in need of an act of constitution,
thereby avoiding any regress. The world (including the ego itself)

is therefore supposedly constituted by the transcendental subject in:

"ese constitutive performances with a multi-
plicity of motivations and motivational systems
which according to Universal laws of genesis,
produce a unity of Universal genesis of the eqgo.
The ego constitutes himself for himself in, so
to speak, the unity of 'history'. UWe said that
the constitution of the ego contains all the
constitutions of all the objectivities existing
for him",45 -

The transcendental subject is nothing more nor less than the

"uncaused cause"., Just as in the last chapter we sauw Huséerl attempt

A

44588 Ppe73=5,

45, Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 37, p.75.
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to account for the constitution of the "environment of objects®

that the "ego always has" by claiming them to be passively constituted,

we now ses that he claims that the transcendental subject is "nothing
to be taken in itself", is not an .object, but is, so to speak,

implicit while the laws governing the passive constitution arses said
to be innate.46 .
Thus, while the trarscendental ego on the one hand "precedes
the being of the world in so far as it constitutes the world's sanse
of being "on the other the constitution of the ego contains all
constitutions of all objectivities existing for him, and therefors,
in a sense, the transcendental ego co-arises with the world. The
solution to this seeming contradiction whereby the transcendental eqo
as constitutor of the world precedes the world with which, as co-
relate, it co-arises, must be to draw a distinction between Logical
priority and Ontological p}iority, between ths implicit transcendental
subject which logically must "precede” the wodd from the explicit
transcendental ego which ontelogically (or smpiri;ally) co-arises
with the world as "concretely one" with it., Only by drawing such a
distinction can we show how the transcendental ego can "get a grip
on itself" and "constitute( ) himself for himself". However, there
seems to me to bs one overw-riding objection to allowing phenomen-
ology to avail itself of the fruits of such a dichotomy, and that is
that the very basis of such a dichotomy, far from being phenomen-~
ological, is precissly an exercise in the very metaphysics that

phenomenology has strived so hard to avoid.

46589 Ibid,, Section 39, p.81.
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To recapitulate, I have argued that the attempt of phenom-
enology to account for the genesis of experisnce is doomed on
a priori grounds, Nonetheless, we have seen Husss?l-attempt to
accoﬁnt for this genesis by the "theory" of self—cﬁnstitution of the
transcendental ego on the grounds that the other two logical poss-
ibilities, namely genesis by an external entity or genesis by an
"uncaused cause" both involved metaphysical postulaées that would
precisely invalidate phenomenology's pretension to radical empiricism,
However, we have just sesn that despite Husserl's claim to have an
intuitive essential insight into the empirical validity of sslf-
constitution, the transcendental ego can only "get a grip on itself"
and constitute itself if we draw a distinction bstween the explicitly
ontological transcendental ego and the implicit or logical trans-
candental subject, and this latter must, I am claiming, bes meta-
physical, and as such, would undermine the very claim to be radigally
smpirical thet phenomenolog& is trying to establish,

Having presented the framswork, I want now to show that this
is the case, that the logically iﬁplicit transceﬁaentél subject can
only be metaphysical, As this would, of course, exhaust the third
and last logically possible way of accounting for the genesis of the
world, it would prove conclusively that my initial contention that
on a priori grounds no empiricism can empirically account for the
genesis of the world is indeed correct, and would, therefore, sub-
stantiate my thesis that any empiricism - that doess not experiencs the
world as eternal and infinite -~ finds itself in éh insvitably meta=

physical context.
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The very idea of an implicit transcendental subject, if it is
to make any sense at all in this context, must be based on the claim
to know that there is indeed a subject, while claiming not to know
what it is (as if we knew what it was, it would be explicit and
such an sxblicit transcendental subject would then be an intentional
object of consciousness and require constitution at a higher level of
transcendence, and on and on in'regress). However, any claim to know
that a thing is without knowing EhEE it is, can hardly be based on
empiricism, for empirical knowledge is based on experience by its
very meaning, and to experience something directly is to know it
explicitly, to know what it is. Rather, the transcendental subject
‘that “precedes the being of the world" the implicit logical transc—
endental subject that is responsible for the genssis of the world,
but is not known for what it is, is, as I have suggested it must be,

logically implicit and therefore, as I have just demonstrated it must

be metaphysical,

Perhaps the use of an analogy will serve to clarify how I
have reached the conclusion that any attesmpt to understand the self-
constitution of the ego = as (as I have shown) it can only be under-
stood - employing the device of a logical implicit t;anscendental
subject, must involve an inductive argument and a metaphysical
hypothesis,

Scientists for a long time suspected that there were certain
sub-atomic particles that they had not yet observed. They inductively
hypothesiéed the laws of causality to be general, "and tﬁen from the
observable fact that certain observable particles acted in a particular

vay, they deduced from this hypothesis that this behaviour coud be explaine: as
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& "reaction" to or effect of other, as yet unobserved, particles., In
other words, they based the claim that there were other unobserved
particles OA logical deduction from an inductive hypothesis and not
on empirical obgervations of what they were., These sub-atomic par?icles
remain unobservable in the direct sense, and are known oniy "functionally",
That is, ther existence is deduced to be the "cause" of what "effects"' ’
we observe in the directly observable behaviour of matter, This ded-
uction in turn depends upon the inductive hypothesis of the general
validity of the law of causality. NDQ whereas Positivistic Science
seems content with such pseudo empiricism, the resulting paradox that
the sub-atomic constituents of matter must be thought.of as "uavicles”47
should serve only to strengthen Phenomenolagy's resolve to avoid the
metaphysics on which such paradox thrives., However, the parallel between
"wavicles" and the transcendental subject, in terms both of the justif-
ications offered for them by,théir adherents, and their "functional"
role in accounting for our sxperiencses, is too striking to miss., 1In
both cases, we start with direct experience and move, via an inductive
hypothesising of the general validity of "causality" to a deductivs
cefinition of a "function" that is reified;‘ Thus, from the fact that:
"The beginning phenomenologist ... finds himself as ... an ego, who
already has a uJorld"r48 and from the inductive hypothesis that Being
itself has a causse, Husserl concludes that there must bs "something"
that "precedes the being of the world ..., (and) constitutses within
itself the world's sense of beilng", This constituting "function" is

reified and called the transcendental subject, In other words, by

exhibiting ¢
As/both the properties of particles and of waves, properties
which, according to Bohr's Principle of Complementarity are irr€ducible
to one another.

48

47

E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 37, p.76.
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inductively hypothesising the general applicabilities of the law of
causality not merely to changes in the state of Beings (active
constitution) but to the genesis of Being itself (passive constitution)
it can then be claimed that the Being of the world points to the fact
that there must be a cause. Not only does such a causal analysis
undermine Husserl's claim to be purely descriptive, but as .the trans~
cendental subject is supposed to be the final intentionality of
consciousness, the "causs" known only‘in terms of its "effect", it must
on a priori grounds be beyond q1rect verification49 even in principle,
and thersfore, dgspite the claims of. "essential insight", "Meta~
Physical" (sic). .

. This metaphysically postulated sntity cannot itself be a

Being in thé usual sense - otherwise it could only account for changes °
in the state of Beings (active constitution) and not fér'Being itself
(passive constitution). Further, if it were a Being in the usual Sense,
it‘would stand in Aeed of an act of constitution %}self, and therefore
on a Eriori grounds it cannot be subject to empirical wrification; thus,
we can never know it as what it is, but the fact that it is, is said

to be attested to by every experience of the world that we ever have,
This obviously is only so if we accept ths inductively hypothesised

general validity of the law of causality. The metaphysical hypothesis

(for all that it is claimed to be derived by essential insight) of the

implicit transcendental subject is no more empirical nor less meta-—

physical than the "wavicle'" of positivistic pseudo-empiricism or the

"in itself" of the naive philosophies whose function, as the cause of

experience, it replaces.

49See A.J. Ayer, lLanguage, Truth and Logic, (London: Victor
Gonzalez, 1967),




Thus, having investigated all the logically possible attempts
to account for the genesis of the world, and having seen that they
all involve unverifiable metaphysical postulates (unverifiable that -
is at least in the radically ehpirical_sanse of the term) we must
. conclude that insofar as any empiricism may attempt to account for
the genesis of the world experience; 1t must involve itself in
metaﬁhysical sﬁaculation, as we previously saw it must, on a priori
grounds.,

Further, it should also be c}ear that as "the Universe of
true being”" and "the Universe of possiblé consciousness" (as "world
experience" and "“experience of the world") are "concretely one" - in

the only way which has any validity for radical empiriecism - in

"experience", then, empirically at least, the self-constitution of .

the ego must be coincident with the genesis of the world (notwith-

. : ~ I3
standing Husserl's -incomplete attempt to distinguish internal and

external time consciousness, which remains, perhaps on a priori grounds,

incomplete):

"Consequently the phenomenclogy of this self-
constitution coincides with phenomenology as
a whole",50

Or as Berger points out:

-~

"In the strict sense of the term ,.. the con-
stituting life of the ego is neither active (for
activity, which pre-supposes time, is in the
world), nor passive, for there is absolutely
nothing outside the I (since everything is con-
stituted) and in relation to which it could be
said to be passive",91

50Ibid., Section 33, p.68,

51G. Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosobhy, pP.93,
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Thus, as Merleau-Ponty notes:

Y,..e this self of mine which constitutes the
totality of being and its own presence in the
world ... and which never finds anything out-
side itself but what it has put there ... is
no longer a finite self ,.. it is ultimately
with Ged that the cogito brings me into
coincidence",5?

/

Thus, the "outside of consciousness" is inténtionally constituted within

consciousness, The world is in consciousness and consciousness is in
the world. . - . A

To canclude, then, As a Radical Empiricist, Husserl has not
been able to account for experiénce in terms of the ego's experience
of metaphysical "objects in themselves" as the naive empiricists do,
Nor has he been able £o reduce objects to consciousness as this is a ‘
psychologisﬁ that fails to recognize the fact that we are conscious of
ob jects., Thus, as a transcendental subjectivit, Husserl must consider
consciousness and the Qorld to be intentional correlatss, However,
the unavoidable result of such an intentional correlation is that as
consciousness is so inexorably inter-twined with the world, it has no
essence of its own. The problem of the interaction of mind and body is
replaced by the transgendental problem of the constitution of objects

for the ego or the genesis of Being,

"The difference betwesn idealism and realism will
cansist solely in that, for the latter being
engenders belief-while for the former, belief
croateg the fiction of being., But for Transcendw-
ental Phenorenoloqgy, the 'I' no more constructs
objects than it suffers them, It is beyond
action and passion".53

SZM. Mevleau-Ponty, The Phenomenoloqy of Perception, p.373.

5

SG; Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosophy, p.82.
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Truly, then, it seems that the transcendental ego is a meta-
physical limit concept, the final intention, either the "uncaused
cause", or the title of an infinite regress. In either case, it-seems
to be the final symbol of Husserl's inevitable inability to account
empirically for that which by definition goes beyond empirical éxper—
ience for what, is the problem of the constitution or genesis of- Beinc

other than the Essentialiy insoluble problem of Empirically describing

that which preceded Being, and therefore, phenomenologically speaking,

preceded Experience?

/
"yhen I say that things are transcendent, this
means that I do not possess them, that I do not
circumambulate themj; they ars transcendent to
the extent that I am ignorant of what they are,
and blindly assert their bare existence" .54

1

54M. Merleau=-Ponty, The Phencmenology of Perception, p.369%.




CHAPTER FOUR

PHENOMENOLOGY: RADICAL EMPIRICISM AS RATIONALIST METAPHYSICS!

Having touched upon what I consider to be more central themes
of Husserl's Phenomsnology, and having so far produced only a piecemeal
critigue of these themes, I will attempt in this final chapter to give
a more coherent structural analysis in the form of an over-view, In
this analysis ] will attempt to draw attention to soms of the meta-level

) ?
movements or philosophical directions taken by Phenomenology and to
gituate these within the Philosophical historic context, as well as to

draw out some of the implications implicit ip Phenomenology.

Husserl claims that Phenomenology is a Radically Empirical

Universal Science, In order to be Radical it must have no presupbositions
whatever, If it is t; be Empiricda, it must base all its knowledge
claims upon experience, As a Universal Science it must concern itself
with the true objsct of éuch a Science, namely Being in its entirety.
If it is to bs Universal, it must not only deal in eidetic or essential

1
truth, truth that is, which is applicable to this or any world whatever
but it must also be "Self=justifying", for to attempt to seek "external"

or "outside" jJjustification is to admit to such an "outside" thereby

undermining the claim to Universality,

".ee If there be a Universal Science wherein is

contained the justification of all particular
Scisnces; there can be no Science superior to
it wherein it would find its justification ..."

Now it is my contention - as I now hopes to demonstrate - that

Phenomenology's claim to be a radically "Empirical Universal Science®

1Q. Lauer, op.cit., p.126.

89,
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must a priori either rest upon assumptions (whether implicit or explicit)
or upon a tautology, and therefore must necessarily be false.

In order to justify its claim to be radically empirical,
Phenomenology must make experience its sole criterion of validity and
it must do so without making any presuppositions. 1In order to justify
its claim to be a Universal Sciencs, ﬁhenomenology must ensure that it '
can study Being in its entirety., It follows directly that there can
oply be a radically empirical universal science)if Being in its entirety
is presuppositionlessly reduci ble to expsrisnce, 1 contend not only
that Phenomenology doss not show this to be the case, but that a priori
no Philosophy can. . '

As the "Reduction" is clearly at the crux of this attempt to
reconcile radical empiricism and universa; science, I propose to start
by examining this reduction, Now before Husserl can perform the
reduction, he must, as we previously saw, apply ths "Epoke". Th; epoke
or bracketing limits .Being to that of which we can potentially be
conscious in one mode or other.? 59981 Fink claims that the epoke
contains an implicit a prioﬁiassertion, namely that that which can not
manifest itself to us in ﬁne mode or another as Being;Fdr-us, Simply
IS NOT. Fink claims that this is a dogmatic assertion that does not

solve the fundamental Philosophical problem of whether or not all Being

is in principle experienceable, but simply evades it without reason.3

2For example consciousness is here to be understood as perceiving
things in the physical world, imaginings, fantasies, dreams, etc., etc.

. E. Fink, L'Analyse Intentionnelle et le Probleme de la Penste
Speculatives in pProblewes Actuels de la Phtnomtnologie ed, He.L. Van Breda,
(Brugge—Paris: Disclfe et Brouwers, 1952), pp.53-87,
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)

In other words Fink claims the reduction of Dntoloéy to Tréﬁscendental
Epistemology must be based on a presupposition that must undermine
Phanomenology's claim to be radical, If radical empiricism is to be

Universally Scientific then, as Lauer notes: !

",... experience can admit to absolutely nothing
coming in so to speak, from ocutside ,,.. NOT
does this mean denying that there is some sort
of reality outside the subject; it simply
means refusing to this sort of reality any
being ee.".4 '

v
And this Husserl does with the epoke ensuring tautologically

that upon performing the reduction:

"We subtract just as little from the plenituds .
of the world's Being ... as we do from the )
plenary geometric Being of a sguare when we

deny ... that it is round., It is not that the

real sensory world is !'recast! or denied, but

that an absurd interpretation of the sams, which

inueed contradicts its own mentally clarified

meaning is set aside",

a~

v

While Husserl has undoubtedly invoked a tautology, it seems

that one could argue on his behalf against Fink's criticism that the

epoke, far from peing a dogmatic assertion, is rather a suspension of

judgement on the Being or Non-Being that was bracketed.

\ 4
"In the attempt to doubt applied to a thesis
which ... is certain and tenaciously held, the
'aisconnexion' takss place in and with a mod—
ification of the antithesis, namely with the
'supposition! (Ansetzunb) of Non-Being .:.".

6

In contrast, Phenomenology employs the' epoke which is: ",,. (egokhe_

abstention), a certain refraining from judgement...".7

40. Lauer, op.cit., p.77,
5E. Husserl, Idsas, Section 55, p.153,
®lbid., Section 31, p.98. .

7Ibid.
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There is then no a priori assertion. Howsver, later upon performing. ths

reduction we find good empirical evidence that everything remains as .

as_before, and consequently that no aspect of Being is denied by the
epoke. However, this is clearly tautologically, and therefore "tfivially"
true as itdemonstrates not that all Being in its entirety is experienceable
"but that all that was initially experienceable before the

reduction i§ experienceable after., While Husserl does not evade the

Ay ~

Philoéophical question in the manmer that Fink suggests he does, by an

a priori assertion that all Being is reducable to experience, it should

be clear that this assertion is implicit in the &cceptance of radically
empirical criteria as methodologically appropriate to a Univer%al

. 8 - 4 |
Secience. ! ‘

",... methods imply metaphysias; unconsciously
they disclose conclusions that they after claim
not to know yet".9

-t

Therefore it is the acceptance of radical empiricism that caonstitutes

the art of evasion that undoubtedly takes place. Having accepted such
criteria, then the verification of the Being or Non-Being of the world

depends precisalQ on the very experience whose ontological status we

might wish to question,

"But no matter what the status of t%is Phenomenon's
claim to actuality and no matter whether at some
future time, I decide critically that the world
exists or that itis illusory, still this phenomenon
itself &s mine, is not nothing, but is precisely

what makes such critical decisions at all possible".10

Indeed, we might note here that all valid conclusions must always
be implicit, in one way or another in the assumptions upon which they are
necessarily based, Indeed, if they were not we might rightly suspect
that our reasoning was incorrect. (See also quote 12,)

9A. Camus, The Myth of Sisyphus, trans. J. 0'Brien, (London:
Hamish and Hamilton, 1955), p.17.

1DE. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 8, p.19.

~
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No Being can invalidate the experience in which it jig exclusively

given, However, herein lies radical empiricism's StIWEngth and weakness
’

for as empirically unfalsifiable, it is ip the paradoxicaj position of

being a Metaphysical doctrine that denies the validity of all metéphy%ics

Now as the acceptance of radical empiricism as appropriate to a
universal science has indeed proved to entail an empirically unfalsifiabl%

and therefore metaphysical doctrine, we will now examing the grounds for

1
the acceptance of radical empiricism itself in the hope of identifying

. the root of this metaphysics.
The only two logically possible sources of Justification for

radical empiricism (as indeed for any philosophical tenet whatever
y
. 1 - 1
including, as we shall see, Rationalism), are external gp internal
. D
sources. Now Phenomenology, as a Universal Science, must, for reasons

I have already explained, be self‘—justif‘ying.11 However, self-justifying

Philosophy must ultimately in the final analysié PreSuppose that the

method by which it seeks to justify itself is itself justified;

and in

so_far as it does this it presupposes what it purports tg prove.,

Radical empiricism can only justify itself if experience ig taken to be

a valid criterion of justification, and yet is precisely this that is

in guestion and stands in need of justification, As Merleau-Ponty notes:

v
"Unless thought itself had put into things what it
subseqguently finds in them it would have no holg
upon things ...".12

However there is a still more general case to bg made, for even

if one were to drop the pretension towards Universality (and along with

11599 quote 1,

12N. Merleau-Ponty, op.cit.; p.371.
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it, therefore, the requirement of Self-justification) and allow radical
empiricism (or whatever the general philosophical tenet in question was)

to seek justification outside itself, this "external" source must

either be itself self-justifying or must sesek its justification from

another external source and sao on. It should therefore be clear that

ultimately this process, if it is not to and in infinite regress must \

as a matter of logical a priori necessity, either be circularn, thereby
1

establishing a tautological or trivially true position, which implicitly

as8sumes what it purports toAproue,.or must end in an overt explicit

metaphysical assumption, It shoyld.also be clear that this is a priori

13 '

true of any Philosophical system whatever,

v

However, to return to the case -in point, the empirical
unfalsifiablity of radical empiricism ultimately has its grounding in

the metaphysical presupposition in favor of radical empiricism, This I

shall henceforth refer to,as the "Empirical Assumption",

It would be a mistake to believe that this is the only assumption
that undermines Husserl's claim that Phenomenology is radical, Uhile
the empirical assumption ensures that expezkncé;bﬂity is taken to be a
necessary criterion of Being, and therefor ensures a.priori that
whatever is "dignified with the title Being" is experienceabls, Husserl
must do more still if he is to ensurs that ;xpepience is a sufficient
criteriony if, in other words, he is to ensure that experience is

"Constitutive"., While he has ensured all Being is experienceable, he

has not yet ensured that all experience is of Being. This he does by

13588 E. Nagel and J. Newman, Godels Proof, (New York: New York
University Press, 1958). :
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another presupposition which again further undermines Phenomenology's
claim to be radical., This is the'Uoxic Cogito" In the final analysis

it is only the doxic cogito that albws Husserl to transcend the

naive idealist position, for while:

".es to 'see' and to intend absolutely nothing
more than what is grasped in 'seeing' and then )
still to question and doubt, that is nonsense",

",.. only the doxic cogito actually exercises
the objectifying function", 15

In other words, "to see" merely ensures the "self-evidence" of
the experiential act per se, and it is only by employing the cdoxic
positionality that we are able to move from the self-evidence of the

act to the self-evidence of the ob ject given in it.

"Certainly each mantal Phenomenon has its -
relation to objects; and each has its

genuine (rellen) content, which is, a belief

in those aspects which compose it in the
genuine sense" 16

", .. every thetic act character generally
«ee conceals in its essential being a
character of the genus 'doxic thesis!' which
coincides with it in certain ways",17

As Osborn remarkss

"It is the character of belief that distinguishes
the perception from the illusionj ,(he object
perceived alone ex1%ts in 'bellef' as really
there",18

Whilsz after the reduction it becomes clear that:

14E. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomencloay, p.39.

1SIbid., Ideas, Section 117, p.307,

16Ibid., The Idea of Phenomenoloqgy, p.58.

17E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 115, p.299.

18A.D. Usborn, op.cit., p.91.



"The very experlence of transcendental things
is possible only provi.cd thot the project is
. . . - {

borne and di-covered within myself".13

1t is only the Doxic Cogito that ensures that:
"Transcendency in every shape and form is an
immanent existential characteristic constituted
within the egon,20

Ao as Lauer notes:
",e. the gap highlighted by Descartes can be
bridged only if consciousness is constitutive
of be;ng".21

Juzt as the reduction serves to rid Phenomenoclogy of any Matorisll b

metaphysics such as that metaphysical object par excellance: tre uslooc

as it is in itself, the doxic cogito, ensuring as it does tico intor

ality of consciousness serves to refute the suggestion that [ noooronol v
is werely an Idealist Philosopby in the nailve sense, TJogobner, G

7

recuction ang the doxic coglto ailow Husserl to transcondg Lh 00 clect o

Cotulen Toealisn sndg Malerialism that has haunted philoscuoiy oo loook

since Plato geve his aiscoursae on the cave, and therefore Lo oy i @b
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Lo tie other,
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I
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Lo Hu-nitl, Carlisian feaitab.ons, Ssction 41, Lol 84 (my

i

Ge Lounr, cpe.cit., m,E8D,
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one nelf of the dichobany, and a priori neither could account cucooo 00

for the conatitution of the primery hal? of the dichotnny The poranox

thoerofore manifesten Iiaelf in a circularity whereby satoricl -
aocenuntod for in weoms of conscicus constitution, anc coneciol iness we

accountod for in Lerms of maberial fleing.,  ohen guesticnoo abhous the

First sty Lhe starting polint within thie circle, Dualisfe ! for in

onloamatic pocudo-silution that the process 1s "dislecticol® ohich 10 0
a restatomzne of the problom,  The empirical assumptlion, and the Zox!
ccnita have allowed Husoerl to rid philosophy of this aiccbic bete on

Lhe Tdvul oang the Motoerial, and thereby reduce the distinction to th
status of a Trencscendentally Ideal distinction,

This distinctivn, being drawn wholly within ths iceszl reslm,
alzolt the traznceesndentally ideal, can only be between consciocu
af Lonsciousness (which as an object for transcenaental conscicusness
wult have undergone a reification) and consclousness of Being (here

taken to include cvery mode of oeing ang not merely the bzing of the

Fhysical world). As the distinction is arawn wholly from a Vre

leveld, tivice can be, from the beginning, absolutely ne cucstlion of Un 1o

being & cialectic botwecn the two, and therefore no question of any

Cr paracoxes involved in their reletion to =ach ather., Thoy
rust be Yooncrotely one ... in ... Canscencental subjectivity"” T within
pwhich the dictinction is drawn.

nacically emrirically spoeking, gll gistinctions nuot be non-~

31 Ydescripbtive® d

acritical distinctions of senss op oo

Caiaiiiy

transcenvental sense or moenimg, drawn reflexively and retro-

spectively to the wundity of the orne continuous Present oxperionae.

Lo Hussorly Cortesien Pieditations, Section 41, p.B4.




K]
e

-~

PI{ what is expericnced has the sense
YEranscendont! being thoen it is the

exporienece that constitutas this senso "

3 I Y

Radically empirically there can be no "in itself® whein.r tio
ip itself® of mzterial Heing or the "in itself" of cancciousnsss
Hadlically empirically speaking, both conscicusness and its oo oot

H

be niven in experience, and all exuericnce must have both an “experionpoor®

cncec, an expariencing subject anc en cxpericnced objeoct,

inlssolubly related in thz one unified experience, If all Being i3

reduc conscicusness, and all consciousness is intentionall

canstitutive of Being, then Being is what it is solely by virtue of lto

relation to consclious

w85, and consciousness is what it is

n,

alely by
virtuz of its relation to Beilng., tmpirical experience is, to Soirow
Sarbre's phrase, a “synthesis of interiority and transcendesnce”,” o
sugpose any ather iolationsihdp is precisely supposition and as such

woeta, hysicals

"Tvary imacinegble sense, cvery ima

: ginable bcing
whather bhe latbter is calluo lamanent or trans—
cazneent, falls within tho domaln of toomcendental
subjectivity, @2 the subjl.oct vity that constitut e
sense and being,  The attewmpt to conceive the
universe of true HBeing as sowebiidng lyins outelcs
thes universe of poss

ble consciousness, nossible
kinewledge, possiole evidence, the two being

related toa one anathar murely externally by a

rigid law, is nonsense. They belong together
cnentiallysy  amd as belonging together essiontially
are also Cnn”‘etei/ one, one in the only absclule
concretion: transce ]dtﬂtdl subjictiuity".z5

9]

A3 Lsuer notes: "... Subljectivity is constituted concomitantly with

s drotivity .,

Uy Husserl, f

Hu o1 ang Transcendental Lecic, tranc, 5, Cairnes,
(Tre s ogues Fortious §ih

Ty 1904 ), section B4, 223,

o
‘LL'* ) 1 - . e - I i - - . .
N Jaztrv, fransc qice of the fgo, trans, o o Lillians a0y
O. Kirwkpatrick, Vil Hunnuhy, 18587), p.111.
il
£. Hunsorl, Cortesian faaitations, Section 47, pr.Bi-4,
24

' Lauer, ep.cit., p.1d
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subjoctivity is to be s meta, hysical entity, somo

cwn constitution must oe given which must, on a priaeri ¢
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As Ratwsoan paints oubs

-

"The Rewtonian world ascribes reallty to objocts
and achievss Iits simplicity by excluding trn
af thew context - excluding inceed all mota-

relatlionships - a fortial excluding an infinits

regrest of suwch relations.  In contraszt, tne thoorisis
of comnunicotion Insist upon examinipg Lhe @ i
zlationships while cenleving its simplicity oy
exclucing all ohjectgn 30

fFurther, Hussirl's Chencioenology, 35 a "descr . pulve' philosoph

can only assert THAT ©

ing and Concclaousness are co-arising correl:

anc whila this is unaoubtedly radically empivically sy nlut

coriect on2 conmob escape the impression that this Tiws T

aualizt ass.rtion that the two halves of the dichotomy ars

related, is an enigmalic poeudo=-soiution.,  Ta barely o

"tre Universe of true Being® and "the Universe of Posnible Consclicusns

are Yeooncrately one® in no way explsains How this

[4g}
.
o
e
&
9]
}-
Ci
-
m
.

"hipo oyou (dve the cholice beluren a description
thst Ze sure oub th tells me nothing and
that cials to tecch me but are not

Ttoie only oy virtde of the fact thet phenomenology iz pregaved to forog

tive cnowledge of Hoo for the assorcnee That, that tho 7

poraasxes thoet we oxddicalee in Chopbters Two and

waraoo of £, They ars not so much resoluea as

wo

3

seo Cnapter 3 for a full expnsition of this paracox,

Co Boteson, T . N.B, The thecrist of cowrunio ot
it Pategonts Lo Tor tne codical fepiricist,
31

Ao Luutsy opauibey pesds

S






43

Apsrt from these paradoxes of constitution, whic!: thresben to
replace the traditional philosophical paradoxes if Fhenom nology shoulo
ot any time resort to explanation, there is alsc anathoer voually
lmportent, and perhaps even more funcamental enigma in the Phenomen—
oivugical description uf the world., Tt will be rememb-reag tnat wus nolod
in pas=ing Fink's objuction to tha reduction, namely that rath r than

showing that all Beling in its entirety was reducible to oxpericnce,

. S . . 35 e . :
it simply eveded the guestion, Now we noted at that btime thot St

perhaps the empirical as-wmpticon which ultimately providec the grounging

for this act of svasion in that the acceptance of radical empiricel
criteria as appropriate to a Universal Science implicitly presuplossa
thot the object of such a Science, Being in its entirety, was reducibil.
to experience, As we saw, the accoptance of such criteriz, atithough
supnosedly self-justificd, ultimately must heve presuppossd what it
purported to justify as inceed must all self-justifying Fnhilosophical
tenzts, We should not, then, ba subprised to see an enigwa =:rising
Fere on the fertile ground of presuppozition, This 1 will now at.empt
to explicate,

To begin then, we cannot escape the impression that Hussorl
has been able to reduce Being to concciousness for ths very reason that
the esnirical assumption hes allowed him to justify the liniting of
B:ing to Conscicusness a priori, and thereby to tautclocically cerive
tne validity of the recuction, By fhe epoke, Husserl has implicitiy
limited Being to our experience or our Consciousnes” nf fo'nos
Heluegger would say that husserl has confused Belngs CEEIPGEN; ui?h

teing (szin), that he has confused the Cntological question concerning,

- -

Pgae page 89 of this Chapter,
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the nature of Being, with tho epistemological question coencerring

what we mean when we say a thing Is. As lLauer notes:

"Husserl in concerned exclusively with that which
is (desSeiendc ) and not at all with being {des
Sein)n =7

That Husserl's work supports this interpretation cannot be
venied, as we may see this attitude exemplified in many places, as,
for example, when Husserl states:

"Thus the investigations concerning bLhe transcendentsl

constitution of a world ... are precisely the Leonning
of a radiczl clarification of the sonse and UTigin ..

cf th=z Caonceptss  worla, Nature, 5Spacs, Time ... anu
so_fortht, 38

0r as Fink states in an article which recrived Husserl's explicit

approval if not his active collaboration:

".,.e the whnole biing of the world consists in a
coertain 'meaning! which presupposes absolute
consciousness as the flele from which all meaning
is darived ... this field (is the) existential
realm of absnlute uriqins".39 T

Now while

"the attempt te CONCEIVE the Universe of true
being as something lyina oubside the univeirss
of pozsible consclousness ... 1S nonsense","fD

it may surcly mnethelass exist there sven if it weors uvnconcsivable over

in principle, How-ver, in contrast, if the epistemological realm of

meaning "is the existential relm of absolute origins", then clearly

te Lauer, op.cit., p.129.

38,
L

. Hu:erly, Cartesian Moditations, S=ction 64, 0,154,

"f_(; - ;
LU0 K if R TCRAE A T TR PR C o Huss—T E0 e Lranse.
ugen Fink, in The Thenononology of Huss-rl, ec, and trans

Fele Blverton, {Chicago: Cuacrancel, 1970), p.95 (my acdition in brac:

40,

. tusserl, Cortesian Fsditations, Section 41, p.G4 (uy cwpnoci o)
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whatever is outside this realm, Simply Is Not. Husserl is only able to
move from the former assertion to the latter if he cen “refusze to this
sort of reality" (the reality that MAY exist as unconcelvable), any

Being; and therdsy taulologise his pesition; and he can only do this

-

te

he can actually discount or refute the ontological status of what has

been bracketed, Therefore despite Husserl's assurance that the epoke

is merely a "supension of judgement®, it must be admitted that there is
at least an implicit judgement involved (namely that without conscicusness

there is nothing), and it is this very judgement that leczves phencmen—

clogy open to the Heideggerian objection that while thore are no things

ings without consciocusness there is not nothing, or no Eeing,

Clearly both Husserl's position and Heidegger's position niking a3 they oo

asoorbioes comvernnew cbomay o may ot oxdst oyond o "oute bt of conscioy one
are precisely wiotaphysical., Husserl has exchanged the problem of mcving
from consciocusness to Being (e istemology Lo ontology) se rasterfully
exposited by Hume for the Trenscendental Problem of deciding whether
all Belng in its entirety is reducible to consciousness, Whereas Hume
was wise enough to refrain from judgement, Husserl and Heideaoger boti.
make speculative judgzments, As Comus notes: "The mind, wvhen it
reaches its limits, must make a judgement and choose its concluszions®
Husserl chcoses cne way, Heldegger the other.

1 hope, then, that I hagu stabilised that Fhencmenology does
inueed exchange traditional paradoxes for Transcendental paracoxes and

enigigs, whichy like the traditional paradoxes and inceca like all

-

caredoxes everywhers, are basied wpon presumpbion. 1 hope also to have

csteblished that thesc perecoxes ano enigmas = namely the peraanx of

selfwconstitution wvhich nanifeasts fiself both as the circulzsr "onickon

Aelaus, 0pscilt., p.Zb,
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and eog! paradox {discussed at length in Chapter 2) anc o 1hn araans

of infinite reoress (discussed at lensth in Chaptoer 00, cno o snians

of the relation betwoen Transcendental epistemsloogy sl ooloi oy

(discusssc immediately above), are not only de fagio purenoros, Gub

represent the a priori limits of any btrue empiricism wnstover, Cleatiy

this is so, for it is sbvious that on a priori grounds no exporience can

conutitute/describe its own limits, for the very affirsmation aof an

2ly what 1t atver

m

Kt

iznce of limits necates preci: s to affirm; for

radical empiricism questicns concorning the absence of experience are

regucee to guestions concerning the experience of sbaence, Now as all

o

paracoxes are necessarily founded cn presupposition accorcing to Husserl,
then this is the sawe as saying that on s priori grounds ragical
eripiricism must be founded on presupposition, pamely the presupposition
of the extent and limit of its applicability which is implicit in its
very cusence, andg which we hoave explcered earlisr in this chapter, Indaod,
to make the ecven more general case, as 1 previcusly sugyce.lzd, any

hilasophical tenut whatever smust make similar presuppositiorns, albelt
F f F ’

v
]
-

v
0

itly and thorefore a priocriany philosophy whatover oust uliisel. ly

boe flundeo on presupposition and will therefore necescarily end in

paracox, which limits its field of knowledge to preclisely those 12

irplied by what isy ao for cvery "whet it is"™ there must precicely oo

"uhat 1t is nobty andg this must be its limit.. 1 want to now draw out

those paragoxes so that we way exactly understand the limit of
Fhenomenalogy and the nature of theze limits,

To return to rauically ewpirvical Phenomenology, as Fink notoes:

N [
weo o Canit Od
[

cussbilon phoenooanology is in the process
s fornulated as thet concerning
of the worlds Tho critique can also

e

Lo tisputs the possibility of having know-
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"~leace of the world with respect to a 'tre
Lorld=ground in goeniral o, ." .47

iy ruducing Beln te consciousness, Husscrd hige engaied thatb
there can be nzthing oulside consciousness except what conaciousnsss
has ut there, for after the recuctiony as § have noteo, the absance
of sxperience can only be understood as the experience of absance, or

to put the same a different way: Pron-Being is only a

43
S5imple feling',

Not only have questions concerning Being been recucod to guestions
. . . 44 . . .
conezrning the Consciousness of Being, but question: esncrrning None
Being have buen reduced to questicns concerning the Consciocusnssz of
ncn-3eing, with the paradoxical result that the attespt Lo describe the
spatio~temporsl limits of 7,,. the Universe of true Being ..." or its
sywbiotic correlate, "... the Universe of Possible Conscibusnesc® nust

teke place precisely within this Universe,

“If transcondental subjectivity is the Universe of
possible Sense, then an outside is precisely nen—
sense, but cven nonsonse is aluays a woue of sense
and has its noncensicelness within the sphere of

possible insightv 45

As a rosult of the reduction, then, the limits of the Universc
of true Eeing or its correlate the Universe of possible zense have oeen

reguced from limits of constitution/description te constituted/descriced

limitey which, as such, arec self-negating in their af i rmation, for as &

Fugen Fink, in The Fhenonenolasy of Huss

“e Husserl, Cortecion Fodiutions, 3ection 24, p. 8.

p
L4

Thireby giving rise to Heidegger's major objecticn to
transcen.ental eplstemnlooy,

£+ Husserl, Cartosian Peditations, Section 41, 5,34,
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gsult of the reduction, as Merleau~ionty points out:

..o whatever he thinks, the subject makes himself
his point of support, and takes his place beyong
and behind his various representations .,.%.%Y

Thus, if consciousness, or its correlate feing, are tc have any
limits, it must as a result of the recuction, transcend itself ana
corstitute/describe its limits with the paradoxical result that the vary
attempt to constitute/describe limits undermines the clalm of whatever

is constituted/described, to be a limit., Husserl himself notes that:

"Through the Fhenomsnological reduction consciousness
has forfeited not only its apperceptive 'attachment!
«eo to material reality ... 1ts relations in space
vee bul also its setting in Cosmic timen, 47

After ths recuction, then, while we may still diaw a ci~-tl. 2Liony
for example, between internal ang oxternsl space and time, this distinction
must neecs be itself crawn within interna! tinse/space, thus roncering

the atiempt to maintain a thoroughooing dialectic ~ between the internel

and cxternal, the immanent and the transcendont - within the ionmanent,
necessarily impossible, The "outside of consciocusneis" can no more
be cutsice of consciousnioss after the recuction, than can Nom-selrg be
said to be the n-gation =f Being., Rather, just as non-Eeing is for
Husserl "a mogality of Simple Being", so the "outzide of consclouznoss!
must e constituted within Consciousnecss, Correlatively the outsice

of the Universe must be inside the Universe., For Phenomenclogy, then,

"Consciousness is in the world arnd trhe wucecrld is in Contciocuzreseh,

Mo Merieau-fonty, cp.cit., p.373.
4 '7
Lo Section 81, pe.215.
RN . . :
Ser Phonomernology of inbternal Tioo =700 cinu e o

cd, Forbin Beicooonor, (rans, J. ohurehill, {(Blocwmincton:  Indians Univ 50ty
Floose, 18564).  Hus .orl biwself op cifically attespted to : 13
veath, but I waulc

i b It was onoa priorl grouvnoes caliicr than o2 facto grouncs Trob 10 wazn <o
- ~ -

crodoct was left inconpliebe wpon hil




In short, thern, Phenomonolony has transcendsd all cislecilic

and replaced i1t by descriptive - ichotomies of sense oo Urawn

winzlily within Coneciousness /The Univecne, Lebt ue nuw hefore lsavin

this area, consider some of the very important implicatlions of this

To begin with:

"The transcending of the world which takes place in
performing the phencmenological reduction doss noh
leaa cutside of or eway from the world, for an

s

origin that is separate fromn the world ...".%>
fFor while after thz reduction:

"The hvpolhotical assumplion of a Resl Sorcihis o
outsice this world is inocecd a 'Ylonicalily!
passible one ... 1f w2 guostion the esssntial cone

ions for its validity, the kino of evicence
(Ansucisung) gumanceyd by Its vory Lolng see we
perceive tnoo the trancenuent must noeds b
exserienceable,, ", sd

6

Con=cicusness can find nothing outside itsclf oxcepgt uwhat
itself has put there for after the reduction, as fink staled in an

article which, as we have proviously notoed, receivad Husserl's explicit

Vee. Th= whole beinng of the world consists in o certain
‘maaning' which presupposes absolute consciou:

the fielo from which all meaning is derived ...
fiele (is the) existentiol realm of sbsolute crinins
i, =1
300 -
4G e . - . ) e
Lo Fink in Ty Phocomensleogy of Hussorl, ede Reo. miveTion, pS5,
ad. . . e ,
E. Hisserl, oction 486, pu.id
21

e Fink in The fherowenoiocoy of 1y ©. i e lvirtong G0

,\

wz
"
oM

wivion in braciero,)



1t therefore follows, for examplc, that sven though:

"ee.o genetic Phenomenology was nobt weant a: an
historical enterprise destined to show the
genesis of the world in chronulogical order,
but to determinz the structural order according
Lo which constitutive acts are built upon one
another ...",52

winile ultircately we uwey be able to draw an analytic distinction of

mraning or sense between the two enterprises, the tszsws are inseparabi’c

T~

c
. 53
in the perforinance, In other words

i g as a resvit ol i

ing of the diaslectic the distinction between cosmole ical
ccolonival constitution is no longer dialeciical bub phenorenologically
sneakdng they e only distinctions of wzanine empirice:ly united in the
perforvance.  As Fink so coirectly nates:

"The basic question phenomenolegy is in the process

of ratsing ... can be forsglated as that concerning

the arigin of the world ... The ecritique con also

g0 sa far as to dispute the possibility of having

knowledge of the world wvitin respect to a 'transce

endent? world-—ground in gencral and remave the

predlem of Philesophy to the level of a world-

dwinanent knowlege of beingsY D4

in cther words, for a radical empiricier,y cosmogenetic histary
that stretchss "back peyond® my onboggenetic existence to a tiwe before
my birth, and will extend "forw=rc” to a time after sy deatn, nusi ve
excluzively constituted/describod,/gonrrates within wy livirg presing if
it is to have any radically emplirical or what comes to the same thing,

52 .. N . - : -

He Goiegelbarg, The fhenoenological ¥overent, {(The Hacue:

Partinus NLjhaff, 1920), Vol.I, p.147.

53 .

14 shauld be noted thot we are telking hero of “showing" or
Ehe gonesina of the worod and not of civine o causal znalywsis

wiich, as we have seen, 1o dmpessible for Fhenooenclogy.

54

o Fink in The Phenomenclogy of Husserl, ec. D.o. clverton,




Trarscendental cpistemclogical validity. For phenomsnclogy truly,
then %,,, the instant Is not tho refutation, but the ino

cternity o.0".

",ss @ universal self-cognition” is Fhilosophy itself ar

what it

oy

i

-

Since Lhe Lo ago

canasc

is ciear thot th proble. of

monadic ego phenomenolon?

his cons

titution for hilast nuct
constitutional problens without exc

incluves ths
icus 1ife, it
ating this

nronlea of

1

incluce all

epticn,

Consoquently the Phenomenulogy of b

Ta ar 1T
13 St el e

censtitution colncides with {honomenology as a

whole®, v

—~accountable scilence.

The Delphic molto, "Know thyselfl®

WEoenconzas s

. s i 9
has gairnec & new significencel

Truly, then, consciousness finds nothing cutsice itself but

has put there. As flerleau-Fonty so

Meew bLhis sslf of mine, which const
of being and its own prasence in th
cefined in terms of 'Oelf=lossescio
never finds enything outsiuve itself
put there ... is no longer a finits

asltutely ocbsarve

itutes bhe total
e worlc, wunich 1
n'y and which
Eubt wnat it has

ity

o

self s..e I0 i

ultimately with god that the cocito brings me irto
2

coincidaence ..,”.JB

That 1s:
1§ the cegilo reveals to me a new mode of existarce
owing nothing to time and [ discover mysel? as tne
Universal Constituent of all being ascribabile to oe
ese L must by sald thern with no qualification that
. . - o
my ming is Goaw,wY
S5 L. ) . , o . SN
OGotavie Fac, Lloune Levie,irauss, {(Londons  Jonothan Cepe, 10715,
[a50.

20, T . . s
e Husserl, Covtesian odiations,

37 . - . . o
Ibicd,, Scctiaon L4, ppetbo=T7,

e Ferleau-Ponty, op.cite, pedT3,
59

1bide, pe372.

Section 33, p.od
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Rauoical empiricism has effected a fundamenta
tradition that has dominsted western philosophy at inc-s th @
cf Platc., No longer can empirical philosophy search cutside or beyono
the worla for an explanation of the orvigin and form of the wur verze, s

it must, in the wake of phenomencloqy, recogrnise 11 soch

be cssentially metaphysical and paradoxical, Radically empirically

spraking, any such "explanation®™ must ultimately find itsolf limited cCy

parcdoxes en a priori greunus, Indeed, we have @lso scen thst ~ven e

radical empirical "description' of the oricin or limit of "tne Lnive
EACAASEALS SR Sl St

of trus Being", or its cmpirical corrvelsbe "the Universe of Tssoiblo
Conscirousness™ is rulad oul on the grounds Lhot it iz & wriori self
negating., However, lhere is =till one implication of nis hif:

we heve yet to explove, and that i« the facl that after

veoauchion

pe

it bzecomes apporent that the “"Forms® that prescribe "-I ctficelly®
wiih "essential necassity™ the forim of thie and every pos lLle worlu,

exist, 1f they exist at all, not &hove or veyond the worl:

rarified atwosphere, rwithin the world of  xperisnos anc sust

bz the very forin of the world Touna exclusively within oxperiscca, I

other words, 1f the recuction wpon which raclcal oapivricism 1s cepencont
.

is to be a success, then 1t must leave nothing osutsics o: Deyoou

conscilousne.. bubl uhet consclousnicns has gut there with the

I‘-’, 5L_34

YThe Phononcnologicao 1fwoxplication tihe

in my wqo, thio 'Xp}irxtiCH Gioasrlomy (uu’s C U
stitutines and “Jl the obhiectivities existing for
Pim ow.. (i) one bnot LLVun the fact treir plooe In
L Cq'rnsnur”inq Lrivrse of fure (o eicet
Bilitivs ... anc (1.) velid ... for every worl
imaglnable”.ﬁﬁ

60 o . . . - . N
h. Husserl, Caoartesian foditations, sectlion 47, p.fd

San .
e Livis Lo

is my addition, bul "or cidetic? 1o in thi bexl o Srack
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After the reduction, fcason, truth and cven oxivleree fha 10
can and must be epitomised and found exclusively within oxperivice,
and can no longer be regarced as epltomissd by some Fors founc in soo
metaphysical realm above and beyond the world of expericnce of which
the world is an imperfect example., As Camus notes, for Phenomenclogy,
",.. there is ng truth, but merely truthst, Even Huz:erl rotes:

"A truth then, is a truth within its horizons cr

¥

region, and every truth is an essentially relative

truth, one of the 'relative truths' of this

relative region»,62
Prosumably this truth is itself reletive, As for truth, so alsc for
reslity.  Husserl tells us that:  "An absolube reality is just as veil

; . 63
as & round sauare™,

That is, an absolute reality, far from existing beoyond
CONSCLOUSNESS like a round scuare, or like any racica.ly emiiticnl
cbjcct, intentionally constituted and can only exist s cuch.  Lharn ws
cerform the recuctions

"ie subtract just as little from the plenitude

of the worlud's EBeinag, from the totality of a1l

reslities, as we do from the plenary cennetric

Beling of a Square when we ceny ... thet it is

round, 1t is not that the real sensery world

is ‘recast' or ceniea, but that an absur.. intur-

pretation of ths same, which inceed contracicts -4

its own mentelly CldPlfJP meaning, iz set aside® [’

Similarly, it clearly focllows that Husssrl is not Yoenying®
that essences or “"forms" exist, any wore than he is recasting the idecs
of an absolute reality; rather he Is sebtting aside an Mabsord

e

Ao Cutus, opecib,, pp.l-al,
Lo Husserly Formal end JTranzconoental btoogle, ssction 105, p.272.

o3

Eo Husserli, 1: s Section 55, p.153.

&4

Tonia,



interpretation® that such a reality exists somehow bDeyond cur conscia

experience of it in soms metaphysical realm. For ragical emsiricism
as Camus notes:

“ee. the oruver of procession has been changao,

This world has ccased to have its reflection in

a higher Universe, but the heaven of forms is,5
. N N N . 0
figured in the host of images of this sarthy,

g . G

Fom trds stancpoint "ibe Fallh, forexample; wis nobda: e oo

truths being denied us, but rather, in searching for knowledge

or boyond the world, mankind lost sight of the only troe souice of
knowledge., we seem not to be able to see the wood for the ses, to
il Dt:_h\(, °

. - . 05
be guilty of what Profe sor hyle would term a category aistake

It Follows aircctly from hadical Swpiricisy thet:

"The attenpt to conceive tho Universe of trus being
as samething lyimg outoloe the unive
Consciousness, possible knowleone, ot

: of possibic
ible

evidence the two beiny related to one anothsor marely
| s . S, = du 657
externally by a rigid law, is nonsensicslY,

Truth has been reduced to truths, essentially © letive to thod

to their
pertlculsr region, so bto ieality, and cven Reason itself, must, for tha

regical cmpiricist, be irtentionally constitutec in conformity to
cssences that thomselves are wnolly revealed in the experienca” so
censtituted,

that, then, are the implications of this fundamental shift in
tnz Yoroer of procession' for the tradition theaet streteches back e
least as far as Plato's theory of Forms? Firstly, es all that mioht

transcenc expericnce is Lo be so concbituteu exclusively fro. within

J . .
A, Camus, cp.ciley, pied?=3,

bo | L . ool
See Gilbert iiyle, The Concept of Mind, (Harmonaswarths
Jdlﬂ/FLng;iW ao;ks, 1653,

a7 . . ; g
E. Huswverl, Curtesian Foditotions, ection 41, c.za,




exscriesnece, then Reality, Heason, Truth, etc, are no loag o
conceiveble as existing beyond exporicnce and of lmpo:]
upon experience;  ratber they must be dorives. fron
the resuat that the role of experiencer; as an esss
any such experience, tends to be sesn as increasinaly
thie vetermination of the experience. Ffoality, feascn,

no longer considered to exist beyond con:clousness ana

ucan it, rather they must now be seen as being constitiied wi

conscicusnuss, albell from transcencentally constitutec as tran

to the act of constitution.

Lith tho increase in the

1]

or uxperiencer in the ceterminetiocn ol the experience, bns Vg

"standpointY, "viewpoint®, or "persoectiva'y both litera. a5

metaphorical, of the subject, is seoin Ly some Fhllosooifers o o

increszsing significance in the dsterminction of oxpericnco,

freoncoenolooy, with ite reductionm, and thie bracketing of thn

L

(conuine) Transcerndent, offers a foundation upon which tre [orads

ano ihencrenoloaical conceptions of Roalify, o0 cso
Truth are built, Sarlre, for exomple, writes ab great e

of the wubjzct in the process of expeorience, o

igniificance aof th: rolce of @i

et
LRI,
STk
e
T

significance 1o explicitly recognised in the Ssririan “hodolooiozd

" ooencepbtion of Buality, for exouple., 0 thic

LEXU,

sarving tallie wss
£8 . . I T L . ; - :
sge, for oxample, Thoues . Kehng The struct af ol
R 4 . Ciuere ity of e ey Dl o >
vootitior sy (londen: Uadversity of Chicago Prass, 1970,
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"The thing o.. both rocts in the quiel beatitu.o
of indifference anc yet points beyond it to the
tasl to be perlormce ... This inostrumcntzslity is
rot subsecuent to v o poi Lo to the struectures
alruady inuicatec (coteyoriles in the Husserliaon
senss):  In one way It grosupposes thems  in
another it is presupposca by thems The thing i-
not first a thing in order to be subsenuently on
instrument; neither is it first an instrusent in
order to b revealed subsequently as a thing., It
is an instrument - thing®,09

Thus, while the "Instrunent-thing" is not first of sll an
instrusent, and therefore the subject does not havs
in the cotermination of the Lhing, neilher is it "first g thing®
therofure the subject doss, nonetheless,have some Freococi,  rosserld
might say Lhat the thing is constituted by the subjiet in confurwity
Lo the essocntial type revesled in the experience of the thing so
constituted, Th- content is intended exclusively within the act anc

yrt iz wholly separale From it., while the subject is oob free o

expiericnoe heality, fweson ana Truth in any way, he’she w

nonetheless, as one of ths symbintically correlated poles of experionc:

3 b

the subject is an irrecucably significant factor in the celerninstion
of the expericnce, NMlan watts illustrates this point very clearly

whiel hue says:

"What we call things, facts or events, are aftir all
no more than convenicent  Lindii

. of Percoptiong,
recognizable pegs ... selectoed from the infinite
muliituds of lines anag su faces, colours ano

textures, spaces and densities which sulTouba us

L4
Thire is no more a fixeo ang final way of cividing
these varieties into things than of grouping the

3

stars in constellations®,

68

J=F. Sartre, teino arnd Nothingnos

iy ITGA3. He

sechington Scuare PBress, 1906), pp.:74~5 (my scaition in

70

o . i ey e . 3 o - , e\
Alan Woatts, This is It, {(New Yark: fandom rou o, 15730
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Thus, while "there is no fixed and final way of ... croupino
the stars in constellations® and therefore the subject can choose houw
to do this, the fact that they are stars is an essential fact tret
thre subjcct must recogrise, This illustrates very nicely the fine
line that the Transcendental Idealist wust step between "vulgar™
fczalism, and "vulgar® materialism,

Husserl himself, of course, naver discusses this matter in duite
this context, and it is debatable whether Husserl's caonception of
eicetically intuited essences would tend to militate agairst such
txistential and Paradicmatic conceptions of Reality, Reason and Truth,

etc., but 1 am here merely trying to illustrate and delinzate the

_____ ibly legitimate implications of Phenomenolony from the obviously
illenitinmate, Thus we may say that Phenomencleny, Dy brackstine the

221l (genuine) Transcendont, has, with important gualificatiors, at
least implicitly provided the foundations for bxistential ard
flaradigmatic conceptions of #aalit Truth ano Feason

p Ys ©
Ye.e. Phenomenoloqgy ha=s no already-oiven actualities
or concepts of actualities, but from the very
hﬁqinninq, dgerives ils concepts from the origin-
arinass of the constlitutive performance L

Thus, tven Keason ilself can no longer be regarded as a Porm existing

annv

(¢}

ard beyonrd experience and must for any radical empiricisn, be
gerived from exporience “from the originariness of the constitutive
GOCTOTIANCE 400" As Lauer notes:

"Hussarl wants to reculate the relationship of

raason and ﬁxpwrlwnun accorainne to a law which is
intrinaic to both, This docs not invoive dis-—
rencrding either,  Instead it involves suppressing
the aistinction botween the two, In tune with the
history of philosephy Hu oserl will, on the one haod
cr dit expsriesnce with an immediate contact with
eality, but he will scek to suppress the contlngency

71L, Husserl,

brritations, uection 64, poihd.




"commonly assumed to be involuved in immociacy
(n the other bore, he will credit recson with
necessity in its grasp of rewaelity, bul he wi
sxcept no meciation in reacords operations, The
result then is a necessary ox
immediate reason - which is b

perience and an
ul another way of
caying a 'rational experience’ and fan
experimental reasont',’?

iy the reducticn and by the coxic cogito Husserl hes ensured

Lhat experience is in "immediate contact with reality". ‘e

ible to"suppress the contingency comsonly assus

:d Lo ue involveo in

Linciiacy? as we shall see, For radically empirically s 2king
P 7 ; Sy

ssances ausbt, &s we have seen, De the very form of oxporicoce iteelf
tharefore all exporiznce must be constituted in elcetic conforaity or,
to say the same thing another way, all experiences must Le necsstary
o: non-contingent,

Husserl is attempling to Unite Hationalism and Pozitaivism,

’

not as Kant did, byestablishing & "synthelic a pricri?

iz anc of the calegorical relaticns and all thet is oxpoerisncec will
cxperichoed through the categoiise and therefore will £o raticna
This lecaves the rational ststus of the noumeha ung.cidoc Husserl wantis
to establish the rationaslity nob just of the form of ex.erierce publ eiso
of its contznt., By recucing Boling to experience and ucfining Tooason
genpiricaliy in terms of the relations of experience, b is alteng

to esstablish that fcason nocrssarily governs the relations of Lelo,

sroto put the gsamc Lhing a cifferenl way, a raticnsl science, 10 woulc

.

sarily or cewentially teticnal sciencey for no roason Galive o
rod sxperience of Deilng would ever contrasict the experd

fron whicr 1t was derived,

“detauer, op.cit., p.ili.




However, there is one problewm confronting Husser) in his

1
B

project to unite hational
emp.irically,  For Phenomenology, Being

if reeson is to be empirically defined

s

i

the

as

relstions

intentionally consti

P
i

o

then no experience may be discounted on the grounds that it I

irrational or that it is

not an experience o

¢

teing,

v
€A

i and Positivism by defining fiwasun

Lutzay

}A .

o

v

ience,

"Primordial self-evidence” is clearly “the primary source of 3l
e o 13 '
rightriess... . Thernfore:
Meews NO matler what the status of this phencscnon's
claim to actuwlity and no matter whether at some
future time 1 decicve critically that the world
exicts or that it is an illusion, atill this phen-
omnon iteelf, as wmine, is nol nothing but is
precicsely what mekes such critical decisions at a1l
. )
possiblel !
i in koeping with radical empiricism, it is from sxperience
If, in keeping with rac 1 empiriciem, it fr perien
. . . . . . 4 . . 1
that reason is dorived ane Being io constituted, theve con no more bo
a contradictory sxperience than thare can be an ooj2ct that contrsoicts
itseif, However, ecxpirience uoes, on cccasions, appear to contracict
itzelif, For example:
I see pefore me what,I bake to Le a book zhelf. Upon ooing to
an: @ bo down Xperience st 1s clea a facaoe Gusignen to
Le a book down, I txperience whuat | learly a f ignen t
disguise the docr of the library.
[ peroceive a picture of twoe faces in profile loocing atb cach
other, Before my eyes the picturoe turns into a vase,
Another time [ sce before me a horse which turns into a Fa
Agaln, ancther time I watch @ calerpillar anc vver a pari of
Y ’ t i
tine it changes inte a butterfly,
73 . , e
E. Husserl, Jovas, Secticn 147, pp.3si=2,
T4, .- . s s - \
e Huwserl, Coctteslian PFleditations, Ssction ©, $.i%,




tach of thesce uxamples appear prima facic to offur contve

.

exporiences which woule undermine Huoserl's atlompt to

sislinolion” belw=en reascon ant expiricnce, auoue B llosnoy

able to resolve this apperent dilemss,

154

The first apperent contracictlon is resclved by zscrlioing ohe

33

;esence Yolsquised door” to the object, The sscond is resclved by

ascribling the eussence "Gestalt picture” for it is of the orence of oen

piclures bhat they change while being observed,  The horse turning inhno
a wunicurn coula either be an act of imaginaticn or oo Lol lweination,
decandlng upon the Maode" of the exporicnce, The terpiilar bturolin.

Catorpll

irto a butterfly could oo

cd by ascribing the sssentlcl

charascteristic metamoiphosis to the evernt,

dhat zboulu pow be clear is thast none of th xoerlences weli

3 o

irvational, rather thoy soemed to run againet provis

vxperience, ang as such seenca bto be irrational only i, ohi e
Lhoy suewed al First sight not Lo conform to the o Liel relations
digplayed in previocus cxperience of book cace3 and 0oors, oictures cho,.

Seopoint is then that they were only spparently contradictor

recpect B0 oth-r oxperiences,  and thecefore, far froom

N

erlts attesnpt te unite positiviss and faticnalism, rnerely stood to

uinerline the fact that reason u

gefines in bterms of -xoZorlience,.

Yy if caterpillers are constanily experlenced as cuorniog inlo

Suttsrflies, then this Iz pot taken te te iriational co:

tut is taken to precis=ely be the enpirical experisnoo from which Lo
concent aotasmetphiosis which prescribes the o cbional reletions
Luverning exgerience o this type of change, is derived,

ir the above exanples, it is the ancription of the "oorrzel?

cosancs to o fach oxpericnce Lhat allows Husserl to resvlve the



contradictions or irrationaiities. Esusoences are bobh Jovived

(via cidetic intention) and prescribe the experience 50 colootsa,
BUETY

"BYUSENCE .e. prescribes Lhe rule that deterninos how

an object suboroinabte to it is to be brought ir
aning ami mode of presentation to

re
Full ceterminacy, o

oect of its me

Moo phenomenclogy has no already gilven actualitles,

tut from the very beginning oorives its concepts from -
the originarineces of the constitutive perforirances Joe's

The object constituted in conformity to the &

cxpericnces of these ob jeclts, can never contraedict thoeoe

- - - 1 Y -
Trus, while:
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Ard as with physical thoucht, so too clearly with all thought if & 3
ant reascn &rs not to Do metaphysical.

Therefore, on the one asor, 18 it is to oo onoivical ru-l
L ¢ in terms of relations of £ N oIoron

of obhiloctba, while on the olhor obiocts e con-Uitubsn b ponformity oo

Lhooeosonoos DDINVED 1 accovdancy wilh raticonal mabive oy Foom fhoes vory

Therefore, on a pricrl grounas, Husoerl can Supgple oo oy

Y. Husterl, fdeasy Szellan 1427,
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TE. o Fieditations, Sectilen 44, o154,
7
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stinctlion betwewn experience and 14

won, {by empivically onfiniig

reasen in bterms of the relations of oxperience), while o can ensur

that no exoeriznce of an object will aver upset this {oy

PN R VR U
(O Zonsiliall

o

e

sbjszect in eiastic conformity to the rational relations riveslieo in oo,
ex@ﬁrieﬁce of them). As Kockolwme cooicetly observes, thon:
"If we are to construct the idsa of a completoly
rationalized empirical science of nuature,
coviously the reslization of this idsa will be
USbcﬂtLolly dependent on the cultivation of ths
corresponding eivvtic sciences, Tt uill Erﬁrﬁ
eee 0N the constitution of &
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e
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Dgeosnt o tnerelores Y,.,. called to dischargs the ... functizo of
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o Tunr oason', the unity of the oblzctive
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et
~ . L e I - RSUAER
Sat it LIt e L ety P v iy
Lo s sul iy vntion By peliY.




WoExpTriencs,

srience will Do rtationel, and thecafore that i

Y... all o acte
of different re
izt belongs b

"The percepticsns in their limitless unfolding

all the systematic linss of developmant aoprox

to the purits of the coverine oe

tiong

are bzing contir contormed,  Heso o we L

closer dotermi

sbinn only, nov

2 Lhiifc=neLoerminatian

Lhed as tho subteams of a proe

constlis

perceptiong i

Geour, and tho

i coircctionst,
aticaiiy descrl of all its

constituents, o

mode of

~

sicvaluines
T e 'illusory' or Yooortive's
R transition into fcontliclt =Lill unr oo lu g

oyt
[T 4

ot O

)
[
o
=

=
[
o
=
o
o
-
o

[
-y

o forbbti, dver coaglocl Lo

cunti agroomenity L syntiv 1. of
cant. cetation aiffoerin iy
ar ool galled, muslt o

canicgy of Ybruo v ,
af fysin illuciont io wholiy ino0 o onnan i

R : : 44" ey
Yhinia,, Zection M7, DedU.
en

toetion 151, p.lill,
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concuples of actualities®™, then "consistency (&
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a constitubtion o oo oo

.
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contracictory irrationally continecol exporiencss 1n Wb waool oy,
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Q. Lauer,

. Lauer,
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all metaphysics), and a judgement in favour of reason that puts it abowve

other forms of thought., Fron

1 here Husserl goes on to explicets oot is

A [ L
rationally implicit ir these assumptions "For the ones who oXLissses a
true assertion proclains simultancously that it is true, and = an

g5

ac infinitum,"

As PMerleau-Ponty points out:

"Unless thoucht itself had put inteo tninas what

it subsequently finds in them it muuﬁu have. ro
Fold upon things ...%. 97

Phenomenology has, then, coffered us the greatest insisht of
oot ¥ 9

which any philosophy is capable, namcly an insight into tne limite of

philosophy. i

A

"Shall 1 teach you tha meaning of knowleoge?’ sailn
Confusius, "ihen you know a thing te reconnise
that you kncw it, and when you do not, to know that
you do not know - that is knowledge" .97

Phenomenology offers us a

that 1is

the ponentld

i
Hs

knouledoe of wh

Husserl has done for i'hilosophy what Heisenberg subsequently cia

for the Physical dcivnors and Ghdel did for Fathewstics.  He has snowr

-

that all inclusive certainty or knowledge dees not and cannot oxisty

as =uch a certainty must be circumscribed by the assumpticns on uhich

all systems must neceaosarily be based,
9o, . - -
Aristotle belno cuotad in ibid., pe.21.
G o . . -
Mo Merleau-fonty, qp.cite, p.371.
£. Schumacter, Small is deautiful, (London: Spr:re 8ooksy 15745,
.76,
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