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

BraguA

stavragin: "Do you believe in eternal life
in the othe~ world?"

Kirilov: "No, but in etsrnal life in this
world."

Oostoyevsky - "The Possessed"
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PREfACE

It is the aim of my thesis to present a radically empirical '

exposition of Husserl's Phenomenology, and to establish that Phenom­

enology, far from being a Radically Empirical Presuppositionless

Universal Science, is itself not without metaphysical and dogmatic

presumptions. Indeed, I will argue that any philosophi Whatever, as

a matter of a priori necessity, must be founded on dogm~tic or meta­

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 the

presumption that experience is related in some way or other to the

object of science (i.e. Being), rationalist philosophies can do little

more than explicate the implicitly assumed. Thus I will show that

Phenomenology as both Empirical and Rational makes implicit presumptions

which are then explicated as phenomenology unfolds itself.

For example, we will see that having bracketed all that might

serve to upset the reduction, and haVing defined reason in terms of the

relations of experience, Husserl proceeds to explicate what is implicit,

namely that all that is not so bracketed, all that is lef~ 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 Paradoxes when he comes to try to give

B description of the constitution or genesis of 8eing.
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There are, as I hope to show, many grounffifor doubting that

Radical Empiricism has rid Philosophy of the metaphysics from which

Husserl b&lieved paradoxes sprang. Indeed, it is partially by

explicating some of the Paradoxes in Phenomenology that I hope to

establish my thesis. Thus, for example, despite the fact that Husserl,

from the first is Ulprepcred to admit that the dichotomy between the

Material and the Ideal is anything more than a dichotomy drawn within

Transcendental SubjectiVity, and as such is Transcendentally Idea1 7

we will see that many of the paradoxes associated with this dialectical

relationship inherent in Dualistic P~ilosophies are, to some extent,

resurrected in Phenomenology and point back to the presumptions that

give rise to them.

I shall proceed by expHcating most of the Central Phenomen­

ological concepts such as Being, Object, Meaning, Fact, Essence,

Transcendental SubjectiVity, the Transcendental Ego, Constitution,

Genesis, Intentionality, and the ralation between Ontology and

Epistemology so central 'to all these concepts, as well as the

aforementioned Paradoxes. We will, in the course of this exposition,

come across such concepts as "innate association", the "innate a

priori", "functional passive constitution", and the "implicit

transcendental subJect", etc., all of which, as their titles might

SUUgest, would seem to take Husserl beyond the realm of. pure description.

Thus, I hope to draw attention to the assumptions I believe to be

inherent in Phenomenology in an attempt both to clarify the limits of

Phenomenology and to highlight the divergence between its claim to be

a Radically Empirical Presuppositionlsss 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 Materialism, Husserl has,

in true Rationalist style, not so much synthesised hitherto

dialectically opposed concepts, as implicitly presupposed from the

start that no :thoroughgoing dialectic exists. These'presymptions

will have involved Husserl in many tautologies and paradoxes, as I

(hope by then to have established. However, what I hope finally to

establish is that the precondition of the reconciliations alluded to

n
above, results in Husserl being unable to establish anything but

descriptive distinctions of meaning between, fpr example, Consciousness

and Being, Self and Other, constitution and description, egology and

history, atc., and that this, far from being a reductio ad absurdum,

is perhaps one of Phenomenology's most valuable contributions to'

understanding.

**********

To start, then, in the first chapter I will begin by

situating Phenomenology within the history of ideas in the hope that by

so relating it, we will become clearer about exactly what Phenomeno-

logy is. I base this hope upon the proposition that Phenomenology

springs from Husserl's attempt to resolve the paradoxes of traditional

empiricism by attempting to rid it of the metaphysics, which, in

Husssrl'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 Margene.~u, a

contemporary physicist~ whose epistemology seems to me to encompass the

essence of Phenomenology:
~ ,

"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

I 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 f~om this tree to another

, entity behind it, an entity which "causes" me to
have these experiences •••

, . "The given, we have urged, is to be so~ght 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
adjective external as used is in fact gratuitous, '
added perhaps' for the sake of emphasis, but not with
metaphysical deliberation, and impliep a quality
peculiar to certain things of our experience. We
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 Berkelian
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
t~at experience does not come with predetermined
significance nor withou~ any significance what-ever:
significance has to be determined within it •••

ix



"The sensory part of my experience in seeing a tree
is the residuum •••• This residuum cannot be conjured
up at will; it can be thought or represented in
memory and yet declares itself to be unmistakably
diff~rent from thought and representation." *

S.V.G.

McMaster University

March 1977.

I •

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

MEANING AND BEING - THE ONTOLOGICAL PARADOX

To those coming to phenomenology from other schools of

philosophy, the phenomenological method is not immediately clear as,

due to the previously established habits of thinking and the prejudices

inherent in t~e Natural Attitude (characterised as the belief in a

real objective world transcendentm our experiences of it), under-

standing of the subject matter is likely to be distorted. It is,
\

therefore, my" intention briefly to orientate the reade~ towards the
,

phenomenological method before embarking upon more detailed and lengthy

exposition and criticism. This can best be done by looking at the

problems Husserl considered inherent in the naive philosophies and

thereby introducing the "bare bones", so to speak, of the phenomenol-

ogical 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 existing "in the image of" corporeal and material

objects and this finally involves the reduction of consciousness to

the materially reified, a reduction that belies our experience of

consciousness. On the other hand, once this reduction of all being

to physical or material being is achieved, the reduced material being

can be subjected to an idealist interpretation, Whereby all being is

then reduced to consciousness, a reduction that belies our experience

of "material objects". In contrast to naturalism, the positivistic so-called

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

1
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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

ab~e~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 the supposed dichotomy between consciousness and

its object, subjectivity and objectivity, idealism and realism, the

subjectivity of knowing and the objectivity of knowledge.

For Cartesian philosophy, the realms of the physical and mental

are heterogeneous domains that are self-contained vis-a-vis each other,

and we are supposedly only directly aware of the mental realm which

somehow represents the physical world to us, w~ile the similarity of

the represented and the representation is insured by "a good God who

is no ~eceiverll. Apart from the aforementioned paradox involved in

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

and by definition, has no direct knowledge of that which is supposedly

being represented, not even the knowledge that it is, there is the

problem of the interaction of these supposedly heterogeneous spheres,

supposedly solved by the Pineal gland, which, presumably, has one

real and one ideal end. One is left to speculate about the nature of

its mid-point!

Wh~le Berkeley recognises this paradox and is content to

ascribe all being to the realm of the ideal, his view fails to take

account of the fact that in experience, we constantly differentiate

ideas from objects, thoughts from those things that are thought about.

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

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 operations of consciousness (categorical a priori) and
J

asserting that that which was cognized was necessarily cognized through

the categories, thus paving the way for the synthetic a priori, the

subjective knowledge of the objective order. However, Kant leaves

himself open to the criticism that the categorical a priori - the

setting up of the categories that will dictate the necessary modes of

experience - necessarily involves dichotomising experience and being

(phenomena and noumena) and hence pre-supposes the very knowledge of

reality or Being (noumenon) that the categories rule out of experience.

In other words, how can one talk of the noumena that by definition does

not conform to the categories of experience but is supposed to be known

to be the 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 experience and cognition, and thus to be known?

Hus~erl, 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 hypothesis, but

would be self-justifying, purely descriptive and radically empirical,
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for only such a philosophy could hope to be truly scientific and

therefore indubitable. While it had been the view of the seventeenth

century that philosophy was a positivistic science, and should adopt

the methods of mathematics, physics and the natural sciences, Husserl

considered these disciplines to be naive in their concept of em~icism,

for they accept, without question, the metaphysical proposition ~

excellence that there is an "external world". Phenomenology attempted
I

to show that if all Being was understooq exclusively in terms of actual

and possible conscious experiences of it, then not only could such

metaphysics be dispensed with, but 'no sense of Being was lost or

excluded consequent 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 from the pre-supposition

implied in the natural positing of an "inside and outside" to

consciousness. It would be Radically Empirical and would start with

the indubitable givenness of consciousness, and would go on to question

positivistic pre-suppositions, such as the concept of objectivity

popular in such sciences.

Like Descartes, Husserl attempts to subject all pre-suppositions

to a radical questioning and only accepts as factual knowledge that

which is grounded in a "primordial dator intuition".1 Husserl ~tarts

then with cognition, 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 object, for

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 itself, as mine, is not nothing but it is
precisely. what makes such critical decisions at all
possible and accordingly makes possible whatever 2
has for me sense and validity as 'true' being ••• "

Conscious experience is empirically indubitable, for it is the

very basis of empiricism and to attempt to negate it is to affirm it;

therefore, any philosophy which did not accept the empirical indub-

itability of consciousness would necessarily be involved in paradox.

Husserl is, therefore, convinced that if he can restrict 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 experience.

According to Husserl's view, Descartes' problem arose by

attempting to move from the indubitable realm of the cog ito 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

5

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

In order to do this, he introduces the "epoche" and the !'reduction"~

2E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, trans. D. Cairns (The
Hague: Martinu8 Nijhoff, 1970), Section 8, p.19.
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First he places between brackets, applies the "epoche" or suspends

judgement on the reality or indubitability 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. Objectivities so

stripped can then be "reduced", that is progressively included within

the indubitable realm of the cogito. All that is thus included is,

so the argument goes, oeyond doubt. The bracketing is then the

\

stripping away of all that is not given directly in experience, all,

that is metaphysically postulated such as the "in itself". As Levin

tells us, Husserl, unlike Descartes, eschews "the desire to deduce

from. 'a little tag-end of the world', the remainder of the world

:3according to innate principles and formal logical arguments". For

Husserl, certainty is not derived~ the cogito, but is found ~

the cogito:

"Convinced then, that absolute certitude can be found
in the cogito, Husserl introduces the epoche, 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 subject to the epoche within the realm of

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

3D•M• Levin, Reason and Evidence in Husserl's Phenomenology,
(Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1970), p.116.

4 Q. Lauer, Phenomenology: Its Genesis and proseect, (New York,
Harper and Row, 1965), p.134.

5 Ibid •
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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 rather 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

6universal doubt is an attempt at un.iversal denial".

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

'bracketing' or 'disconnection' ••• a certain refraining from judge­

7
ment". After the ~poche, we are in the realm of the cogita and:

"••• we accord the status of absolute self givenness
to the absolute phenomena the cogi~~ which has under­
gone reduction, not because it is particular, but
because it displays itself in pure 'seeing' after the
phenomenological reduction, precisely as absolute
self-givenness".S

Husserl shows that after the epoche, the bracketing of all that

is not immanent in the cogito, we are able to re-introduce all

"objectivities" back into the realm of the cogito in a reduced form

as immanent objects of cognition. The world is one Cartesian cogito,

and continually I find standing over against me the one spatio-

temporal fact world in which I and all other men belong. The

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

6E. Husser1, Ideas, Section 31, p.9S.

7jlli.

SE. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomenology, trans. W.P. Alston and
G. Nabhnikian (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1970), p.44
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unquestioning values and metaphysical hypotheses of the natural

attitude, such as the belief in a Genuine (reell) Transcendent realm

- which, as we have shown, is paradoxical in that it is supposedly

outside and independent of consciousness and yet is supposedly known

- yetmables us to re-introduce reduced objectivities into the

indubitable realm of the cogito and thus establish ourselves within

the transcendental relation between cogito and cogitatum as neither

subjectivistic nor objectivistic.

I stand here looking at the cup before me. I now walk around

the cup and find that I have varied perceptions of it from various

angles. I look at it from above and have another different perception

of it. I tu~n away and turn back, and now I have yet further different

perceptions of the "same" cup. I close my eyes 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 consciousness we have only momentary and

changing perceptions. We do not distinguish the cogito consisting of

the various~ 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 problem 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 hypotheses

of the relation between representation and represented previously noted.

For the phenomenologist, on the other hand, the identity of an object
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What should be ~lear from the above is that while, by the

reduction, We may be able to establish ourselves within the trans-

cendental relation between the cogito and cogitatum, nonetheless it

remains a relation and not 8 synthesis. That is to say that even

after the reduction, there is still, within the realm of the cogito,

the distinction between the similar and yet admittedly different per-

c3ptions, 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, therefore 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 becomes 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 be noted that the terms intentionality and
~

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

the same reason that Wittgenstein could not define the term "game".

However, consciousness is said to be intentional in phenomenology, and

we could perhaps provisionally understand the intentionality of con-

sciousness as "consciousness of" an object whereby consciousness

"reaches out beyond itself" or transcends itself and becomes conscious

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

11 J • J • Kockelmans, A First Introduction to Husserl's Phenomenolo
(New York, Duquesne University Press, 1967 , p.33.

,
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In the above instance, for example, 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 Rossibility, 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" the various perceptions into the

intentionally unified object is clearly apparent. The objec~ is

therefore said to be 'bonstituted'in the intentional act.

After the reduction objectivity is ssen to be inexorably

inter-related wi~, and yet different from the act in which it is given,

just as each of the various perceptions of the object - which as

intentionally unified collectively constitute the object - are

inexorably inter-related totlB separate acts in which they are given,

and each act in and of itself constitutes an "appearing phase" of the

object.

For Husserl, then, objects are neither existont in the

genuine (reell) transcendent sense - for jUdgement on that point has

been suspended by the "epoche" or bracketing ~ nor are they non-

existent - for they are clearly something - while they do not exist

solely in the act, for they are known to transcend the act in which
.

they are given. 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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8eing, then, is not metaphysically hypothesized, it is

intentionally constituted and is an intended meaning whereby the

cogito reflects on its consciousness and "intends", or becomes

conscious of its consciousness as'consciousness of an object. It

is in my consciousness that all this happens, for:

" ••• I am the Ego who invests the being of the
world which I so constantly spe~k about with
existential validity, as an existence (Sein)
which wins for me from my own life'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 renlm of the cogito, it may be said that, despite this

reduction, there is, within the realm of cogito the distinction between

the "act of meaning apprehension", cogito, and the "meaning

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

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

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

stitute all aspects of both the immanent and the transcendent within

the realm of intentionality - so every consciousness is consciousness

of a~ object, the two being symbiotically related, as inseparable as

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

"Like perception, every intontional experience
and this is indoed the fundamental mark of all
intentionality - has its 'intontional object',
i.e., its objective meaning or to repeat the
same in other words to have a meaning or: to
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 con-

ception of an interior self-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

distinguis~able aspects, cogito and cogitatum

Consciousness, then, is "intentional"; its "intentional

object" is the unified meaning which is given in the various similar

meanings it apprehends in acts of meaning apprehension. Whereas

Descartes recognises only two basic modes of Being ~aterial and ideal),

Husserl distinguishes many modes of Being; for example, the being of

ideas, memories, fantasies, perceptions (in the narrow sense), etc.,

each mode of 8eing "conform(ing) to certain essential laws l
•
14 particular

to it. That is, just as in the previous example, I may be aware of

similar 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 separate out as essentially different

t · t t " 15cer a~n s ra a •••• For example, I may become aware of the

similarity of the modo of being of a remembered cup and remombered

14Ibid ., Section 91, p~245.

15~.
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person, or a remembered clock, etc., 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 mode.

To return, however, to the main theme, it should also be

becoming clear by now that by describing all 8eing as intentionally

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 related, that the act of conscious meaning apprehension

always necessarily intends the object meaning apprehended:

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

Thus, when, for example, I think of "my favourite novel", the

object which I think of is neither the mental picture 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 eidetically delineated and is

intentionally constituted in conformity to eidetic or essential laws

which exist, or so to speak, " ••• are, only in so far as they are

'constituted' in consciousness".1?

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

17 Ibid., 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 ••• ".18

When in Phenomenology we speak of essences, and indeed of

intuition, the process by which we perceive essences, we are not talking

of some metaphysical construct like Plato's Forms which we become

aware of in some mysterious way. Phenomenological essences are not

some form above the world, but are the very~ 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

" 19••••

Therefore, in terms of Logical and not Ontological - priority

essence proceeds individual existence. Existence is first and foremost

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

a contingent view of the world as "mere facticity", towards an

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

relations:

" ••• the 'essences' grasped in essent~al 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, Ideas, Section 149, p.383.

190• Lauer, op.cit., p.146.

20 E• Husserl, Phenomenology and the Crisis of Philosophy, p.111.
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Phenomenologically speaking, the world is, as we have SBen

above, constituted in conformity to eidetic laws, and therefore

experience, as the correlate of the world so constituted, must itserf

be rational in that each experience must display the eidetic laws in

conformity to which its object must have been constituted.

"Any world whatever, as the objective correlate
of experience, reveals the essential structural
Laws of the Ego as such, which is inse~'rably

bound up with the essence of Experience".21

Hence:

In other words, the structural laws of the Ego are "inseparably

bound up" with experience, the correlate of Being, and thereby with

Being. Phenomenology is the science of the general essence Df con-

sciousness, and its various structures. Thus, if the world is "the

objective correlate of experience" and experience 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 laws. Thus,despite different world views, varying

from Ego to Ego, and different horizons, the eidetic essence of world

experience is the same for everyone - by definition - and thereby

affords a basis for a knowledge of the world which transbends our

individual subjectivity towards an essentially constituted and there-

fore "objective" knowledge. We have reconciled the subjectivity of

knowing, and the objectivity of knowledge at the Transcendental level.

Thus, Phenomenological statements, for example, are true in

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

21 0• Lauer, op.cit., p.146.
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ologically speaking, "There is properly speaking, only one nature,

the one that appears in the appearance of things".22 And this

appearing nature of the world "reveals" "essential structural laws".

This is not, however, to say that we do not have any prior knowledge

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

is not derived from knowledge of the categories through which reality

has to be "transformed" into appearance, ~ la Kant, but rather the

phenomenological synthetic a priori is the result of knowing a priori

the necessary logic of the appearance of things, the necessary logic

of the appeara~ce of nature. 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 structure 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

noumenat 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 pri~ by finding the mgoe of experience, which is understood to be

the necessary correlate of the world. There is, therefore, no need for

the phenomenologist to speculate on the problematic relation between

the rationality of appearance and reality as appearance and reality are

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

22[0 Husserl, Phenomenology 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~ of

rational relations.

Being is not physical, nor psychological, is not the "object

in itself" of the empiricist in the natural attitude, nor merely an

abstract psychological meaning devoid of any referent, such as that

which w~ find in analytic philsophy, rather it is~real 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 phenomenology,

we are looking-for the logic not of phsyical relations nor of

psychological meaning, but for the eidetic laws governing the

"experience of reality". The relation of objects and the relation

of experiences are united within Phenomena, along with their correlates,

the real and the rational. As Merleau-Ponty astutely comments:

"Rationality is· precisely measured by the experience 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 what ·has bsen

achieved so far. So far we have been introduced to the main core

of thought, which I will later subject to criticism, in attempting to

establish my hypothesis, for it is indispensible to criticism that

one should know what one is criticising.

23M. Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenolo]y 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 views

held by those in the natural attitude, and the task that Husserl saw

as the overwhelming task of philosophy - the reconciliation of the

subjectivity 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 ensuring 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 achieve the

pre-suppositionless starting-point, Husserl sets out to question all

assumptions, especially those of the dualist schools. He accepts

only the realm of the cogito, of immanent perception as indubitable

for the very term empiricism denotes an acceptance of experience. At

the same time, he suspends acceptance of the "object in itself" or

genuine (reell) transcendent object by subjecting it to the epoche

or bracketing. This is Husserl's "radically empirical" approach.

Upon introducing the epocho, we become aware of the intentional

nature of the world, for in limiting ourselves to the 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 Phenomena.

Phenomena thus transcend the traditional distinction between ontology

and epistemology, for rather than being merely contingent, phenomena

are constituted in conformity to essential laws and are therefore

rational, but on the other hand, phenomena are not merely meanings
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for every meaning is, for phenomenology, intentionally related to a

something that is meant. Phenomena, then, are not merely ideal,

neither are they merely physical, rather they empirically speeking

transcend this distinction, and are irreducibly experiences of the

world.

In the following Chapters, I hope to moVe on to a more

detailed explication of Husserl's Phenomenology in an attempt to

subject it to criticisms regarding its supposed pre-suppositionlessness

and indubitability, and attempt to draw out the paradoxes and

tautologies I believe to be inherent in such a position.

A topic that naturally presents itself for discussion is the

closer exposition of how it can be that the object can be inexorably

inter-related with, and yet transcendent 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 invite a closer examination of

the concept I'essence". The attempt to clarify exactly what Husserl

means by an "essence" will naturally involve a consideration of their

origin and herein will arise the roots 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

tho world in conformity to 8ssential 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 laws

are revealed.
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I will address this problem in the hope of highlighting the

fact that the very 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 drawing of such distinctions is

itself unempirical in the true sense, and serves merely to resurrect

some of the very paradoxes phenomenology 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 Qf 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 ".8El" and "Content". For the purpose

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

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

particular intentional "~leaning" which is consUtuted. After the

reduction consciousness remains as a "Phenomenological residuum",

the absolute region of Being of Transcendental Subjectivity. We may

examine this cogito, this stream of consciousness and describe it as

such:

"Before me lies this piece of white paper. 'I see
it, touch it'. This perpetual soeing and touching
of the paper, as the full concre~experience£L
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".1

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, Ideas, Section 35, p.105.

22
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real object, but a relationship itself given to the transcendental

subject, in experience, between an act of consciousness and the

content of consciousness, the content of consciousness being a

reduced object of experience, and not the "object in itself" of the

naive empiricist. As Husserl remarks:

"It belongs as a general feature to the ~ssence

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

As we have seen, then, there is:

"••• within the immanent a distinction between
aEeearance and l!lat which ~~~~~. ~8 thus
have two absolute elata, the givenness 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.e", the past phases of the en­
during (object) ••• are now still objective
and yet they are not genuinely contained in the
present moment of the appearance".3

The content, or intentional obJec~, is constituted in experience

as a reduced object of experience, and is in no wayan "object in

itself", but while the intentional object is constituted within what

Husserl calls the sphere of I'the immanent", it is "not immanent in the

sense of genuine immanence". Husserl means that, concomitant with the

reduction, w~ have bracketed what he calls Reell (genUine) Transcendence,

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, tiom within which all must be constituted

2Ibid ., Section 36, p.10B.

3E. Husserl, The Idea of rhenomenology, p.g.
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Husserl describes the fact that ~B are able to

constitute from within this sphere both the psychic phenomena, the

appearance which is given in "pure 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 Immanence. For example, Husserl tells us that

if we are:

"••• (perceiving) a sound, even after Phenomeno­
logical reduction, appearance and that which
a2pears 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 phenomenon,
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
itself, 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 side

and a bottom which are also meant or intended by me and which coll-

actively 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 the future. Admittedly,

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

. I
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however, the rest of the cup is also meant as part of the meaning 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:

II ••• the peculiarity of intentional acts is that
their objects do not have to exist. An inten­
tional act may have as its object, an existen­
tially mind dependent entity, for example the
~ 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~ 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 inexisterit entityll.5

So 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 emerges that while the intentional

object is constituted within the realm of Reell (genuine) immanence,

it is not necessarily a Ilconcrete part of the appearancell , 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 Reell (genuine) immanent act may "point beyond",

5~., p.xiv.
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or ~transcend" this realm in that the unified object may not

necessarily be existentially mind dependent, 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
vessel.
in these
they are

things are not contained as in a hull or
Instead the things come to be constituted
mental processes, although in reality
not at all to be found in them".?

In other words, the full givenness of the object may be more

than its particular appearances as it may, for example, be intended

as Being even when it is not being given in appearances. It is

nonetheless rooted the~e~n. The content is intended by the act, which

somehow transcends itself. That the act is different from the content

is very easily 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 Francisco 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. However, the acts of

intending may be very different, for he may include in his acts

memories of actual perceptions that I, never having seen the Bay,

could not include. Further, 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 object,

6Ibid ., p.10.

?Ibid., pp.9-10.
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transcends our individual intentional acts, but is nonetheless

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 virtue of

which conformity they are taken to be acts that intend the same

object. Similarly, "My fovorite 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 various ex~ential acts are intentional~unified'

on essential grounds as 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

essentially a,_pearanc8s of transcendent objects:

"Thus a basic and general essential difference
arises between 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 ••• ".9

8E• Husserl, Ideas, Section 42, p.120.

9~., Section 41, p.118 (my emphasis).
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"It is evident that intuition and the intuited,
perception and the thing perceived, though
~ssenti~!!l related to each other, are in
principle and of ~cessity not really and
essentially one and united ll .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 to transcend the appearances in which

they are given, and this distinction we draw between immanent

perception and transcendent reality, between consciousness and

reality, is drawn essentially and exclusively within the realm of

. 11
~mmanence.

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 Jana" and liThe Conquered of

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

same object. This is neither to say thst the obje"ct to which both

refer exists independently from its meaning both actual and pot-

ential for with the epoch! 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 aware of it even 8S potential only ••• ".13 Rather

10 Ibid ., p.11? (some of the emphasis mine).

11 See E. Husserl, The Idea of Phenomenology, Chapter I1.

12A.D. Osborn, Edmund Husserl and his Logical Investigations
(Cambridge, Massachusetts, Photo Lithoprint Reproduction, Edwards
Bros. Inc., Lithoprinters, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1949), p.?6.

13 E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 41, p.118.



29

the intentionally unified different m~anings 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

"Victor 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, nor does

the object exist independently ~f 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 th~t they all intend

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

these acts as transcendent to these acts. It is constituted on essential

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

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:
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" ••• 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 14
create objects in a certain way for the ego •• " •

.-

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

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

thus constituted as such in a unifying synthesis of identification:

" ••• cognitive acts, more generally any mental
acts, are not isolated particulars, coming and
going in the stream of consciousness without
any interconnections. As they arB essentially
related to each 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 groupin~s ••• are as it were
erefigured ••• ".1

How, we may ask, are they pre-figured or prescribed?

" ••• 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 i3ssential nature".17

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

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

object, although we cannot know a priori what appearances will appear,

this being a matter of contingent fact.

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

15~., pp.59-60 (my addition in brackets).

16E. HusserI, Ideas, Section 86, p.231.

17~., p.232.
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There is one essential difference between the position of Husserl and

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

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

contrast, the continuum of appearances united ~eleol09ically by the

essence of the intentional unity, is the object.

~dentity, then, is not the constantly changing continuum of

appearances (otherwise "The Victor of Jena" would mean the same as

"The Conqueror of Waterloo" which it does not), but it is constituted

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

essence of different unities of this kind, of synthesis of

identification".18

The identity of tho object 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 I go
round it changing my position in space all the
time, I have continually the consciousness of
the bodily presence out there of this one and
self-same table, Wllich 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 synthotic consciousness which
connects the ••• (different perceptions) ••••
The perceived thing ••• (is) necessarily trans­
cendent to the perception ••• ".19

18 E. HU3serl, Ideas, Section 41, p.11~.

19l£!£., pp.117-118 (my additions in brackets).
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This one same perceived thing that transcends the various

perceptions, is the object. Therefore, as suggested in the synopsis,

it is only if we accept the existance of essences that we can account

for the intentional synthesis of different 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 established 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, ~ 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 ~onformity to

the intentionally unified transcendent object of just a particular

essential type. Nor are essences purely mental constructions that

refer to psychological fact, for, as we saw at the beginning of this

chapter, both act and content are given to the transcendental subject,

and are therefore transcendentally constituted. Perhaps we can best

understand what essences are by returning to actual examples. For

example, in the case above, where we have a cup before us, the very

fact that we may see a cup and then another cup, or we may have a



33

group of fantasies of different cups and know these different presen-

tations, pertlaps from different angles also, as presentations of cups

necessarily entails, as we have seen, 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 one, 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 examples? Is it any clearer to us now what 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

20remain irrelevant".

Essences, 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

just as the realm of Transcendental Idealism is a necessary pre-

condition for all experience of any fact world whatever. As we saw

preViously, essences eidetically prescribe or pre-figure a priori the

range of pure possibilities belonging to the~ object whether it

be found in this or any possible world whatever.

20 J • J • Kockelmans, A First Introduction to Husserl's
Phenomenology, p.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 Ilcontent" 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 make up the world. Before continuing with this point,

however, I would like to sum up what we have seen so far.

So far in this chapter we have moved via the consideration

of the relation of act and content, immanence and transcendence, to

an understanding of the central role essences 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 ourselves

that there was no element 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,

an enigma, as outlined above, has presented itself to us.

We may observe that Husserl has not so much proved or shown

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 are therefore not fully determinable

within finite consciousness, then they can only be reduced to



consciousness in so far as:

" ••• all the actual and potential subjective
processes ••• are ••• 'predelineated' in the
sense-producing intentionality of the actual
ones ••• ".

This in turn is only possible if:

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

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

logical precondition of our being able 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 stage to

conclude that we therefore 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 knowledge

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 ess8ntially necessary
conformity to type prevails and can be appre­
hended in strict concepts". 21

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

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

However, if Phenomenology is to be truly IIradically empirical",

and pre-suppositionless, it will not do merely to maintain that

we just 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

consciousness is untenable. In an attempt to convince us of the

empirical validity of essences, and therefore of the constitution of

transcendent objects, Husserl tells us that when we experience an

object we experience it as:

"••• a unity of synthesis ••• in which the unity
of an intentional objectiVity as 'the same'
objectivity belonging to multiple modes of
appearance, becomes 'constituted,u.23

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

an essentially necessary conformity t~~ prevails ••• 11.
24 Now,

if this is true, and "••• the complete givenness is ••• 'prescribed'

••• absolutely fixed in its essential type ••• 11
25 while on the other hand:

22~., Section 18, pp.41-2.

23 Ibid •

24 Ibid ., Section 20, p.49.

25E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 143, p.366.
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"••• the intentional object plays ••• the role of
'transcendental clue' to the typical infinite
multiplicities o.f possible cogitations that in a
possible synthesis be~r the intentional object
within them as the same meant object".26

the question inevitably arises, does the synthesis of

consciousness in which the appearances appear as belonging to the

same intentional object proceed from the role of the intentional

object as transcendental clue to the possible co~itations that bear

the same intentional objects within them, or does the intentional object

as trandcendental ~lue to the possible cogitations that bear the sam~

intentional object within them proceed from the synthesis of oon-

sciousness in which the appearances 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

exhibit themselves as being appearances of one and the same object,

or do we take them as each eXhibiting themselves as appearances of the

same object because they are synthesised into an intentional unity?

Thus, the enigma preViously alluded to has presente~ itself

with full force precisely when we are attempting to clarify the notion

of essence so central to phenomenology. 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. Indeed,

he spoke of " ••• the problem of all-embracing genesis, which presents

• I' 27so many en~gmas •

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

27~., Section 58, p.135.
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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 Rure
essence ••• ".28

This suggests that empirical experience precedes essential

intuition. However, 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 type prior to the act of intuition that establishes

for us the essential type2 How are we able to constitute the appearing

phases of the object, prescribed a priori in its essential type before

we have been eble to experience the object and intuit its essence?

After all, Husserl tells us that:

".~. the complete givenness is nevertheless
prescribed - as a connexion of endless processes
of continuous appearing, absolutely fixed in
its essential type, ••• a continuum of appearances
determined a priori ••• ".29

Comparing the last two quotes, it becomes clear that at least

there is an indisputable ambiguity, for on the one hand it seems that

essential insight is derived from the emprical intuition of the

object, while on the other essential insight into the pure essenc~

of the object underlies and is prior to the empirically.intuited

teleologically coherent appearances in which the object is revealed.

On the one hand:

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

29 Ibid., 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 ••• ".30

On the other hand:

"••• nD individual intuition is possible without the
free pDssibility of ••• directing Dne's glance upon

. the corresponding essence ••• ".31

While I wDuld not go so far as to say there is a contradiction here,

and although as an Dngoing process we can clearly talk of a dia-

lectical or symbiotic co-arising of essences and their individual

cDunterparts, if we attempt to add an histDrical dimensiDn and enquire

intD the genesis Df such a situation, "many enigmas" do indeed clearly

present themselves. Thus, perhaps nDt surprisingly, Husserl's con-

ception Df experience is very much Df experience of 8eing as an

ongoing prDcess~

"The beginning PhenomenDlDgist is bDund invDluntarily
by the circumstance that he takes himself as his
initial example. Transcendentally, he finds himself
as the egD, then as generically an egD, whD already
has (in cDnsciDus fashion) a wDrld". 32

"At first, even eidetic Dbservation will consider an .
ego as such with the restrictiDn that a cDnstituted
world already exists for him".33

However, although already there fDr the phenDmenD1Dgist, the

wDrld must presumably have been constituted in its present form at

SDme time, and, when we come to add this histDrical dimension, the

enigma re-asserts itself.

30~., Section 3, p.SO.

31 Ibid •

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

33 Ibid ., p.77.



If 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 experience must point to

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

something at all. On the one hand:

liThe eidos itself ... is pure, 'unconditioned'
••• not conditioned by any fact. It is prior to
all boncepts' ••• (Which) must be made to fit
the eidosll. 3S

On the other hand:

lilt lies undoubtedly in the intrinsic nature of
essential intuition that it should rest on •••
the visible presence of individual fact ••• ".36

The eidos, as we said, is then at once prior to all concepts

while it is derived from essential insight that rests upon empirical

or individual intuition offucts.

Despite all these ambig~ities, Husserl continually asserts

that eidetic laws: II prescribe fpr every factual statement about some-

40

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

"In itself then the science of pure possibilities
precedes the science of actualities and alone
makes it possible as a science ••• 11.38

34J.J. Kockelmans, A First Introduction to Husserl's
Phenomenolog,x:., p.82 (my additions in brackets).

35E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 34, p.71.

36E• Husserl, Ideas, Section 3, p.50.

37 E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 34, p.72.
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"That a Nature, a Cultural World, a world of men
••• 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 ego, exemplified by any person such

as the phenomenologist himself, finds himself in a world already

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

characteristics - it beCJmes clear after the epoche that this world

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

~. Further, as essences are not some Form above the world, the

empirical ego~ "essential intuition ••• rest(s) on • •• the visible

presence of individual fact ll , while after the reduction, the fact

world can only exist because of its "genesis in conformity with

eidetic laws" by the transcendental ego o

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

the seeming ambiguity. By distinguishing constitution from description,

and the transcendental ego 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 ego finds itself in a world

that exhibits conformity to eidetic laws, constitutionally speaking

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

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

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

39L-b~d., S t' 37 76..L ec ~on ,p. •
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descriptivB (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: lilt is difficult to see how the dichotomy between

substance and form could be arrived at by inductive argument. No man,

40after all, has ever seen or experienced formless and unsorted matter".

However, Husserl tell~ 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 8xp8r~8nc8, it comss to realise, in retrosppct,

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 essential intuition that forms

the basis 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 might,

I personally do not seem to have such an intuition, and, insofar as

Transcendental constitution is to be distinguished as dialectically

separate from empirical description, one cannot help but feel that

40 G• Bateson, steps to an Ecology of Mind, (st. Albans: Granada,
1973) •

41 E. 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 conception 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 indisputable empirically describable fact that

the empiricpl ego finds itself in a world that already exists and

exhibits conformity to '~idetic essential laws. However, one cannot

escape the impression, despite Husserl's claim·to 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 experience of the world outlined,
. 42

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

to the retrospective rational deductive conclusion (rather than empirical

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

to eidetic 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 intuition 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 distinction may, as I have suggested, help to clarify

the ambiguities and enigmas involved in the relation of fact to essence,

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 ~pirical justification of essences (along with
the enigmas and ambiguities above mentioned) arose. (see pp.34-5)
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transcendental ego is able to so constitute the appearing 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 ammpts to solve this paradox

by the radically empirically dubious distinctiornbetween constit-

ution and description, logical and empirical priority, empirical

and transcendental ego, I would like to suggest that the paradox is

ultimately a pseudo-problem for phenomenology, for its very exis~·nce

as a problem depends on some kind of metaphysical postulating of the

"object-in-itself" which is constituted prior to our being descrip-

tively conscious pf it, and it is just this rIBeing-in-itself" which

radical empiricism has bracketed. Clearly, phenomenologically

speaking, deicription and constitution, although distinguishable 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

experience, and are therefore empirically indistinguishable bu~

essentially distinct. This is similar to the way that fact and essence

are, as we have seen, empirically symbiotic co-arising correlates

(essences being the very form of the world found exclusively in the

worxd) and yet are, on essential grounds, distinguishable. To give

an example, lest this should be doubted, Husserl tells us on the one

hand: "Empirical or individual intuiti~ can be transformed into

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

43 f • Husserl, Ideas, Section 3, p.48.
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"••• that does not alter the fact that the two
kinds of intuition differ in principle, and in
assertions of the kind we have just been
making it is only the essential relations
between them that declare themselves. Thus to
the essential differences of intuitions corr­
espond the essential relations between
'existence' (here clearly in the sense of
individual concrete being) and 'essence',
between~ and eidos ll .4: il

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

tinction between fact and essence is essent~. ,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 - parasiti~ 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

essential 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 reduction) is phenomen-

'ologically suspect as being a non-empirical distinction. The

concomitant of this, if it is substantiated, is clearly that the

distinction between immanence and transcendence is itself immanently

constituted, and that phenomenology, far from transcending the

distinction between the material and the ideal, never really admits

44 Ibid., p.50.

45 Indeed, 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
so on.
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it in the first place, but rather from the first limits lis conception

of the material to precisely tha~ to an ideal conception.

Clearly, then, my assertion that the distinction between

fact and essence, and the parasitic distinction between constitution

and description, is not empirical (as they empirically co-arise in the one

experience) is of the utmost importance, and therefore I will try to

give an example to establish it. Let us take the example of the

infant learning process.

In this case, that that which is described must be simul-

taneously constituted, and that fact and essence must empirically

co-arise can be clearly seen. After all, .if the object-in-itself has

been bracketed, how els8 can we account for the infant coming to know

the world except by saying that he constitutes it? Now he Cannot

constitute the world of empirical fact in e~etic conformity until

he has been able to eidetically intuit its essential laws, and he

cannot do this unless he were presented with an already constituted

world of empirical fact. For the infant, then, empirically speaking

constitution and description, and the consciousness of fact and

essence must go hand in hand and co-arise.

"In early infancy then, the field of perception
that ¢V8S beforehand does not as yet contain
anything that in a mere look~ might be expli­
cated as a physical thing ll • 4

It seems, then, that if the 1I0bject-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 incomplete attempt to distinguish egological and cosmo-

logical genesis - which must itself 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-

enology the enigmas so long associated with d~lectical dualistic

philosophies - for example, the enigma of the relationship between

the ideal and the material - are in danger of re-emerging in

Phenomenology in another form - for example, the enigma of the

relationship between fact and essence. Further, it would S8em 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

their 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 the

ensuing claim that the traditional distinction between Idealism and

Materialism has been transcended - by suspending acceptance from the

start of anything truly empirical that might upset the project.

4
7
A question that is of the greatest ultimate importance to

phenomenology 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 true 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 eventually 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-defining or symbiotic and are inexorably linked in the

one experience, "••• the transcendental ego (in the Psyc~logical

parallel,-the psyche) is what it is solely in relation to intentional

objectivitiesll •
48 Now as conscousness is intentional and we have

pe~formed 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 only because the world (as intended by him/her)

exists that the subject exists. As a result of ~eduction, then, not

only are subject and object, self and other mutually inter-defining,

49
but they are also co-dependent. 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

48
E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 76, p.65.

49
I am here refraining from considering inter-subjective con-

stitution, but as for phenomenology, the realm of inter-subjectivity
mU5t itself be intentionally conSituted 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.



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 subject and object,

as experience must now be recognised as an indissoluble unity between

the subject pole and the object pole. In other words, we no longer

face the choice between naive Idealism wherein the world is seen as

a prqduct 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".50

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 both take exis~nce to be something

dher than that which is given in our experience or consciousness of

it, and as such both propositiornare metaphysical.

Having suggested, as I indicated in the synopsis, that in a

sense Husserl possibly eschews 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

50 G• Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosophy (Evanstone:
Northwestern University Press, 1972), pp.81-2.

49
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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 this

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 therefore

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 a truly Radically

Empirically Universal Science, it must do more than blandly maintain

that the two poles - consciousness and the world - arise simultaneously

in the one experience. That is, in the light of the reduction and

intentionality, it is clear that consciousness and being, the 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

Universal Science, it must at least describe the genesis of the

inrnssoluble experience. Indeed, it is precisely its inability to

empirically describe the genesis of experience - an inability that, as

I hope to show later, is inevitable on a priori grounds, that ultimately

detracts 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 themselves keenly felt, those of
genetic constitution as part of the problem of
all-embracing genesis, which presents so many
enigmas".51

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".5 2

However, Active Synthesis works: "On the basis 6f objects already

. " 53
g~ven ••••

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

Husserl assures us that: "••• precisely this synthesis as a ,synthesis

h . th' f h . t h' t " 55av~ng ~s orm as ~ s ~s ory ••••

that we can make these formations:

He then goes on to explain

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

52Ibid., Section 38, p.??

53Ibid •

54Ibid ., p.?8.

55Ibid ., p.?9.
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"••• knowable as formations subsequent to other
essentially antecedent formations ••• (and
explains that) we soon encounter eidetic law~
governing a passive forming of perpetually new
syntheses (a forming that in part lies prior to
all activity and, in part takes in all activity
Hself)" • 56

Husserl assures us that: "Thanks to the aforesaid passive synthesis

the ego always has an environment of 'objects,". 57 Husserl goes on

to tell us that:

"The Univorsal principle of passive gonoili, 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
eidetic 18WS~f3

"Association is ••• a title for a conformity to
eidetic laws on the part of the Constitution of
the pure ego. It designates a realm of the
'innate' a priori, without which an ego as such
is unthinkable".59

Correctly, then, Husserl recognises that active synthesis

relies men a priori stage, and that active synthesis must have laws

•••

governing its operations. Active synthesis is then supposedly built on

antecedent passive constitution.

Passive constitution is clearly responsible for the lIenviron-

ment of objects" that the ego always has.

t;6
~ ~.

57Ibid.

58
]Q1Q., Section 39, p.SO.

59. 8l.!:?2:E.., p • 1.
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This passive constitution must itself proceed according to

eidetic laws and Husserl assures us that we soon encounter these

laws, presumably by essential intuition of empirically given

passively constituted objects. This passive genesis or passive con-

stitution in accordance with eidetic laws is called association and

so these eidetic laws which we discover are laws 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 escape the

impression that, as I previously noted, his assertion that this does

happen owes more to retrospective rationalistic deduction than

t ' 1 ' t 't· 60essen la ln Ul lone However, as we have just seen, "••• the ego

always has an environment of objects", thus the conscious ego

obviously cannot describe their constitution for they are always there

for that ego.

There is further problems in that if we "soon encounter

eidetic laws", how does association take pl~ce correctly according to

these laws prior to our knowledge of them? Husserl's answer is that

these eidetic laws of association are "INNATE A PRIORI", "without

which an ego as such is unthinkable ll •
61

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 seen, any ego necessarily already finds himself before he

60 See the argument between pp.41-3.

61~.
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is able to actively constitute anything - are not to be derived from

the passively synthesised objects, for the very existence of such

objects supposes that association, or passive genesis under eidetic

laws has alroady taken place. On tho other hand, as I previously

demonstrated at length, it is clear that as a matter of describable

fact we are neither conscious of the oidetic 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 we are also to maintain the intentional

"theory" of 8eing, the eidetic laws according to which passive con-

stitution takes place must be INNATE, and the act of passive

constitution cannot be subject to description and is therefore

certainly not radically empirically substantiable.

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. 52

Further, as I previously suggested, I believe not only that

Husserl has been de facto 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 epoche consciuusness and the

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

52 . 60See aga1n Fn. •
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we cannot account for the genesis of the one unified experience

empirically for we cannot account for the genesis of experience in

either ideal or material terms as these spheres only exist as

symbiotically related 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 essences found only in the world.

There seems at bottom to be more than a coincidental

parallelism between the metaphy&ical postulation of the "object 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 theie propositions represent se~rate

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

or necessarily must fall outside the scope of empirical knowledge,

1 th i · . f . 63name y e or 91n or genes1s ° exper1ence.

Husserl claims, however, that these innate eidetic laws of

association are not metaphysical but can be empirically derived from

64
the structural categories of the ego. However, the structural

categories of the ego can be nothing else but the ego's conformity

to eidotic laws of association under anothor nams. 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 describe the origin or
genesis of empirical experience must indeed fall outside the scope of
empirical 8xporicnce for the ability to experience tho genosis of
experience logically prO-SL)p~OSes a transcondental level at which we
experiEnce both absence and presence of experience and the experience
of the absenc~ of experience would necossarily be self-negating in its
affirmation on a priori grounds.

64
E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 39, pp.80-81.
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include all actualities and potentialities, together with the

empirical ego as object) would still in no way be a Universal Scien­

tific description 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 ll
• Can it be that the

transcendental ego is nothing but a limit concept?

Whatever the answer, it remains true that, as I have shown,

any pre-suppositionless Universal Science, insofar as it is truly

Universal and thus attempts to give an account of the genesis of

Being, must, insofar as eeing has been reduced to experience, either

involve itself in pre-supposition or tautology.

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 Phenomenologist, is attested to by every

descriptive experience we have. To continue, as I have pointed out,

it seems to me problematic as to whether we accept the Phenomen­

ological , metaphysical hypothesis of passive constitution or its

parallel dualist metaphysical hypothesis of the "in itself l' , and

indeed I am not at all sure that at bottom they need be different.

However, assuming that we continue with our Phenomenological

explication, the whole of what we know, including all our knowledge

of the relations of Being to consciousness, the transcendental ego

to the empirical ego, 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 knowledge

must be known to transcendental consciousness and must also be

intentionally constituted, and so on ad infinitum. From this it follows,
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as I have indicated, that transcendental idealism is strictly

speaking an idealism of idealism, by which I mean that having

bracketed the object-in-itself, Phenomenology 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 consciousness of objects. As I

have said, the distinction between 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 we 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 between Being and meaning, ontology and

epistemology, empirical ego and transcondental ego, fact and essence,

etc., is that we recognise these distinctions between 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 ontological~5For example,

65See quote 44.
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while the book in my bookcase may be a copy of my favorite novel and

Napoleon 'may ~ t he victor of Jena, . t he book in my bookcase

does not mean the same as mv favorite novel, and Napoleon does

not mean the same as t he victor of Jena.

Further, this very distinction between the ~tity of the

."Being of m.'y favorite novel and t he book in my bookcase and the

divergence of the meaning of "My favorite novel" and liThe book in my

bookcase" is itself obViously drawn within the realm of conscious

meaning. We therefore have an infinite regress in which the distinc-

tion between Subject and Object must itself be drawn by and in

t d t 1 b ' t' 't ·66ranscen en a su Jec J.VJ. y;'

II ••• the phenomenological Ego establishes himself
as 'disinterested' onlooker 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 67
very same attitude of looking on 'disinterestedly'''.

However, Husserl has so far merely shown that it must be within

the transcendental ego that the distinction between the naively

interested ego and its objects is dtawn 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 remark:

"Husserl speaks of the 'essence of Consciousness',
the 'essence of perception', the 'essence of
experience'; but one cannot escape the impression
that he is really saying, 'the essence of ,what 168
mean' by Consci.ousness, perception, experience".

66 c f iiilee n.ll.

67 E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 15, p.35.

68
Q. Lauer, op.cit., p.S?
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Indeed, one might go further than Lauer and wonder whether

every statement made by Husserl should not be prefaced with ttle

personal subjective, and similarly whether every 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 pat8 of universal
self-knowledge - first of all monadic and then
intermonadic. We can say also that a •••
universal self-cognition, is philosophy itself
and.encompasses all self-accountable science.

"The Delphic motto 'know thyselfl' has gained a
new signification". 69

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

regress by an "intermonadic" phenomenological explication of the

other, as this inter-monadic constitution must ultimately itself be

constituted within consciousness, this phenomenological Idealism of

Idealism at once guarantees the success and limits the scope of

his project:

"••• the whole spatio-temporal world ••• is
according to its own meaning mere intentional
Being, a Being therefore, which has the merely
secondary relative sense of a Being f££ a
consciousness ••• but over end beyond this it
is just nothing at all".70

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

69E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 64, pp.156-7.

70£. Husserl, Ideas, 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 are empirical experiences precisely because

they are constituted as such:

"But no matter what the status of this Phenomena'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
~recisely what makes such critical decisions at
all possible and accordingly, makes possible
whatever has for me sense and validity as 'true'
being ••• " )1

Husserl has achieved absolute indubitability by progressively

reducing all Being to consciousness, but at the cost of being only

able to constitute Being ideally. It is for this reason that I

believe the reduction~ 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 Transcendent Being is bracketed. However,

it remains an open possibility that what has been b~acketed 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 merely contingent and relative; there
a necessary and absolute Being, fundamentally
incapable of being given through app8ar~nces and
perspective patterns".~

~ E. Husserl, Cartesian M~ditations, Section 8, p.19.

?t . Husserl, Ideas, Section 49, p.138.
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Phenomenology is only able to reconcile idealism and

empiricism by an idealisation of both 8eing 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 experience.

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. Therefore, we will now examine the

transcendental ego and its phenomenological implications.

**********

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 immanence. Further, we will see how, along with the realization

that transcendency is an immanently constituted characteristic,

comes the "realization" that the world is constituted by the transc­

endental ego.

I will then attempt to demonstrate that this knowledge, far

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

upon rationalistic induction. Further, I hope to show that once the

epoche 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 8eing 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
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that ultimately represents the greatest short-coming in phenomenology's

declared aim to rid philosophy of the paradoxes and enigmas so long

associated with naive empirical and non-transcendental dialectical

philosophies.

Finally, I want to show, not only that phenomenology has been

de facto unable to resolve the paradoxes and enigloas related to the

problem of constitution, but that insofar as phenomenologically

speaking constitution and genesis are indistinguishable (perhaps on

a priori grounds), prnnomenology, 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 science, Husserl has bracketed Transcendence. All

indubitability rests with the imr.;anent: "Every immanent perception

necessarily guarantees the existence of its object ll •
1 We bracket the

transcendence of the world and are left with the reduced experience as
..

indubitable:

liAs radically meditating Philosop~ers, we now have
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 ~Gr

experiential believing in its existence - the
world is, for us, only something that claims
being •••• In short, not just corporeal Nature but
the wt10le concrete surrounding life-world is for me,
from now on, only a r:nenomenon of being instead of
something that is".2

However, as Husserl points out:

"If I abstain ••• fro~ every believing involved
in or founded on sensuous experiencing ••• this
life is continually there for me".3

Everything remains as it always was and is:

" ••• the only difference is that I, as reflecting
Philosophically, no longer keep in effect the
natural believing in existence involved in
experiencing the world ••• the same is true of all
processes of meaning ••• jUdqings, valuings,
decidings •• ~ position-takings ••• likewise
everything 'm~ant' ••• is still retained completely
- but with the acceptance modification, 'mere
phenomena'".4

-
1t • Husserl, Ideas, Section 46, p.130

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

3ill.E!.. p.19.

4
~., pp.19-20.
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"The world is for me absolutely nothing else but
the wodd existing for and accepted by me in such
a consOious cogito. It gets its whole sense,
universal and specific, and its acceptance aS5existing, 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 been able to make the distinction between

the stream of subjective processes and the world, between the acts

I
and the contents, this distinction must be retained within the phenomena

if everything is to truly remai~ as before with only a "change of

signature"a

"••• the own-essentiality belonging to me as ego,
comprises more than merely th~ actualities and
potentialities of the stream of subjective pro­
cesses. Just as it comprises constitutive ~ystems,.

it comprises the constitutive unities •••• ~here and
so far as the constituted unity is inse~arable from
the original constitution itself ••• ".

In the spirit of a transcendental subjectivity, the subject

must draw within itself the distinction between subject and object,

Just exactly as we saw in the previous chapter that within the realm

of meaning we must be able to recognise the distinction between the

meaning of meaning and the meaning of being:

"We see forthwith that the entire reduced 'world'
••• belongs in this sphere and is rightly included
in the positively defined concrete make-up of the
ego: as something peculiarly his own".7 •

5 p.21.Ibid.,

6Ibid ., Section 47, p.103.

7Ibid ., p.104.



"Within this 'original sphere' (the sphere of
original self-explication) we find also a
'transcendental world' which accrues on the
basis of the intentional phenomena 'objective
world', by reduction to what is peculiarly the
ego's own ••• ".8

" ••• I ••• begin with myself, the Ego given in
experience of myself as a man. After all, I
could exercise 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 are others, what is
the world for me? - constituted phenomena, merely
something produced within me".9

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

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

world as an accepted sense within itself:

"Just aa 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, despite 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:

" ••• we continue to distinguish - despite the
necessary interrelationship - the experience
itself from the pure ego of the experiencing
process ••• ".12

8 Ibid ., pp.104-5

91E!E., Section 21, p.52.

10lE!£., Section 11, p.26.

11~.

12E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 80, p.214.
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Therefore it is clear that within the realm of epistemology

or meaning left after the reduction, and circumscribed by the ego,

we distinguish the experience itself from the experiencer or ego

The ego has at once subjective and objective aspBcts. It has con-

stituted objectivity within the sphere of ownness.

Thus Husserl is no~ to be taken for a naive idealist, for the

world is, for Husserl, not merely an accepted sense within my ego, it

is also intentionally transcendent to my ego. The world is at 0Qce

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

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

"Consequently ~ere belongs within my psychic
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
OWTJ.8SS and the systems that constitute what is
oth'er" •14

Thus, while in the natural attitude we believe that 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 likewise bracketed other egos-and dis-

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

15am left with a "Nature included in my OJJnness". However, I notice

after I have completed this ltownness purification" that all my

experiences, inclUding my "experience of what is other is

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

14 Ibid., Section ~4, pp.98-9.

15 Ibid., p.96.
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16wholly unaffected by screErling off what is other". Thus, the other

must somehow be constituted in the self:

"Transcendency in every form is an immanent
existential characteristic, constituted within
the ego. Every imaginable sense, every
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
belng".17 -

Therefore, after the epoche, the bracketing of all reell

(genuine) transcendent objectivities, we find that we still have the

same experiences as before, and we therefore come to realize explicitly,

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

to know as the transcendental ego:

"Natural being is a realm whose existential
status is secondary; it continually pre­
supposes the realm of transcendental being.
The fundamental Phenomenological method of
transcendental epoche, because it leads back
to this realm, is called the transcendental­
phenomenological reduction".1S

"••• as an Ego in the natural attitude, I am
likewise and at all times a transcendental Ego,
but ••• I know this only by executing the
phenomenological reduction".19

Thus, in ~ue phenomenological spirit this transcendental ego

is supposedly not metaphysically hypothesised but is gradually des-

criptively uncovered by the empirical ego. There is no actual movement

from the empirical to the transcondental realm, but rather a change in

attitude is affected. The transcendental ego is not se~arate from the

empirical ogo (se8 above quote), Just as W8 have seen in tho wakIDof

16 Ibid ., p.9S.

17Ibid., Section 41, pp.83-4.

18~., Section 8, p.21.

19Ibid ., Section 15, p.37.
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the reduction, that the empirical ego is not separate from its

objects. Just as the empirical ego intends its "objects", which are

at once intentionally related to the ego and transcendent to it (the

content being intentionally constituted in the ~ as we saw in the

last chapter ) the transcendental ego is intentionally related to the

empirical ego. The phenomenological reduction merely makes explicit

the already implicit fact that the empirical ego is merely the

~mpirical correlate of the transcendental ego.

Further, as we have seen, I only come to know myself as a

transcendental ego by executing the phenomenological reduction "••• the

being of the pure ego and his cogitations, as a being that is prior in

itself, is antecedent to the natural being of the world".20

Therefore, it is clear that the order of description is ~gain

to be distinguished from the order of constitution." Descriptively

speaking, after the 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 ego as an object) and must therefore, as indicated above,

be antecedent to the natural being of the world. Thus, in the face of

the epoche, I realise that the world that I, the empirical ego,

pre-occupied with the world describe, must be transcendentally

constituted. I even come to realize that I, as empirical ego, am

transcendentally constituted:

20 Ibid., Section 8, p.21.
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"The transcendental ego emerged by virtue of my
'parenthesizing' of the entire Objective world,
and all other (including all ideal) Objectivities.
In consequence of this parenthesizing, I have
become aware of myself as the transcendental ego,
who constitutes in his constitutive life everything
that is ever Objective for me ••• (and) also
himself as identical 8go".21

"The 'I' does not confront a reality to be con-22templated. Being arises from its very regard".

And, indeed, even the "I" itself, insofar as it is in the wODld, must

be constituted. The empirical ego. is transcendenUily constituted by

the transcendental ego.

"I the reduced 'human ego' ('psychophysical'
ego) am constituted accordingly, as a member of
the 'world' with a multiplicity of 'objects'
outside me. But I myself constitute all this
in my 'psyche' and bear it intentionally within
me ••• in the Ego's self-explication, his
peculiarly own world (would) be found as 'inside'
and on the other hand ••• the Ego (would) find
himself 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 ego (in the psychological parallel, the psyche) ••• ".)24

Now in order that we be able to reflect like this on the

relation between the ego and its intentional objects, it is necessary

that a reflective act has taken place, as a result of which I am able

to "objectify" the relation between my ego and the world. The ego

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

21 Ibid ., Section 45, p.99.

22G• Berger, The Cogito in Husserl's Philosophy, p.61.

23 E• Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 44, p.99.

24Ibid., Section 30, p.6S.
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the original "objects" and at a transcendental level the "subject"

that objectifies itself as the "subject" that intends the "objects" •

Not only, therefore, do we, in an act of reflection, "objectify" the

relation between the naive "subject" (ego in the world) and his

"objects", but we further reflect on this act at a higher transcendental

level, and therefore we objectify the relation between the "naive

ego and his objects", and the ego that objectifies them both. We

move from the empirical ego to the transcendental ego to an object-

ification of the intentional relationship between these two egos

themselves:

"If the Ego, 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 Ego: in that the phenomen~logical Ego
establishes himself as 'disinte~ested' onlooker,
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' ••• ,,)5

The transcendental ego is intentionally related to the empirical

ego, and the ego that reflects on this relationship is itself intent-

ionally related to the relationship upon which it rSlects. 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 subjectivity:

" ••• precedes the being of the world, in so far as it
constitutes 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",26

25 Ibid., Section 15, p.35.

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

Gesamelte Werke, (Chicago: Aaler).
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it must constitute all intentional objects including itself as

object in itself, and must precede them. 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, we may ask ourselves what

constitutes it as such? Clearly it will not do merely to say that

the transcendental ego is the final intentionality of consciousness

like its obvious analogue God, the uncaused cause - and does not need

to be constituted, for we have talked about it and brought it within

consciousness as an intentional object. On the other hand, it is no

good merely to postulate 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

li, and so on - ad infinitum.

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

self-conSituting. He talked of:

"••• the transcendental ego, who constitutes
in his constitutive life everything that is
ever objective for me - the ego of all con­
stitutions who exists in his actual and
potential life-processes and Ego-habitualities
and who constitutes in them not only everything
objective, but also himself as identical ego ll

• 27

This entails that the transcendental ego must be both subject and

object, an intentional object and the subject that constitutes the

world including II ••• himself as a member among its lexternalities, ••• n.
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.)

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

28 Ibid., Section 44.
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There seem 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 possible consciousness, possible knOWledge,
possible evidence the two being related to one
another merely externally by a rigid law, is
nonsensical. They belong together essentially;
and in belonging together essentially, they are
also concretely one, one in the only absolute
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' ••• a ••• self explication in the
form of a systematic egological science, an
explication of my ego ••• ".31

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

in transcendental subjectivity", it would seem that to say that the

transcendental ego is self-constituting, as we have seen Husserl

does, in no way opens up the possibility of a radically empirical

accouflt of the constitution of the world iri 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 ego, sit here and try,

I have no radically empirically descriptive consciousness of the

self-constitution of the transcendental ego. Rather, what I have is

a radically empirical descriptive awareness of the world, and of

myself as psycophysical unity in that world. further, I am reflectively

29 Ibid Section 41, p.84.____e'

30~., Section 37, p.75.

31lE.!£!., Section 41, p.86.
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aware of this, that is I am aware that I am aware of it, and so

on and so on. However, the fact remains that I have no empirical

descriptive awareness 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 •

the 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, thereby not only involVing us

in a regress, but requiring that the "Universe of true being" was not

concretely one with the "Universe of-possible consciousness"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 need of an act of

constitution. To the objection that this, like its theosophical

counterpart, was in the most literal sense a "meta-physicar' speculation,

we might expect the rejoinder that the whole of experience was indeed

the empirical foundation of such a claim. 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 tha

state of Beings are in all observable instances seen to have been

caused); and (b) the altogether problematic postulation of the

particular form this cause must take. Therefore, while this inductively

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

32Ibid., p.84.
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itself" of naive 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 ego, would be to say that it was

self-constituting, as Husserl does. However, as I have indicated,

no matter how hard I try, I have no radically empirical awareness

of this self-constitution. Husserl 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 ••• ".33

This is obviously ~rue. I begin to meditate and I find that

I am already in a world constituted by my transcendental ego

which, as self-constituting, must therefore already have constituted

itself. This presents no more or less of an enigma than that

presented by any non-transcendental,dialectical philosophical attempt

to accou~t for the "first cause". The only difference is that

whereas for dialectical philosophy the problem is that of trying to

explain whether the ideal constitutes the material or vice versa34 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 asserts that

the genesis of experience is "dialectical"; and just like this

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

33 Ibid ., 5 t' 37 76ec lon , p. •.
34The "chicken and eggll problem.
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statement of it. In short, Husserl is certainly not describing this

self-constitution radically empirically. Rather, on the one ~nd he

is, as we have seen, inductively hypothesising that because all

changes of state of 8eings have a cause, then 8eing 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 ego was self­

constituting was gained by "essential insight". It should be clear

that this "essential insight", if it is not to be cmcrete empirical

experience, yet is not to be a metaphysical or mysterious flight of

fancy, can only be understood as a judgement, deduction, or some such

similar operation, based upon the salient facts.

The salient facts, as outlined above, are (a) that we find

ourselves in a world already there for us, (b) that Husserl seems to

have concluded by induction that the world was subject to genesis and

is not eternal in time, and lastly (c) that of the three logically

possible "explanations" for the genesis of the world, the first two

are obViously and immediately inadmissable for the reasons outlined

above. This leaves only the third possibility which seems to be

"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 factors,

"essential insight", so long as we remember that as "explanation"

rather 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 subject. As self-constituting,

the transcendental ego would not stand in need of constitution by

a something outside it which 8S precisely something 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 believe Husserl "chooses this particular

explanation", and it seems that any claim by Husserl to know by

II 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 matter of fact that all the

attempts to account for genesis of the transcendental ego have involved

empirically insubstantiable hypothesis and logical deduction of one

sort or another, but a matter of a priori necessity. This I now hope

to demonstrate.

We have seen preViously that as the "Universe of true being"

and the "Universe of possible consciousness" are "concretely 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 e90109ical genesis and the constitution of the world.

Thus it should come as no surprise 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

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

35E. Husse!l, Cartesian Meditations, Section 37, p.75.

36See Chapter II, fn. 63.
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to give a radically empirical description of the genesis of its

correlate "experience of the world" the phenomenologically reduced

e90,is also doomed a priori. Truly, both the ego and the world as

two halves of the irreducible experience are "••• the final

intentionality of consciousness u •
37 In other wo~s, it becomes

clea~ that the problem of the genesis of the transcendental ago for

itself is the correlate of the problem of the constitution of the

world.

"As developed systematically and fully,
transcendental phenomenology would be,
ipso facto, the true and £Lenuine Universal
ontology". 38

.\

Therefore, not only does it follow that any attempt to explain

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

rather than an explanation, a correlative re-statement of the problem"

but it also becomes clear that a priori there can be no radicallY

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

the constitution of the' world, there can be no transcendental ego

as it "••• is what it is sole~ in relation to its intentional

objectivity".39 Thus, prior to the constitution of the world theta

is no transcendental ego to describe its constitution. They must

co-arise as after a~l, the "Universe of-true being" and the IIUnivlil.rse

of possible consciousness II are "concretely one", therefore we cannot

describe the genesis of one in terms of the other as

dialecticians try to do.

the dualist

37 .
Sse G. Brandt, Weit, Zeit, und Ich, (The Hague: Martinez

Nijhoff, 1955),pp13-25.

38 E• Husserl, Cartesian Moditations, Section 64, p.153.

39 Ibid ., Section 30, p.65.
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If the self-constitution of the self which was then to

cpntinue and constitute the world were to be the object of "essential

insight ll
, who would or could have the essential insight into the

genesis but the very self that was being generated? Now as genesis,

at least in its full sense of "passive genesi811 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 there 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 transcendental ego and its correlate, the

Universe of true being, must alpeady exist a priori. Husserl claims

Transcendental Subjectivity:

"••• precedes the being of the world in so far as
)

it constitutes within itself the world'S se~se

of being".40 .

Therefore, it is firmly acknowledged by Husserl that the ego

must precede the world whose sense of being, including presumably

itself as objec~ it constitutes. However, he is clearly trying to

explain how it is that the ego can precede itself by drawing a

dichotomy between the transcerdentalsgJ as SLbj3ct end transcendental ego as

object. However, there seem to me to be substantial objections to

this ploy. If, as Husserl tells us:

40E. Husserl, Formale und Tranzendental Logik, p.273.
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"Objects exist for me and are what they are onlY41
as objects of actual and possible consciousness"

and:

II ••• it becomes clear that the transcendental ego
••• is what it is so~ely in relation to the
intentional objectivities ll • 42

Then, not only do ..we ha~e the" chicken !'lnd egg" problem

arising m my attempt to describe the relation between consciousness

and the world, but insofar as the transcendental ego is both subject

and object, we have a similar problem in trying to describe the

genesis of the ego. That is, if, as Marleau-Panty points out, the

self "constitutes the totality of being and its own presence in the

world ••• and ••• never finds anything outside itself but what it has.
43put there", then the transcendental ego is only object, insofar as

it is intentionally con~tituted as such by itself as subject, and it

is only subject by virtue of its relation to objects (including

itself) •
~

Clearly, then, the subjective and objective aspects of the

transcendental ego are indissolubly related in experience. Thus, the

one cannot be empirically described as generating the other as they

must co-arise in experience. Though Subject and Object may have

different meanings or be epistemologically different; they are

ontologically symbiotic in the 8eing of the one experience. However.

as I have said, notwithstanding the above assertion that the subjective

and objective aspect of the transcendental ego must be ontologically

or empirically indistinguishable, Husserl nonetheless continually

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

42lE.!£.

43M• Merleau-Panty, 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 ever 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 subject and the transcendental ego as
-'

object and thereby to claim that transcendental subjectivity con-

•stituted "the Universe of possible consciousness" the transcendental

ego, one would still have to account for the constitution of transc-

endental subjectivity, and in so doing would find oneself in the very

type of regress that, it will be remembered, II essential insight"

told UB the "theory" of self-constitution would allow us to avoid. 44

Husserl attempts to avoid this problem by claiming that while

the transcendental ego constitutes 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:

"••• 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 ego.
The ego constitutes himself for himself in, so
to speak, the unity of 'history'. We 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 saw Husserl attempt
. \

44See pp.73-5.

45E. 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. constitut~,

we now see that he claims that the transcendental subject is "nothing

to be taken in itself", is not an .0bJect, but is, so to speak,

implicit while the laws governing the passive constitution are said

t b . t 46o e J.nna e.

Thus, while the trarlscendental ego on the one hand "precedes

the being of the world in so far as it constitutes the world's sense

of being ~on the other the constitution of the ego contains all

constitutions of all objectivities existing for him, and therefore,

in a sense, the transcendental ego co-arises with the world. The

solution to this seeming contradiction whereby the transcendental ego

as constitutor of the world precedes the world with which l as co-

relate, it co-arises, must be to draw a distinction between Logical

priority and Ontological priority, between the implicit transcendental

subject which logically must "precede" the wond from the explicit
'\

transcendental ago which ontologically (or empirically) 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

s8ems to me to be one over-riding abjection 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 precisely an exercise in the very metaphysics that

phenomenology has strived so hard to avoid.

465ee ~., section 39, p.S1.



To recapitulate, I have argued that the attempt of phenom-

enology to account for the genesis of experience is doomed on

a priori grounds. Nonetheless, we have seen Husserl attempt to

account for this genesis by the "theory" of self-constitution 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 postulates that would

precisely invalidate phenomenology's pretension to radical empiricism.

However, we hav~ just seen that despite Husserl's claim to have an

intuitive essential insight into the empirical validity of self-

constitution, the transcendental ego can only "get a grip on itself"

and constitute itself if we draw a distinction between the explicitly

ontological transcendental eg~ and the implicit or logical trans-

cendental subject, and this latter must, I am claiming, be meta-

physical, and as such, would undermine the very claim to be radically

empirical that phenomenology is trying to establish.

Having presented the f~amework, I want now to show that this
/

is the case, that the logically implicit transcendental 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-

82

stantiate my thesis that any empiricism - that does not experience the

world as eternal and infinite - finds itself in an inevitably 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~ there is indeed a subject, while claiming not to know

what it is (as if we knew~ it was, it would be explicit and

such an explicit 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

~ a thing is without knowing~ 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-

andental subject~ is responsible for the genesis of the world,

but is not known for~ 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 attempt 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 transcendental

subject, must involve an inductive argument and a metaphysical

hypothesis.

Scientists for a long time suspected~ there were certain

sub-atomic particles that they had not yet observed. They inductively

hypothesised the laws of causality to be general, 'and then from the

observable fact that certain observable particles acted in a particular

way, they deduced from this hypothesis that this behaviour cou~ be explainx1 as
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Q "reaction" to or effect of other, as yet unobserved, particles. In

other words, they based the claim that there were other unobserved

particles on logical deduction fr~m an inductive hypothesis and not

on empirical observations of what they were. These sub-~tomic particles

remain unobservable in the direct sense, and are known only "functionally".

That is, their 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 th~ inductive hypothesis of the general

validity of the law of causality. Now whereas Positivistic Science

seems content with such pseudo empiricism, the resulting,paradox that

the'sub-atomic constituents of matter must be thought of as "wavicles,,47

should serve only to strengthen Phenomenology's resolve to avoid the

metaphysics on which such paradox thrives. However, the parallel bet\ueen

"wavicles" and the transcendental subject, in terms both of the justif-

ications offered for them by their adherents, and their "functional"

role in accounting for our experiences, is too striking to miss. In

both cases, we start with direct experience and move, via an inductive

hypothesising of the general validity of "causality" to a deductive

cefinition of a "function" that is reified. Thus, from the fact that:

"The beginning phenomenologist ••• finds himself as ••• an ego, who

already has a world,,48 and from the inductive hypothesis that Being

itself has a ca~se, Husser1 concludes that there must be "something"

that "precedes the being of the world ••• (and) cQ~stitutes within

itself the world's sense of being". This constituting "function" is

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

47 exhibiting
As/both the properties of particles and of waves, properties

which, according to Bohr's Principle of Complementarity are irreducible
to one another.

48E• Husser1, 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 ~o be the. final intenti'onali ty of

-consciousness, the "cause" known only in terms of its "effect", it must

on a priori grounds be beyond ~irect verification49 even in principle,

and therefore, despite the claims of, "essential insight", "Meta-

Physical" (sic).

This metaphysically postulated entity cannot its~lf be a

Being in the usual sense - otherwise it could only account for changes'
. ,

in the state of Beings (active constitution) and not for Being itself

(passive constitution). Further, if it were a Being in the usual ~ense,

it would stand in need of an act of constitution itself, and therefore
(

on a priori grounds it cannot be subject to empirical ~rification; 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 the 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 subj8ct is no more empirical nor less meta-

physical than the " wavicle" of positiVistic pseudo-empirici~1l2.or the

"in itself" of tho naive philosophies whose function, i?s the cause of

experience, it replaces.

49 See A.J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, (London: Victor
Gonzalez, 1967).
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Thus, having investigated all the logicelly possible attempts

to account for the ~enesis of the world, and having seen that they

all involve unverifiable metaphysical postulates (unveri~iable that·

is at least in the radically empirical. sense of the term) we must

conclude that insofar as any empiricism may attempt to account for

the genesis of the world experience; it must involve itself in

metaphysical speculation, as we previously saw it must, on a priori

grounds.

Further, it should also be clear that as "the Universe of

true being" and "the Universe of possible consciousness" (as "world

experience" and "experience of the world") are "concretely one" - in

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

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

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

standing Husserl's ~ncomplete attempt to distinguish internal and

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

incomplete):

"Consequently the phenome~ology of this 8elf­
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".51

50 Ibid ., Section 33, p.68.

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

"••• 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 God that the cogito brings me into
coincidence".52

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

consciousness. The world is in consciousness and consciousness is in

the world. \

To conclude, then. As a Radical Empiricist, Husserl has not

been able to account for experience in terms of the ego's experience

of metaphysical "objects in themselves" as the naive empiricists do.

Nor has he been able to reduce objects to consciousness as this is a

psychologism that fails to recognize the fact that we are conscious of

objects. Thus, as a transcendental subjectiv~, Husserl must consider

consciousness and the world to be intentional correlates. 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 transcendental problem of the constitution of objects

for the ego or the genesis of Being.

"The difference between idealism and realism will
consist solely in that, for the latter being
engenders belie~while for the former, belief
cruato3 thlJ fiction of being. Out for Transcend­
ental PhpnG:nenolnqy, the 'I' no more constructs
objects than·it suffers them. It is beyond
action and passion".53

52 M• Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, p.373.

53 G• 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, eithor the "uncaused

cause", or the title of an infinite regress. In either case, it-seems

to be the final symbol of Husserlts inevitable inability to account

empirically for that which by definition goes beyond empirical exper-

ience for what,is the problem of the constitution or genesis of Being

other than the Essentially insoluble problem of Empirically describing

that which preceded Being, and therefore, phenomenologically speaking,

preceded Experience?

"When I say that things are transcendent, this
means that I do not possess them, that I do not
circumambulate them; they are transcendent to
the extent that I am ignorant of wh~ they are,
and blindly assert their bare exis~nce".54

54M• ~erl8au-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, p.36S.
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CHAPTER FOUR

PHENOMENOLOGY; RADICAL EMPIRICISM AS RATIONALIST METAPHYSICS!

Having touched upon what I consider to be more central tbemes

of Husserl's Phenomenology, and having so far produced only a piecemeal

critique 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 I will attempt to draw attention to some of the meta-level
)

movements or philosophical directions taken by Phenomenology and to

situate these within the Philosophical historic context, as well as to

draw out some of the implications implicit in Phenomenology.

Husserl claims that Phenomenology is a Radically Empirical

Universal Science. In order to be Radical it must have no presuppositions

whatever. If it is to be Empiric~ it must base all its knowledge

claims upon experience. As a Universal Science it must concern itself

with the true object of such a Science, namely Being in its entirety.

If it is to be Universal, it must not only deal in eidetic or essential
of

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" justification is to admit to such an "outside" thereby

undermining the claim to Universality.

"••• If there be a Universal Science wherein is
contained the justification of all particular
Sciences; there can be no Science superior to 1
it wherein it would find its justification ••• "

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

Phenomenology's claim to be a radically "Empirical Universal Sciencew,

1Q• Lauer, o~.cit., p.126.
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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. In order to Justify

its claim to be a Universal Science, Phenomenology must ensure that it \

can study Being in its entirety. It follows directly that there can
)

only be a radically empirical universal science if Being in its entirety

.
is presuppositionlessly reducible to experience. I contend not only

that Phenomenology does not show this to be the case, but that a priori

no Philosophy can. r

As the "Reduction ll is clearly at the crux of this attempt to .

reconcile radical empiricism and universal science, I propose to start

by examining this reduction. Now before Husserl can perform the

reduction, he must, as we-previously saw, apply the IIEpoke ll • Thu epoke

or bracketing limits Being to that of which we can potentially be

conscious in one mode or other. 2 ED\gsn Fink claims that the epoke

contains an implicit a priori. assertion, namely that that which can not

manifest itself to us in one mode or another as Being-f~r-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 experienoecble, 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.

3[. Fink, L' Ilnal S8 I ntentionnelle et Ie probleme de la Pens~e
SpB"culatives in Probl, as Actuels de la P no nologie ed. H.L. Van Breda,
(Brugge-Paris:' Discl'Eie et Brouwers, 1952), pp.53-87•.
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IQ other words Fink claims the reduction of Ontology to Transcendental

Epistemology must be based on a presupposition thae must undermine

Phenomenology'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,
does this mean denying
of reality outside the
means refusing to this
being ...... 4

from outside •••• Nor
that there is some sort
subject; it simply
sort of reality any

l

..
And this Husserl does with the epoke ensuring tautologically

that upon performing the reduction:

"We subtract just as little from the plenitude
of the world's Being ••• as we do from the
plenary geometric Being of a square 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 same, which
inu~ed contradicts its own mentally clarified
meaning is set asi~e"'S-

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.

, ,,'
"In the attempt to doubt applied to a thesis
which ••• is certain and tenaciously held, the
'aisconnexion' takes place in and with a mod­
ificationof the antit~esis, namely with the 6
'supposition' (Ansetz~ng) of Non-Being .;.".

In contrast, Phenomenology employs the' epoke which is: "•••

abstention), a certain refraining from jUdg'ement •••".?

4Q• Lauer, op.cit., p.??

5E• Husserl, Ideas, Section 55, p.153.

6Ibid ., Section 31, p.gs.

?Ibid.
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There is then no a priori assertion. However, later upon performing,the

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'lIttivially"

true as ftdemonstrates not that all Being in its entirety is experienceable

but that all that was initially experienceable before the

reduction is experienceable after. While Husserl does not evade the,

Philosophical question in the manner that Fink suggests he does, by an

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

be clear that this assertion is implicit in the acceptance of radically

\
empirical criteria as methodologically appropriate to a Universal

5
. 8 J

c~ence.

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

Therefore it is the acceptance of radical empiricism that constitutes

the art of evasion that undoubtedly take~ place. HaVing accep:ed such

criteria, then the verification of the Being or Non-Being of the world

depen~s precisely on the very experience whose ontological status we

might wish to question.

~

"But no matter what the status of this Phenomenon's
claim to actuality and no matter whether at some
future time, I decide critically that the world
exists or that it fu illusory, still this phenomenon
itself 13& mine, is not nothing, but is precisely 10
what makes such critical decis~ons at all possible".

8 Indeed, we
be implicit, in one
necessarily based.
that our reasoning

might note here that all valid conclusions must always
way or another in the assumptions upon which they are
Indeed, if they were not we might rightly suspect

was incorrect. (See also quote 12.)

9 A. Camus, The I"'lyth of Sisyphus, trans. J. O'Brien, (London:
Hamish and Hamilton, 1955), P.17 •

10E. Husserl, Cartesian Meditations, Section 8, p.19.
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No Being can invalidate the experience in wh~Ch it is exclusively

given. However, herein lies radical empiricism's st~ength and weakness,

for as empirically unfalsifiable, it is in the paradoxical position of

being a Metaphysical doctrine that denies the validity of all metaphysics.

Now as the acceptance of radical empiricism as appropriate to a

universal science has indeed proved to entail an emp~rically unfalsifiabl~

and therefore metaphysical doctrine, we will now examine 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,
,

including, as we shall see, Rationalism), are external or internal
')

sources. Now Phenomenology, as a Universal Science, must, for reasons

I have already explained, be self-justifying.
11

However, self-justifying

Philosophy must ultimately in the final analysis 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 to prove.

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

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

in question and stands in need of justification. As Merleau-Ponty notes:
I

"Unless thought itself had put into things what it .
subsequently finds in them it would have no hold
upon things ••• 11.12

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

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

11 See quote 1.

12M• 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 seek its justification from

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

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

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

establishinq a tautological or trivially true position, which implicitly

assumes what it purports to prove! or must end in an overt explicit

metaphysical assumption, It showld.also be cleor that this is a priori

13true of any Philosophicai system whatever.

However, to return to the case~n point, the empirical

unfqlsifiablity 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 belipve thut this is the only assumption'

that undermines Husserl's claim that Phenomenology is radical. While

(

the empirical assumption ensures that expeuenceabliity is taken to be a
"

necessary criterion of Being, and therefor ensures a priori that

whatever is "dignified with the title B8ing" is experiuncmble, HU:3serl
..

must do more still if he is to ensure that experience is a sufficient

criterion; if, in other words, he is to ensure that experience is

"Consti tutive". While he has ensured all Being is experiencecble, he

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

13 .
See 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 thtl "Ooxic Cogi to" In the final analysis

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

naive idealist position, for while:

"••• to 'see' and to intend absolutely nothing
more than what is grasped in 'seeing' and then 4
still to question and doubt, that is nonsense".1

"••• only the doxic cogito actually exercises
the objectifying function".15 '

In other words, "to ses ll merely ensures the "self-evidence ll of

the experiential act per se, and it is only by employing the doxic

positionality that we are able to move from the self-evidence of the

act to the self-evidence of the object given in it.

IICertainly each mental Phenomenon has its ~

relation to objects; and each hes its
genuine (rellen) content, which is, a belief
in those aspEcts which compose it In the
genuine sense" .16 '

"••• every thetic act character generally
••• conceals in its essential being a
character of the genus 'doxic thesis' which
coincides with it in certain ways".1?

As Osborn remarks:

lilt is the character of belief that distinguishes
the perception from the illusion; ~he object
perceived alone exists in 'belief' as really
there".18

Whil~ after the reduction it becomes clear that:

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

15 b'd1..2-. ,
16 Ibid .,

Ideas, Section 117, p.307.

The Idea of Phenomenology, p.58.

1? E. Husserl, Ideas, Section 115, p.299.

18
A.D. Osborn, op.cit., .p.91.
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"Ttle very expr,rience of tran:>cfHHJrmtal thing~,

is pos3ibl8 only provi',cd trbt trle project is
borne ami di '-cnv ,~red wi thi II f1iyse 1f" • 19

It is only the Doxie Cagito that ensures that:

"Tran~:ccndf.'ncy in evury shupe and form l.§. an
irnfl1alwnt ex is tent ia 1 charac tel' is tic consti tuted
within the 890".20

Ane as Luuer notes:

"••• the gap highlighted by Descartes can be
bridged only if consciousness is constitutive
of beincj" .21

Just as the reduction surves to rid Phenomenology of any Mat:ri21: t

rnetaphY:3ics ~3uch as that mEltaphysical object par pxudlanc,'!:

as it is i.n i b~r;l f, the: (j oxic cogi to, Bnsur ing as it ()Clc C , tt.. 2 f t

ality of conseioLJsnu:;s ::ervus t;, refute thE suggf!stion tt-:iJt I.,

rucuct:O!l anu Ltrc: (;oxic cogitu ,1110l11 HLJ·i~;I:r.l to tran:,e, flLl :~

\) j; t ~j'

To [jive hut CIW '/i"JiII[ . .lu, [!rior- to Transc, n(J(!nL,l r r,';l U .-

tilE l:.IIH'ld. 80th f c xp22nati '.1::;

-------_..- .._- .. -....- -_..

,HI.o'\

..:. I

~~'. L~-;LJr;r, ~~_it., :.~:ojbC ..



This distinctiun, being drawn wholly w~thin ths ic~al r0~lm,

ZU:J:. it thJ tr3ri::c:':wontally iueal, can only be bctwEl::,: cDr,:"c.iu:J3r;c';

mu"t havE undergone a rp.ificaL.on) arid consciousness of Oeing (here

takEIl to ineluu[~ every mode of beir~g ano ~i;. merely thE b,;,ii-,g :.:,f thE:

I;;.

Physical ~orld) 0 As the distinction is Drawn wholly from a TranSCCfl ';~~al

lh}cJ., bl':I'C c:Jn be, frDIIi thiJ bLqinning, absolutely [IC LUf.r,tiu(·, ~,f v:'.,

b,::~ilC; 2. cicd.cct:c tJ,:;tLW(;[1 th,:; two, and therefore no qur,stion Gf 2::y

"cuner;. tlJly onu 0.' in ••• ,. 1"1 r: c· C e n c'" r ~ ~1 c: u b .J' n C ~ i v· .: t' y":--: 2l.. C , ,j • "'" I L d _ . L _ _ "

------------------------------- ---------_._--
r) )

··""L. fiu sterl, ~~tr::~).:c:il [>;'(1iLations, Section 41, P.S!;.



II I f what in f!X;.ln irmcEcJ has tho fi8nSO
1_~~~l!..~;.£.'.·iHL'n!:..1 br:inq trL!11 it is the
Lxp".il:ncc :.hdC con:-3tituL:s th.i~; ~3['nfj,'; II.. .. ..

'1 '1..
.:.. •J

i1Gdically empirically thc:ru can be no "in itself" WhE,\:.,'·,·.[ ti:,.

"in it~;l,;lf" of ffl2terlEiI Boir,,; or the "in itself" of cnr: ciuu::.r>::;c;.

r'\2c:~c311y Empirically speakinr.: t bet.h consciousness and i.L; c:c>cts f'iU.t

if, .i:,solubly rslututi in the:: one unif.i.tc:d experi.E:nc(~. If all E"Jei,Hj j,;

rrduc~d to con3clousncss, anJ all consciousness is intGntionally

C::i:1Stitut.i,V8 of Bei.ng, then [1[;ing is Wh,lt it ~,' soh;ly L,y virtue of _~t',

r8!~tion to con3ciousn2ss, and consciousness is wha: it is salely by

virL..JC' eJf itc; reLJlion to Beinc]. :mpirical (;xpr'ric'licc ii, t::l b-il Phd

sup~osc any other relationship is precisely supposition and as s~ch

"t' v ,: I' y i.0',;Cc'1. nchl c' son~'; e t Fe V C l'Y irr::JCjinab It; be irl q
wi~tcthr,r llrlc Lii.Lur if; c:,JlL,.u ii;,ILanHnt or trdn~'3-

c c~n,:t, nt., fa 11 S w.i thin ttl'; Lc,ma in Gf tE· n:;c;;nL~'-ilt "d
c>uLyctivity, de: ttl;~ suo.;c:,·vity th2t constitut s
~3 c?ns t: ane Lc j n i~!. Th'1 3 t tf!:qJ t to cuneo1 v e tn,'
LJn.i.vfT~:;" of truE De.ir;g Be: fjUliictlling 1ylf"'.. out,,,',,.:;::

th0 universe of possibla consciousness, possible
krwlJjledgf1, po,;::;iuh, evicJcnc(!, the two bE inc
relfitcd to onE an~lh8r murely Bxternally by a
r igi d L'lli t is flonsem;o. HillY be lenq togethur
c.':c '::iltia1ly; all,1 as belrJfic,ing togetrET 8sGi.nti.3l2.y
are also conc:eteJ_y one, onp in the only absolutE
concretion: trdnsccndc:ntal subjcctivi ty". 25

Tn

r-.3 Lc:uer notes:

'),
() U) ':. :.: t i v i t. YII • ~ .•

" ••• Subjectivity is cDn~;titu'c.Ed cOI,comitantly with

rTf.,
\ ' ; , -~



Tliat this is not idt~81 rnctaphys.i.cal sp(]f~uJat:m con b ~;- Hi if

we stuey thE work of C~stalt psychology for BX2mpl~. We S~2 t~2t a

radically 81::pirical c1e~,cription of [j[',toqenesi" cicscrlt, co r.cuJ thr' "sf:if"

ann th", "other", the subjPct and object of E:xp",ricncc, 2re :,utuiiLy

inter-cefining or symbiotically co-related.

COflC:::r,t of the: self that consciousnF'ss c:Jmes to un:erc:;Lani-! UF~ ether ')C

object, and it is only lhroullh its concept of oth~r Of obju=l that

consciousness comes to undorstand its~lf.

Being and consciousness afD, radically Empiric2_1y pcakirlg,

lilt i~~ thi:: LLror Df (li)(Jfl-ldtis~m t\.J SEt CJnn 2c~lin:~.:;t

the (Jtr1"r~ mill'! ae-Jairnt t.llinq:co, thlJc~ creatiii'i thl,
illu3Dry m.(j in:;olutJle pI'O(dUf, of thLir CCJf::nur,­

i:::atioil •••• Th. diffcricnce b'.twcen i'lF31L:m 2;1[;

rCi}I.i.,;rn will. ccwi'::i:;l sol Jy in that for' the: latt"r,
!i:JC i nl] crw,_r",c,I':; Ulj lie f, llJI;i Ic; f[) r thl:; f'Jrrnc r,
tAclicf' Clcc,b;s tilL: fiction of twinq. But for
transcendental phenomenology, thG 'I' no more
constructs objects than it suffers them. It is
:JCyofle- action cw,d pdssion" .27

Thi empirical a sumption and thu doxic CO(jitc, by c:,abJi,llj

f_,;c.'.:iY:!UX,·' wnict, W2r[~ c'rDurlo:'::: - as, dccoroing to Huss rl, c:ll para .. :oxi'

'7
C~ L.. 1. l.· .l. t .,c-i P 4 C ~ t • .., r~ p • U1- 2 d



- -. -' _:.: -- .... ~--.. ~ ::

t :-,~ f C 1":'.

For L:X;~::,PJ.c_~ t Cl'. I ct,

r,.. '-."

u b j t: C t i vi t y the, tCO:l'; tit u tr~ " E: 11 t)·· r'

it ,Jf.

both clEarly cc.'-a=i

-----------------
1-·" I r l' ~,·-;:\,p.Jl, l\j-:rl ~\l::rx t 3rrj Th~~;~:;i.;~ or: i~ l!l:'ru,.-::c;:,. 2.1"1 t.• f":,_~rx

2rL_; F. :~r:CEl~~" f: Ljl-;rLJ..:~ch: r;I~.C! ~_t;Gi~) of the [!~clt'-'-~ria.!~ ,j- =-:r-·= ~._;~-aJi. 1-

_._l~!..'~ k: := t - (L (m "-;;·~;-:--L c.::U;:I-'~-;:;'- cr, ;--~~5-·~h0 r t, 19'73 ) •
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or in a~ infinite regr8ss an~ whicll, either way, pr8sents a paradox.

As B~t(Gon points out:

liThe f';8l~tonii3f1 world iJscl'iLlls l'aalit.y to otJj ct~:

ana iJchiDVO,: itco simpJi,:iLy by pxcludiw, tii' c, ntixt
of the, contrlxt - 8)(clu.:J inc; in ·er:rJ all mi,ta-·

IFd"Von'"h:p::: - a fortiJi" '·;<c!.urJinc, an ir,f~njt

r lc: C1 rES 0 f ,:i I, c n r L: 12 t ion ~', • ] n en n t r as:' 1 t n l: .' "" 0 r.i ':, t s
of C~)I:·:;·:~unicdt.j.on .irl~.3i_st upon f""!xt::mining Lh'-~ fil c.a-

:'i~L,t ;Dn~;hiv; \Jjhiln i';cjd(?v~n(; its silfiFlicity cy
2XC lu,LirlCj all r:bjcctci ll .~)[J

COln<:t one c0nnol~ [;Cici'l)!} trw illlr,rr,s~,jon th:,t tills '.:S l:rt':.JIl, 1i,,-, ti".

arc: "CQ;~c['ntC'J.y IlnL H in no hJ.:ly c-'xl~l(.l.in~:i How this 5_~~ ~;:J slclE.

";'J;C; yDU ,i \}i.' tilL eh~J iCI" [JC LVi'en a riesel' ~ ptiorl
tn'it j.': ,,,.1,'(; iJ:"'" th-:t t8.L,; f;H~ nothing arid

h'!,J',tf',., .• j th,le ciiJl;,. to L,""erl I1lFJ but aI',,: r1i.it
,,,~,,II .)'1

,...! '--< - ...... •

"

, fer a full fxpnsition of this ~J.~:r 3C':JX.

r: " ,',nL ,
" .. l'ln f r i e

.DC:"~Cj ~tI, p~.~?

t. :-1(·~ . '._..i rj j. C ,-.1.1
N.B. ThF~ t;-l~~crist [If ,-I '~t;-'~;;i_

pi rici"t.
eri





010gie81 description uf the world.

in pas,;inrj Fink's obji;ction to thz: n~c1ucti(Jn, nc3fdr:ly that L'lth rl,!1:,n

sr-.owiiH] that all Gring in its untir8ty Wat3 n?duciiJle to x[Joriuic',

. t t· 3b],t ::nmply 8vadud 'tw quu~;·]rHl.

pcrh:q)c; thi' cmpir.icd.i n'~lticfl which ultimately provi,:ec; thE grounding

for this act of evasion in that thl) acceptance of radical empirical

eLL tEria as appropriate to a Univ[~r~jal ~lcicncl3 implicitly presup;-c;s.J.:

th~t thu object of such a Sci8nce, Being in its entirety, was r~u~ciLl

to cxp8ri~nc8. As we saw, the ac~cptance of such criteria, a~thDuyh

sup~oscdly self-justified, ultinlately must have ~resupposso what it

purported to justify as inu8ud must all self-justifying Philosophical

tuns Ls 0 We should not, thEn, be su rpris ed to see an eniljma ,c,:' isill;J

t-:r3re on the fertile grountJ of pr8supp,J c;i t ion. This ] uil.l new at ~8ir,pt

to c:xplicate.

To begin thEm, we cannot E";C3pU thi3 impression that Hu:c;s,.rl

has been able to raduce 8eing to conSClOUSnGSS fo~ the very 1'08 on th6t

the eiil"iricCiJ. 3S~~lJ:l1pti(Jn h,s allowuj hi,;, to .justify the lir.iiting uf

e illr~ to Consciousness a priori, amJ thereby to tautologiCally Deri-ve

th~ valiuity of the r"Guction. By thi; f3poke, Husserl hasi.i"pliciti.y

lim:.tpLl Being to our (,!xpGrience or: our COllscioU3fles r
, flf ,', nn".

36
5

,__, __
_ c pagA 89 of this Chapter.
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tho nature of 8eing, with tht] 8pistl~illological quesU,on canuTE,inC!

what we maan when we say 8 thing Is. As Lauer notes:

"Hus~>nrl ie', cnncernelJ exclu,;ivHly with that which
is (d CiS SfJiendc) (:JIllj not at all with bElinq (da'::.
Sein)".=~7 "

That Husserl's work supports this interpretation cannot be

usnisd, as we may see this attitude exemplified in many places, as,

for example, when Husserl states:

"Thu''; the: invc"iti gations concerning LhfJ trdnsc('ndi~ntol

constitutLon or a WiJrlci ••• ar[~ precisely _trw bF~.:::-,nino

of a radicE:l clarific~at~,()n of the ;,~,n'3r" aile {'rj,qjn •••
of the; C':II~CF:ptS: wJrlCl, _;~<jt,urp., Jpac,·, Ti,:,,,, ••• an(~

SI] forth". 38------

Or as Fink statss in an article which received Husserl's explicit

approval if not his active collaboration:

" the? wi'lole, b. ing of thc" world consi~ots in a
ccrt<J i n I f1IUarl i ,1Cj I which pr,'s UppOS8S 3b~301ute

consciou~>nL'~;s <J'; the flelu from which all Iliearling
is oerived ••• this field (is the) existential
realm of ab c3111u h' UT' igins 11.39

Now while

"the attempt to C[![\iC[!Y.i.
bEing as something lyinU
of possible consciousn0s

the Universe of true
outside the uniVErse

••• is nonsense ll ,4L1

ii' ..E.::..i r: c' fc 1e • How, vel', in contrast, if the epistemoloc)ic;il realm of

iil::'aning IIi s the existent ia1 H; 1m of al]~;olLJte origins", t hen clearly

'37 c. Lauer, ,~.cit., p.12fJ.

::'9 ..
:.ugc'i1 f 1"1:<', in Tile: iIlEl:liili':.:.c~~,.:}n[w of HU:;Cj"TI, ce. ane trail''>.

[".L.• [~lv,~rtun, (ChicdgO: GLk~Gcan,;c,l, 1970), p.92i (my <:il:cit':'on ir, Dr2c;~'L;).

I,D" " l'
~. 0 I ~usser ,



whatuvl,r is outsirJu this rEalm, Simply 1.8 Not. HW;:3Prl is eJilly ;c,tle to

move from the former assertion tu the latter if he can 'refuse to thi

sort of reality" (thA reality that MAY exist as unconceivab!E~ any

::Jc ing; and thenby t8utologis(~ his posi tion; and he can enl j dlJ this if

he can actually (Ji~;c:ount or refutE the ontolog.ical StcitUS (Jf ulhat ha-,

bEen bracketed. Therefore despite flusserl's assuranCB that the spoke

is merely a "supension of jUdgement", it must be admitted that. there is

at least an 2E!.plicit judgement involved (namely that uitr"CIl.it consciou',nc<;s

thEre is nothing), and it is this very judgement that leaves ~h2ncmen-

01D(,Y open to the Heidt: q~)l!r.i3n objf!ction that whih, th'Il:; arc no things

or feir':.s2 ~Jith(jut consci()usrm~,s there is not nothing~ ,Jr no EEing.

C1[;;c1:"'1y both Husserl IS position and Heid81~;gt-~r_ts position ~;\(;kin(J <-13 t;'['y c.1~

3rB precisely ,~ctaphysical. Husserl has exchanged the problem of moving

from consciousness to 3eing (er ist~molo9Y to ontology) so r,asterfull~

exposi LDd by Hume for the TranscEndental ProbJ.em of dl::cidin::J wheUiE,r

all being in its entiH)ty i3 reGuciblE to consciousnflc;s. 'u'heH:~as Hump

was wise enough to refrain from judgement, Husserl and Heideggcr bot.

make spEiculativ~, jLJd~;!;iilnnts. ,"Is Camus nob;s: "ThE: iCinci, lL'hiHl it

reilches i ts li~i ts, rnu" t make a judgement and choose its cGnclusions". Z, 1

Hu:~:s:r 1 ChCO:3BS one ltJay, HciciBggcr the other.

I hope, then, that I havu stabilised that Fhenodenology does

inG860 exchange trDditional p6radoxes for TranscEndental paraDoxes and

eni ~~'j;-~3S , luhich 1 Ii kl~ the Lradi Lonal J:aradoxes anc] 1. n ;~~ (~ c: (j Ii kr? 211

P<:: 1'2 cj 0 X (:' S PV (, rywhE: 1',;, drr:! ba:)j .(J Ui)(JI1 prusulilption. I h:.:pr! 21so tc t';L1V-,'

sl'lf~conc;titLJt.ion uhich ['<inifre';Ls j ~'.'3Dlf bJth as th" c':'rcuLc'r "'.::n;,c>, n
------_.~~_._--



[,I' infir:jtf, rr;nr[;~i~; (ljj:iCU:,S(~L.l Lit lun ,til in C1ldptc:r
--- ""

'1 \
,,1 ) t :-:i ll.! Lr-:i ; (';It j" 1---------------

thL; ;,~ so, for it is obvious that on a priori grcurHJ'i liD [XtJr;_or:cn can

paradoxBs aru necossarily founded en prosupposition accoraing to ~lussErl,

thGi1 this i~) thc" salliE~ as sayirHJ that on a priori ground~; rCJuical

of ttl I i-xtcr;t and limit of its ar,plicaoility which i~:: in~plicjt _in its

very cG~ence, ana which WB ll~ve explored BarIleI' 1n this chartBr. Ind 0G,

to ~akc th6 Bvon ~or2 g~nGral cass, as I previously SU~~8 Led, any

phiL'sophical ter-,,",,t wllatc:vfJr must n:ake similar presup~,osit.ioliS, a1:Jo: L

"J

IL,l f un~8U on l)r8supp~sition and will therefore necessarily end in

p3[,dUOX, ll1hich limits its field Df knowh,LJgu to PU:ClSf-'1'1 those ~:_,~,i:,

l1.,;h.::t it is riot" anu this riiu'it be it::; limit.· I want to nuu dralu out

HWflUlf,,,mology and thrc rwtun, uf UF<e lirni U;.

rrrh,~-~ b, -",ie ':'u." tion ~J;t._lncL,;.:.nolG~~Y is .in th~- pr,~,c(':-.,:--;

:Jf r~i~ i:-j{ ..- •• c;::jr-, b:' f(.r':;·lul,-~tf.~d 3S th<::t cOilccTnjng
-t::8 c: i Dill DC U LHillel. ThL cri tique can ale;,: gc,
:::c far ;j~:; to ui~:iJuL, th,: pOc' ;ibility of Iiavirw f,rl::,,,--
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"-l eGg (' of thu world with rr:~;pect to 2 Itranc,c:<':;',~L I
utJr}d-ijrl)ur',d iii ijPni ral ••• " .L~L

has l.ut thure, for 3ft8r the ru::uction, DS J have not>: :,~ th'c aL'~o"nce

of 8x~criEnc8 can only be understood as the experience of absence, or

to Pilt the Sa[;,8 i3 diffErent way: ""jon-Boing is only a 22c,CJli.i.l. of

"_. ,~3
['(",ln 9" •

~Jot only havG que~,t iDns cDncorning Beir,g been re::ucr'd to quest 1.0113

conc6rning thE Consciousness of Bein~,44 but questions

6eing have bl'Bn roduced to qucstJons concerning the C8nsciousnsss of

non-Baing, with the paradoxical reGult that tho attempt Lo JEscrib~ tho

spatio-tompoLal limits of n ••• the Universe of true 681ng ••• " or its

syr.,biotic correlate, " the Univc:,rf;e of Pos~.,ible Con;oci.'Jusnes;c" roust

take place precisely within this Universe.

"If trCJnsccrilJciil~dl subjGctivity is tt'1i3 UnivF;rsE of
possible SensB, then an outside is precisely ncn­
~,',cr,sG) but fVGfl r,onc,enSf; :1~" dlujdY~; d mD,,(3 of e.En32
and has its non~8nsic~ln8ss within the sphere of
possible insight".45

As a rosult of the reduction, then, the limits of the Un~VEr5L

of true Csing or its correlate the Universe of possible 5pn3G have ocsn

reUUC8C fro~1 limits of constitution/description to constitutc8/descrJDed

limits, which, ;)~3 SUell, arc: sl3lf-nujoting in U',eir af:':rrliati()~i, for as cl

-----------------,----
, L:2

[ugen Fink, in E"" ~~h.:.2.!2~,~~.f;lulcny of Hu:';,~L~rl, r~G. il.e'. ,:l,crtc;r"
P;";. S5-6.

HU.i,;erl, i~:.!'tt;'d:ln r::,_,Ji"tiuli':, ':ection 2i;, p.-B.

qLi
Til,rdey givirHj ri t', to HeiLf:,g~J[rl~:; ,,:ajar objection to

L rc,n:,;c.C!n,L,,'l Lal (,pis t1~i1I·du[;y.
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Ie3U} t of thE, reduction, 8S f'isr leau-t'onty points out:

II whaLev8r h," think,", the subject maklcJs hii1l:iLlf

hL; point of support, anel teku3 his placE~ br;ycm
, b " , h" t t' II Ill'ano enlno 18 vaT10US r8prEs~na lons •••••

Thus, if consciousness, or its correlate Being, aTS to 112US any

limits, it must as a result of the reDuction, transcend it5elF and

constitute/describe its limits with the paradoxical result that the v8ry

attempt to constitute/describe limits undermines the clalln of whateVEr

is constituted/described, to be a limit. HussErl hir:~sElf n:;Lt,s that:

IIThrough thu Phenomanological reduction consciou~Gess

has fDrfei tnd not only i l:~, appt~ rcop t1 Vc; 'a t tach"cmt '
~ •• to materi8l r~ality ••• its relations in SP~C8

••• buL also it~; spttirH;] in Cos'i;ic til1ip".47

After ths recuction, thun, while we may still didW a oi'

for Example, betwoen inturnul Gild ~xternal space and tiffie, this dIstinction

and cxt"rnal, the immanicJnt and the tr:jnSCl~ildGnt - within tr,t: i.Tli~anent,

il2cessarlly impossible.
48

Thl~ "outside of conSciGUSf'O:'S" Cd;'"', no :"0 IT,

be eu ':.sil.l} G f C'HF C i ousr,i<,;, a fter the rec;uction, than car; ~hr.--Ej2i I. c, be

said tiJ tha n gation or 8eing. ~ather, just as non-Baing is for

Hu",;L:rl "a mQcJality or 'jimplo OfJinq", so thG "out,,;iL:'" Df cCJIY.ciou:.r,r';::,"

mu:;t DEl con~:tj luted withLll Con',;ciuw;m~:,;:3. CorrelatI\lt.ly the uutsi;,t?

of th2 Univ~rs8 must b8 inside the Universe. For Pheno~0nDl~gy, then,

"eet i 011 81, p.215.

, ,r3
5, " f. Hu ,,;, 1'1, J~~~~2.1(jll>~2.!:_J.!.:_~0-,_tJ:i.-.:.-=._J!-:.1c: 11,:-.;..:..,__,

t:~ d. r< ~. :- t i. n r>~~ i c :. .~ '. r 1 Lr .3n :} c. ] Iil Ch u .~ ~ i'l i ... 1, ( b 1 fJ C f;~ i ;-. \-; t l~; q : 1r'l Ui c~ f': 10 Ln i. 'J :'-.J ~ t )

f~~ ~~:'~~.'" 19(;(~). 1-1u:', .l~r] lijll.~·~elf ;~f.J ci fica.1Jy attIJn:ptc(j tCJ i_1~~; ~,r-iis, ai-'~~ 1.(:i'3

f~r jet wa,:. left irlcol+",u!;J! U~l(lli ;-,i c; llu}th, bu-t. I wjul(~ ell"rly :,1air,t.t,dn
Lh·__ t .:.t tJJa.:; on Cl IJriori. (~irclJnu:~~ rc{liiCr t.harl l,~~ f<"=1ctu rJrl.unc~s tr~:t __ t j t '. d~_: ~.:·U
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In short, thl~n, PhunoliEnululiY hiJS trallsccr,cLd r,ll (~i"l,.,C:· .. L.

llih:J 11 Y with in Cor,s ci (Jus nf]~; s /T h! U 11 i I) I, C'~ (~ •

th.i~; dl'tJa, consider some of tIle vury ir,:portant iil;plic0t.~uws of this

fact.

"nw t ransc8fld ing of trw WD r.-ld ltJhich take!s ~LjC5 ii:

fk l' f 0 rrni n lJ trw phm1Cmcnol () gi ca 1 rf!Uuct i on dl·,:c; S ne; ';
l~ad outside of or away from the world, for an
origin that is r3GpcJratc! fro:n th8 world ••• " .L,S

For while after th0 rEduction:

"Th,,, hypoLhc: t i Cd j c.i'c'SU:lip Lln lJ f G He,ll (juri' ;;i1i,
OUt-Sld] Ulis w:;rld L; iClCH:'I'd a 'lociically'
possible [Inc! ••• if IJJ2 qu:;';~ion thr: [~'o:JFcntial c:~r.­

oi. t i 0 I, '0 f CiI' i L!, V d l i cJ i t y, t h c. kill CJ 0 f (! vic ,! n C i'

(idi:c:u,i:oUfl,J Ul:i1"jflI.TU ty iLl v, ey L1c.ing ••• 11JI.'

IJcrc,·.ivB Ln~; till, tl'an cl;nl""'rl~ Iilu"c n:ot:ds bo
eX~Lrienccab18••• ".50

Con ~~ c.i. DU3IiUE; scan f i nrJ 110 thir1CJ :JU lsi un it se 1fx cr~p t whe;':. i I..

its If has put there for after th0 r~duction, as FinK sta~ca in an

article which, 8S we h~v8 pruvlously noted, rcc8iv~d HU3GErl's Lxplici~

" Hi, who}" !~I.!jnf) uf thi wurld con~;ists i'l ,,1 CI rthin
'm an in r..;' \lJh.i c h 1.1 1'1' r; up~; D'; w; i.ltJ~) 0 1 LJ bJ con:; c iu r, 'c s ,",;
the, fif]lu frc)'11 ~r:ich ;:J11 1:1' e,ninq is dcriv(;d this
fili].,:; (i-:o U),,) IxjiLcnti~Jl [,()Ji" (if <1\ECllubc (I[i,'~r:s

••• it.Sol

Sl~
'- . I. • ~ v r ton, :~i .. c~,~.



It tharefore follows, for exa,npL', that sven thuugh:

II giJnetic Phenomenology wa,J not Iileant 8 an
historical enU"rfJrisG (j2stim~(j to show the
genesis of the world in chrunulogical order,
but to lieterflli"a thf: structural orcJr::r accort'ing
to which constitutivG acts are built upon one
another ••• ",52

wi:ilu ultilo'ab:lly we liloy b," able to draw an analytic distinctj[Ji of

53
in ti18 pprfcrrnance. J n () the: r lli n_,_r_d_c~,,t- a_s_d__r_f_',_,~_',_it [1;' t he t r r; ;-, ; j C ---

"ThE ba:;j c qU(;':L.LlJn phc;nuiner~ol(Jgy is in thE ;H'OC(),;S

of I'al<;inq ••• can be! fLlrl;;t,Ll,Jtc!cl as that conc"rnin,j
.!l~.~__t:r~.I2_ tv u I' l,~ •••• Tille c r i t i qu e c ,d') <J 1 S D

go so far as tu dispute tlh' pu c"3ibility of htl'line}
knm;lE:dge (If the l~orl(j I~ i ti'-; IGSpcct to a 'tranc;c­
undrcnt I war Id-rjrouflr.i in CjC:lllH'al and remove the
pI'oCJh:lI: of Philmlophy to Uli' levul of a worlcJ­
ililiIJan<::nt know}: gu Df b(",iri(J~,;1I .54

it i,s to i-lave any radically empirical or what cOliJes to the; "8:U=> U,inl:,

52
H. ~)t-,ie~J~_;11 f~!r~J, Ttl f--·li .....~~).-i:.,:~nLllogici-;11_ rri(~)\;~:i-:·.t-;-!(:..' (TI-l Hc~:ju,::;:

r',a;: ti nu s ~'Li. j ho f f, 19 [l), Vu 1. 1, p. 11. '7.

r:-r,

,_).J) t cl!llulLJ til' l!OLI'lJ U-;;,t Iv arc' t.alkil1Lj hen: :if _;h(i"Jir,:~" or

It ~-.I~...:-~~.~~..-~~:..5..:~lJ.!1 t I!!) (p; 1"1\" i '"j u f tilt-: t.;;) r l d dnd no t u f c.: ~ vi rt! .-.: C JL.L3 d 1 :.: na 1. y ; i:3
C~ t~ cl 'L::-~; t: uli'li C(1, rJ ~_-) L.~;.' il~~ V~J S I ~.!n, i (~ .i lTqJ ~_., .-)~) ib lL~ fer P he ;'1 ,~j;'l e :10 10 9)/ •
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T fCinscl""dsll tel ;;r~isL'll1L1logical va lid ity. For ptwnor:;ul';]'.HJY t rul y,

then 11 ••• the insL.:r.L .:'5 not the Iefu(:;1Uon, but the in' )Y.,]:;.,,·, elf

lLl:l"nily "• to. tI

n::.:;lnCl: thL :1; f':,l.j"c.:)lJy C~Hlcr tc u~Jc incluues 'Chi:

wholE' of dCLl:i,l F,no p.·trmLi ; c:!fl~jcicu,; liff, it
is c.Lci.I' th:.t th pI'utdF, '.,f '><: licalir·,:, th.i~;

~.9~~~~:'._~J~~~~2!.~~'~~~~.2J_~::~_.~~~,~i J_~~Z--(u;7;-~-~;: ut7i-(~:; f

his con',Ld,uliuf:' fer fji."'·lfJf) mu:·t inclucif3 .all

con '0 l i l ~~.L~:)!_~:J...1' r rib J r:':'::'::~_:~.0~~L.J_~0~': [J t i [)~.
Cons,cqLtif1l1y till: 1:llenCJffl"f1",lur;y Df hi3 self":
CCH1::;tituticn ccJincidE;s wi.th , hunol1ll,nolooy ,is d
...:;...--~~-..;-,--.--. ~

wi·lole" .:Ju

" a universal sGlf-cognition ll is Philosophy ib3Elf c,n:: t!l1comp::'oc;,s

all self-accountablo sci8nce.

The Do Iphi c r~LJ t to, II Know thysel f! If hag gaipc:c:

Truly, then, COI"l:Jciousm~sB firiris nothing cuL;il;U ite;l~lf but

what it hdS put th8re. ~3 Murleau-ronty so astutely obs rues:

II t.his s!:::lf of mirl[!, which con:;titutrc''-; tilL tctc:;lit y
of btd.ng i)nLl its own prl:;~;f~ncT in the world, w;,id, i3

ofined in tQrms of ISElf-rD~ es~ian', enJ which
m<'Jur finds cflything (JuL:,ilJU iL,,;J.f but what it rle":

put trIL'IF] ••• i:j nu 101'I,c;' iJ filliV: :-or-:lf •••• lti'~

ultiiilutidy with rjlJd that thL cogito brings rUe' iite: .
COificidcnce ••• ,,:58

1I If thc E~~ l'i'V'"d1'.: to r!I'~ a new mode of exis tar·ci:'

CHl.linc! nCithirlLj to tim,-? ar,cl I discover ri·lysel f CiS L;-;LO
'

Universal CcnstituE,it of all bl3inc] a,;critJat,le te: if]

••• it mu,;t b, ~;;jicJ U·IO'. lui HI no quali ficar..iun that
I"y mind iei GU(jIl.59

f'. 96.

'lU ...
L. Hu:;s; rl, p. (:J ~



f(ouical empiricism hQS 8 ffuctEd 2 fumJalilenL3J. shift FI U-IE'

trarjition that has dorniriatud wustcrn philosuphy at lea::,\: .~iIH>' t!~

of Plato. No longer c;:m E!rnpirical philo~-;ophy search cUt3.iCj(O or bc;ycfH:

trlL wLJrlLJ for an I~xplanation of U,P orjgin and form of the ur \ji'r"~i', ;y,

it IillJ:i t, in the wakD 0 f phrmurnt)'lulogy, rccogllisp ~l ::uch tJ

02 ~ss8ntially m8taphysical and paradoxical. Radically empirically

~-ipL;aking, any such "L;xp1anation ll must ultimately fir·,n iL;i Jf lh,iu-d ly

rJL1.ic'Jl of 'ILl; I, i \}

IwcJcting. H'J W l~; V fl r t Lh ~? ~~ 8 i s ~:.' t 1.11 () ;-; ! in lp 1 i C 3 t i CJ n (; r ..\.~ n ~ hif~ u.r:icn

with ",-e3St-:r',t.;al n8cbs:iit y ll the f<Jr,fI of this and lovery p", ., Ie uorlu,

D3 the v8ry forin [If Lt,c: wor.1.Li fuur,,' c7.c:lu~;ivu1y

consciCJLJsn..:

nThu P~lcrl:)r;:I;r1-l1:j~lic:ll ,,,If-·,x;,lil.:aticn the't: Wi :,t
i.n my l::~!O~ Lhi~~ xpJ.lc·-:tj.ci"{ \if ,j.~.1 r;iY L;__~~-;1S CLn..·~

"titubr,l> clill] ,J.1 t!',,: u;'j, c:tiv: tjl;" cxi"tir;l~ f .
~~irn ••• (j',) .if .. , Lt"'elt 1 :\/'::, th rClet U-..c:ir r.,l~,c:,-·

till C'.,): r:;3i'{111riir, ['r-,iv :I",C; (ll' ~'U:f: (Ui ,·i(~c;tic)

~ c ~~ 3 i b i 1 i t.i L:':; CI U. (.1 n c. (.:.. ) V LJ 1.i d ••• fur f:: V r.": r y LJ ..I•••• '~
(~. r·

ima IJi nab 1c" •ulJ

---------------_._-----------------,-----------
(jOr l'U' ""rl f'·'rt ,·i 'v, ""'cj'; 'l·~+:ll·l" ·~£'c" .'J.'1 L,','. t".','.'-L.c.. I. ,") '--' '." '.::::_'_'_._'_.,'.::...:.:~..~_"_::....:_::~~~_' _'_'J , I ~ l. ~ if r~

llJ J I (~~3 u i ~~ 11 i S ill Y d dd i L :i (1 rl ? t)u L I!~) r ~: i cii:: tic t1 .i ::::.; i rl t hi"; t>_~· x ~ Z:i· c.:
Ly HU,"O;~l.)



and can no longur be regaroucj as I"pi tOl11i~; U bysoll:e F'u[m f"cLmc; ir, ~;[;,.;,

the LJDIld is an irnpnrfect exanlplp. As [amw; notes, for r:hrile:;;;l"nc:,loljy,

61
"••• th'.::re is no truth, but rnerely truths". Even HU.:;'crl [',ot(,~c,:

IIA truth then, is a truth within its horizons C1

region, dnd every truth is an essentially rolativE
truth, one of th~ 'relative truths' of this
relative [89ion».62

Pn,c:u"lably ~hi 5 trL"th is itself relative. As for truth, 5,) C1~SC rer

That is, an <Jt.JsolutR reality, fdr from f3xistiiHj t;:cyUii('

c()r,~;c~.()U'3r:C'-;::;, is, likB a round ::iL;UarC, or like any raoicc... ly r~I'L':;':,:, ,".

object, intent:'.unally constituted and can only exist 3"~ 'L::','I. ,J,d. U"

"Lie, subtract just a~5 little fr.Hn thE: f-llenlLuck
of th,~ world's 6f~ing, fI'flin thl totality of all
rHhlitiLs, as we do from the plenary ~2n.etric

iJ,~incJ of a l~qudrE when Wf: u::ny ••• th3t i t.~c;
round. It is not that the 1821 sensury world
i~'; 'recast' or ,.cmieu, but that ;.j[) ai:L3ur. inLt;r-
prstation 01' the sams, which inDeed contracicL ~4

its ~ mentally clarifif"d rill':aning, i~~ Sf'\:. ,L3iCf:" c,

Similarly, it clearly follou,'; thCJt HU:~~8rl is nut H,Ju:yi'i,,"

of an 5bsolute roality; rather I,l' is ':;lJttincj aside an "cj~,sur,J

62.,
L.

HUEiscrl,

6f~
Ibiu.

1.:.. b ,;, SE! C t ion



')'1 I;

interprEtation" that such a reality exists somehow beyond cur consct~u

experience of it in some metaphysical realm. For rauical ~m liricism,

1t the ort.c;r uf prOCG;3'3 iun h':JS b[~cn ch~:ln(~:;CH~.

This world has c~as2d to havG its reflection in
a higher Universe, but the hBavsn of forms is •.
figured,in the host of iITiag8~c; of this sartil". u5

Fmm U'cs slarc[.nint llihe FaD", fer r,x3rrplrJ, WU3 noto,J tn t"

truths being denied us, but rather, in searching for knowledgu outsi.8

or ti}yonli the world, [i,ankind lost sight of the only t,rL;, soutce of

knewhoclqu. l.JI: "uem nut to ou ablF) tu Sf,e the wood fur tlJ(~ tr,:£:s, to

be guilty of what ProfB ;or r;yle would tenl d cdteljUry :.~ .... ,:L'D 65
(i._~_ ~ td ....... c...

It folluw'3 c:';u,ctly frOi;] i\iJdical :~Iilpil'lcis" t.k~t:

liThe! att!%pt ttl CCJflC"lIJC til» Ullivil'SC: of tIll': b,cinq
a:; '";Oiiwthincjlyin,.J ouh;ic, thl~ U'-livcr:,c l)f ~,D;; il,i,·
CDns c i DU srH ~:; S, po ~3 ,) ib 1 r~ knc;u 1eo C1u, }.IO ~2 ~~ib 1 f~

8virJencd the t.wo be in,} ri;!aLt,rJ tu 0118 anDth::r H";I'l~ly

Externally by a ri~;id"law, L; non,;cnsici31".G7

Truth has beell r~(uci d to

and even F\[;3S0n ilSt:lf, r;,u"t, fr,r

~SSLnCLS that th2ms~lv8s arc Wholly revealed in the Hxparienca so

constituted.

lJhat, then, arc ttw in'f..Iici3tiolls of this funcJamer;tal "hi.ft ir.

tn e "DrOiT uf proc8s:->ion " for thE, tradition that ~,tretches back at

li,2st as fCJr as Plato's theory of Forn',s? Firstly, 6:; 311 that ml,:r.t

t r (crh cu ,e L'XPl~ r 1 ,'nce L; t [) be s \) con,:: ti t u to u ex c Ius i IJ f. J. y rr (j,., wi thin

56, ...
)l'£. Cllbert I\ylr;, Thp ConC>l,t of fI',imJ, (f'L,rn;:J,,:1c;worth:

r:'.c'-'Ul··;/r,ol~l"' ;11 '} .. , I.·.. 1 C .")r C.! I ":J I '/ t~ L I.J ....J.... LJ u .... J IA.:~ , J '.J .•..1 •
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UPDII /:,xpurience;

the rcsu~t that the role of experiencer, as an ES53ntial cDn~C~Bnt of

th ,:cb;rlld,lldtion of the expuriellcc. cote. arE-

no longer considsred to exist beyond COil ,ciousness anD :mpse ~h8~ _ IVb

up',r, it, rather they must now bB seen as being constitLt8c wjthi~

Cl~: IS ci c:;usnl;~;s, sIbE) i t f i om trails CprHJlHl tall y cons tit u L." c a ,,; ~ I ar:" C ii:, r..: r

tu tlw cJct oi' cow3titutiun.

i.L

( --', "tl ' ~ u \
~) L I ; _ ., I 11..... I

',.J: ,'-1

bLJilL. 56rLrB, for example, writL2

or 111

'J ~. u t j

[8
.J~E, for l::<~:1iJ:pl!:_~) TI"~!'_~J:'i{-~:J ~';b i<uhr-j,

r- (l.cr~dcn: t~i-livcrsit\l of [h.ic'~~lu
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"Till; thill~j ••• buLh I'u:,L" in Uw I;Ldl2L [jr,:c.titu ,(
of ,indiffEI'enGC anL yet fJ<ljnL~; beyond it tu tn;
L6:,k to bE: pUI' U[r,',LC •••• Thl:. in:.trur"Lnt21itj' L.
r.ct :'ubLi~cuei,L to I~:, ,',,:! tu thl; tn~ctu:',

a 1 r,au y i nu i ca te l. l Cd te lJor j, 2:~ ii, the Hu s :3[: I' 1.i '"
SE'n5',2) : in oril2 :Jay i t ::JI':'SUrjPU~;CS th2lii; in
3flothcl' it is pLH3UPI,U,;LU I:oy Uwm. ThF? tili IlCi

no L fir rl t 8 til i n r; ill () r d I or t U IJ L' sub S8 qlJ (' Ii t 1 Y " n
instrument; n'::ithl?f is it first an inr;Leu,,;cnL in
oullOI' tu bu l'l2vt'alcd sub"E,c;uentl y as a thing. It
is an in'3trurrlent - thing ll .69

Thus, whilE: thl" "Inst1'uDco.nt-thing" is not fir",t uf 011 an

in thi' I,etEIrnination uf thu thin~~, neiLhl;1' is it "first a ti,i"l:;", l,n:]

t.c tr,;': 8l,:",ntial type : [?vl:iiloej in the' ()XpCri8r'lcr, of thE: thi 01;; so

thE subject is an i1'rclucably significant factor in the ~8tpr~in0tio"

"What lim call thiniJs, fact.:; cr f'V"llt~,;, arc af~f r a:1
nl) ffiLl1'l'i than cOflvunicnt Ifr,:! Lic'= of [Jr;rcf'pti.Ji ~

r2cogn~zable pflg3 ••• sulicc[;;", from tI;" inf::nitr~

r:; u 1 :.. ,i t u (j" (J f 1 in'>~; a'l \J :~ LJ f "c '" ~;, colo U r sanG

t ~,X t U IT'S, ~; fji"C(!}3 and C:;';'IS i t i,' S luhi ch s U :,Tourif, lJ".

T~I"rc L,; fW fiiUri, a fixi \.. an final way of civiuinJ
thssc varieties intu thin9~ than of grouping the
S;"drs in cOfbtEllation::;".7u

b9 J - r .:;CJrtrL, i!.:.:.~~~:!.r.:_thj~S]~!'::3~;, "l1'5r,'3, H. [',-,I.;,;~ ( f'L' YL',rk:

J(~ hj_rl~;ton :-Jc;uaI'c! Pl"8S~i, 19(~16), P~_j •.~·7t~-~j (my 2celitiur-; i;j Ll. _,CF( L~3 •

7[1 ",1 ''>f'l I.'. t~"ti .l.l__ to". 1 L ,.) ,



Thus, while "Uwre is no fixnd and final way of $., :::roupi':Ci

thn stars in con~3tellatiorls" and thf~r8for8 the SUbjf~ct c;:w ClJO(JSC i,ow

to do this, ths fact that they arc stars is an Assential f~ct t~2t

linp. that tho Transcend[~ntal Id'Jalist IOUSt step bEt:wrecn "vulg21"1

:~cc"alism, and "vulgar" materialism.

Husserl himself, of cours8, never discusses this w2ttsr in ~uite

this context, and it is debatabll! whether Husserlls conception uf

eicctically intuited e3~enC8S would tend to militate aqainst such

~xi~,tcntial and Para(Hl~matjc conceptions of neality, 'lE;2s:m 3i~d fruth,

etc., but I am here merely trying to illustrate and delin22te the

reell (~8nuin8) Transcnndcnt, has, with important qualificatiors, at

Parachq:natic conception~,; of j'2~11ity, Truth ann neason.

" ••• ['henomenolocj'! hcF; no aineady-given actuali ti(e<;
or concepts of actualities, but from the very
D8girminq, llFlrivf,3 its cDncqd:~; from th,o oriqin­
arin,:s~; of thH curi~;titut:iv[; performance ••• ".71

absve aid beyond experience and must for any raDical empiricis~, be

I\s Lmmr notes:

"Huss:'rJ,:!cJ::~t:..~ to rr)(,ulaU; the' re]"Jt;onship of
r['c,'j~ln arid ['x[,pri:,ncn acc':J1'(:ill': tn u 1,\11) which ,~;

.int.:'in';ic to both. Thi tif),·::. Illlt in\!cJJ.v'-: (jis­
rF,r:,'.['din,; ('i tllLr. In~; L'cl(] i r. j nVDlvF'~> 2dJi,prc)3:;irHj

ttll :lird.iilc:ti'Hl lwtwH.!n till' LLiCl. In tunc with U'r,
hi:;tory of l:hilU';cphy Hu .:](,1'1 wil}, on tt-'i.; (Jri'"c h",:,]
cr cli.t c'xp:'ri",nCL! \:J~U'l Elf1 jl,;mccJiat!:; contact w:U~

reali ty, but. he LJill su)k to suppre:;s the: cor,tir.qcncy

Spc~ion 54, p.1~4.



I tl

"commonly a~,;sumuLi to Df' invll.1.v':iJ in iO';iil;·c:i,id,}'.
[In tilt· oLht:r i::JIJL:, i'w lilill cr' (jit. 1'":,:,,,n IJith

nucBssity in its q1'asp uf I'udlity, but hs will
:cxcc:pt nD rilc(,iation in rei:~;L1r.I; operation']. The
re~iult tlH?n is a nf'CI)~;:J2ry f_!xl'f.'ripncG and Cin
immediate rBason - which is but another way of
saying a 'raLiunal experipncu' and 'an
cxp0rimonLal r8ason,~.72

Lh3t expcrionce is in "imrnhJiate cD,-,tact WiUl realiLy".

il:il:;" :i3cy" as we; shall SloB.

La say thu same Lhing another way, all experiences must be nE2e~ ary

or non-contingont.

not as Kant did, byestabli:,hinq ,J II syn Uk:'ic a pri·ri" WI':'Ii':<Gy rt',JSC;;'

is on: of tho cdLe,;uricc:l r<daLion" and all Lhat is CX\·'I ~CrKt:'O will.

and therEfore will t~ ratiGnal.

This lEave:; the rational sL:tus of the, nOUiill'01l3 unc·.cicL<.

to L,;L,llJ1L;t! Ul:] I'aLion;dity nut. just of the, forrn of ex;,erit;fce out dlS

uf cont"nt.

It woulc

f r Dlr~ ~:x:_ C r .l. f: fiC 8 fJ r Dc in g liJoul cJ L:V [. I' C ::jnt I' ~iuic t t h~= f,.-;)~ J.J l: r J. f~:( I~: t

.,._----_...__._---------_.--------------,----

CJf L iro:
-



iL

proju;t to unitu i\at~onali~~iil and Po"itiIJis'li by d;~fini,Hj i,u.,:';un

if r~2son is to bu Hmpirically d2fin6d as thB relations of Gxp~ripnc2,

then no experience (Hay be discounterj un the ground:.; thi.lt it;. S

irrational or that. it is not an 8xj-JLJrience of [)fJiflll_

"Primordial ~3(':lf-llvirlf-'ncefl is clearly "trw prin::::i['y source oT 311

II ~,() fildtLf:;I' liJhi.lt thl; ~;LJtU~3 of this phUllt'ii:'.mlJn's
claim to actuiLli ty and no mi:J b:r wheU18r at sorn,~

futun' tin,p I dl',cic;t? critically that tht~ world
exi,.!;:c; til Uii't. it is an il1u:,ion, "till this phGn­
UlI":ltOflit.::uJf, d~; ifdni', is nr,t nothing but L3
[J r f; c i "f) 1Y w!i.e, t n: d k E: S Cj ~_ c her it i c a 1 G'" cis i lJ n:=; CJ t a 11
"""-"'::.'.']" b 1 (:.Ii 74(J\.J ~d _ ..J.-. ~ ..

If, in v..u~pinL, with raciical t;~lp.iricisrn, it i~j frDLi i)<p;,riew:c

it3ulf. For example:

disguise the ooer of the library_

I p,TC;f'ivc a piclure of buD faci" in profilE 10:J,{.'.-"Oj at EdCh

ulil['r. B8forf~ my [,yes tilU ~ictlJrf1 turn,.; into a va"E'.

Again, another lime I watch a caLcr~illar ane 0V8r a peric of

----.------------, -----------------.

74~



urirna faci,c.L-:.. _ 1-.-
,",,) ..~~Ul-\:.i·::.: .J.L: ''I

Th8 s8cond is [8 clued by

<.1 unicurn c'Julo f)i tikI' be.. an act of imaqinaUcn or

Jhat shoulu now be clear iq that nDne Dr

tnui tili~o

Lut lS

ti!-_-I;~~}l relC1t.i n

L. U \i, 1'1i i 11 g l' X!~ L r 1- (;;, C t: 0 i til i

i t i ~; t h C' d. c.'. C rip t .i :J n 0 f t h L t1 c> ~:.' ~~ c ~~ n

L, ~-~ ~~ ':... r: c "' tG ~ach . xpSr1-.nc8 that allows Hu~serl
-1-. ~-,

c U



_r 1.'Jf ...;

"e';SCllCE ••• prF'~3crilJes the: Tulr; that dF1..; l'f, in ,:, hIll

an object suburoinaLe tu it is to be brought in
TC:3[.:JtcL Df it:; rr,c<1ning alHi mrniu of prc,s~1r1tatiC!ri Lu

. 7 c
full (j(jltHminacy". J

....; ,
-J.;llJ.. '-

II

but
thu

phunCJlIlHnulo(jY hi1~3 no <~1I'i2ady givGil EctuiJli L,~,<~,

from the vl!ry iJ'c,Cjirminl] "',,rivu::; its cDnclpl:', flUi,)

o rig i n El r i n I ' :.:' ~; 0 f t 1-) i ~ C (J n~) tituti v l: pEr f {J r Jl' ,:-H-~ c. f~ '--; .. 8 " II

in

The Obj8Ct constituted in conformity to thE B ~~nC8S I.riv G from

II WtJ find f5_c:~_LI-:Jy 1'1'

naturc; of PileI" L:,itc'CJOrv 'ur ftJrlfiativ,~ svntn::~:i:';___~_-':~ ~_-..4__~ I~.,.,,__
the pu: .. ,:ibl," ~;n,:;plc:~; ••• uhici" j.t can takL''',{'

still it is:

n,'ollowiltg thl': fCit.ioliai mctivc;s lehich the c n;',ci.c:U'AiW3S

of EXplJT ieneD 3Uij!JGc; t ••• (triat r:hY~2ieal thou ~,for

;~xc::~:l}-Jll::.:') • II. i~-; c[Jmr.JI:-.:llcl~ to E1(j,]pt curt3in furm(~ cf
api rd-,ullrjird

j
iLl 1.,;:;L;;ri.21, Li cc:nc;truct such ij,tc,i.-·

Li,Jnal sy;;t1c,i1I:', Cl~; the, II:,.r;on flf thoJ LJ·,L: iliay Iu1uilb

••• ".78

Ar',c; cd with phy~>ical tkJu;::ht, ,;0 tOCI clr'arly with all U,CLJ 'f c' :;,~,' c

~.I, .i ~ -, .1 C r: (', r .: ~ ! HO>

77,_
[ f,'J~.., ~,t r.l, i '.: ::. ,

("..1. :Cl.i tion



thz.:t flO ~:xperience of an ObjEct will iJv~:r upc;ot this (ti.:! ::;.:.;c; ti:~lJti,~

uLjc:cL .in ciuE,tic conformity to the rational u:laLonc; [ V'C; ,-,-:~:3 H' ,;,.,

Eo: X ~~~_; r.i f3 neE; Df them) • Kucki [c" i.u3tly ob:38rvc c,, th~-:r. :

II I f we are to CO'lc3truct thf~ i d:"a of a c'Jn<,1f~tL l y
rationaliz(~d (~[j;f~ir.i.cai :iC.iYncu of nutur,;,
obviously the r()alizat~on of this idGB will t8
f.~sstntiolly Li(~pF;nCJpnt Oil t iO cultivution cif U' ..
C.01Tospon,jincj ci,),tic SCiF;fiCC':l. It will ,.cf~Fr·;:j

e It '" Dn th[~ crJn'~tit.LJti(Jn fJf r;t2tc~r.iE~1--()ntr'log~cc:::.l
ci,;ciplinp; UJhich c:.lldlyCiF: ir; rational r,uriLy t:~'-c

c :) c~ n C i ~ I"J f n '::J t! J L' t:! a r it! (] 1"} I") c 11 p~"-;~) p rl t..i. :,; 1
3rticulalJ.I;r!(:: Llf nl~~turt:;~-~ c;Lj;.;clj vit,if:~-; d~:. >~t_.. cr·i.
Th.' ';<:li:1,; holej: qCJDcit. of CJ,LJ::~,;. fQr all ,::1-, r
~7,,~~;-:-~(lT-- - ..----~---

=t i ~:-i thrm " with it
,.

phr·n.,::; ','J.olj'l, amI til(-.£:.::.t~jLh .I2.~~~:..E!'L~cLrir~. ...:::....._~::...::.:.:..,:~II.ell

11 ~-.;cnci.--; i~:i n'_~ t in
,,'. j,-::',-, 1 t: r ;;:'on

lJ ,"JF::~l i L". L2

TI: Il--_ f' .. l'l

thE OLJjLct, it i-~ the: ~E;-I'-,. Cit"' thL

of t.he : i;rie3 of Gf,!·GLit.i'Jnc~ th::t

11 cor[L~,::)pLJndin"_; to tl-:f: lJHJ!..,ll"! h;·~:-ic;in(· '_-:l:) ':'I~

i;i.~-, 'unr i.i<:)un'" thl:' unity r;r tht: c~;b.j;:-::cli\J,"_; c'J;-~t>--,;'it

of LVf,ry ObjtA.'LjvI, ric(~inl': r,,', cc'tarYJI)I Cbll ,;.,. [iLJ';!;

In 2CCGrU2nCC with rational insight be 'Dr~ught

t
~7

OLJt' or 'Lrc;f"l.I', U~f ITsl;>;cLiv·::lylf.'J

c..:. ;_ ...

--------------------

-1 L~' 7 \.~,',
~-~ ',-'

l •
','t'-)

t·, U -- 0.'':. It



rdLicJr; ..~l 'J

tf i.!J..l dCt:~ (:IC{'IL I !]] ,-1y .... ~_lJ.' tt:, n! ce' :,.:-:1'-'1 !lr

o f eLi. f r c' r t:: n t 1.' t:: C: .i ,~J rl} U f (J f~ i q ,: ~ rL 1 0 f -t h F: (J r l t, C 1

tr'i:::t LIl'}urll"j' U',i:t'·wiLh".[,(;

"TliP pprc:'pLi:;r,-; jf) Ulei,r 1ill.; L}r, "~ ~jr;f:)lcii'l. 'C.L

al_l thu sY>~ tf--,'lnrd:-.ic lin,::~~:; ',Jf :_!CVt:.lripnF2nt d.:"~prc~>·:.:;.

t.o the purit; of thr~ C:.lVI rirltl rrL.:LiOr1; el'i': L1<
arc bcd.rlc; CC;'lj~i!lUiil Ly C :1;1. 11l1!::d~ Hfc:'C \:1i; i,,)c
C'!'o'3f3r ci~-:L;.lr:n.i;:,.;tj_r;n c,nly, r·j~_:v~·;~· L:ct.~~rjLi.n{~Li.,'~ ~:J~.ll r-

i~.;.<p~-:r._~_I.-1 Ci' (I,i'; Li-lir1 t.~-lj.

I c.j: F; 1 1 ,! L i .J. ;J f ; ; , :: :Jt)

l:
i. (1:-.

.i .' d~ Y c 1 (j :;(~ d s y :; 1: Ui

L i. Lt.; t...L L::--l Lh r au i:~h (~j t 1-;:.: 1

un '_' rq~lL3
rniin-...

.'.L ;_,,_, • j. Y

C';< :' :, f ;', 1 : ' .l :, y i,: i ; [;~, j,;::y l::1' i::: D c':- t ; ;1

f.·_:Ui'l ct. :.11': u~ Ll"l tt1\:r p,~:' ';j tl con.:.;t.i LuLi.o:-1 c:,f' ,]j-I ,;lr-,_i 1 ~ca.l

'. i jy. T;,,:

~J'::irLi.-t Cf (H_'i .. di G~~~r ;'-;:i-l .1t CCCtJl'", ai'lL trl~' ~l_',.· ;1_ ,~dl---

b~~ .rn~~~.ntCJir!ecj c:nly Lhrr)t.Ji;](~ 'G;J~·rccti(jn ',ri·!I..~:'::1~ L~, ~.:; _'!"::-­

dtLical..ly ck:::c .. IJ ;j in n!:~,!" c~L Df all iL; " ", :_.i1~

c:Jn;:-;titu~?nL21, :-i::'j::::~tic arlu nrJ; :nat· c: thL~ Cri'_oi!1C
j
C::= ii-', t

rr;c;Ut~ of (:1PPit-__.t·lr;rl:_-~iGn, th:; t~-·a'·j.'.:,\laluincs ot'l- c.~~~'J.'::j,~Jir-JU:~

oft h 'J Pr '--' v i (j L.> 1 '/ a I.;;': [L h; n ,; (, ,; ,; I.i 11 u ,; [) l"y I •,r ,- ,: iv" , ;
th~; tran~~_~t_i:J!) .intu 'crJnfl.ic.L' till Ur-ll.. ::u
alL-;ntj CL;rt~j:n li.fH.:::)., (::;-, ' , ';U f I·LL. I. \jt~r ::',', d r: 'L ~~-l

c(jfltinu(]u·~ ~:~~, r.... Lhi~~~,;i:.; UI zlcfr. C~iil'··rjt, t{-::"~. ~synt, ,J elf

(j.l ffcr.i;:

~hei.r l·.l!:~hts,

p i-I to; ;~-::.~~~2..:.~~.'...:lt

rc;r d i~lh:

:J rIVe' in

:,:, r:":I'-'lccy of' I Lru:' I,

i.l!u lon' wilDLy i;
::J' ,

(: I! ·1'~. i 1" ,-' t . 'I "1 '1 (- '-i
_~., ~ c c ,U [I ,_ ; • ,j



tei

in our "/i' t ~', f;."

uiti!1iaL' !JcL;i', ~'; choicf:: 0

'r.'+--.,·+'~ ~ H 86
...... tIL ......l ...... _L,n u

If PhLflOllii-~riClloiJY truly h(j~:; Uno ~·.ILr·L:.:Juy cl.iucn ,-_L~;~·.~,~tj·

7

1

d r;ri.Jri r',~; (eJJ';ct" con titutud in ccnfo:-rnity to l~S"i_li

frum uur LX,_ rifncus of Hie' r:l 9 u ,j l_~

: tiL' i (,J 'e' tic d 1 j Y P [f '; c rill L' d H X PL r 1 ' , Ii C c'" i n whie I') the y ,: .< L . ~- y

C rl .'z, ,'~~ t 3ULI.' ,~u('c;,_ ;:;ts it lS.

Jl'c
L. ~ ~ y

j ! ~, ~ d ... i c. t rJ rye r i 1" I.' £-1 t J. :~' n a .: ;'::1 ! V[~n in such a W2,' eJ .. 1'

C G Cl·::'- r Ci C~. c t Cl ~ Y .1 1..1! .. ,._



i :,:.:'ecunc': labIa;

t' ~,

I ; ~ osa0~ce of th2 rugion Hallucination?

il, will eVEr contradict this experionco.

"Jjith ttle' 9"r.eral I.JnLer"t2fl(iinCj of reason •••
stretch,,,'j tCJ itsuJi,;usl to COVI~r all vari,:ti,", :)[
thf; pil:"; t' oniniJ act ••• thp qsnrral cluciu,',t i c:'
of th0 e2sEnt~al correlations which unite ttl idea
of a trUe! t:t',inc, wir,h thu i.:c3 of truth, rra',Oil :",,',(1

C 'Jr'~Cl'[)UCnpC',~ ·'Il),·t' ('0 ]',~)c,) t')',· "('curO" 88, I.:.::J ~ ~ ~~ ".J '_', I' - " ~ -=.:J.:_':.:...:::. L.: ..-'._ t,:.....

Thu~~ , ;_ :~~13ticn::: i:.

icd.L 1Y f r- or:l [~X jJ :-.: r J ,::nCi:j • As Hu [,1' 1 n[)l:,c;:

n r:: j; c; f) (J:1l f. n [).l ;j q Y c u n t rue t. ~.) d. i.< r ."1 (J r i (y F_: t hI' t (; a
~otrictly ,lnLt.:iL·,ej C', r,tial npc',';:;ily a"le Ufl'lief"

8l:i.ly), o~~tl:;-;;--;~~l' h,,fl(j Li" forms of COI'lCFil/:2L.,L

liLJrJ(Jo'; 21lCl, ell the uth, r h,:,j'td coricc,ivctblc ~;')~';,,;c;

L;-'lt-:'lii,(>_:lvdS llJitJ-'j.1,n tilL ljH:it.~~ set by all ClJl-:ccj'u'aL'l,~:

fCJ~m'i uf b,,,inq i31,C their ';Y'oLi"LI of levels. ""t.' ~

cun tl:ucL; UWHI IOririii'icHi]'y' - ttli:~t is: ii:

COffLl..,Lioll cditn tl;, cUht~t.iJt..i.urul u prj.,:.:'i tti,
G priori of' U" inU,nLiona], v:rfcrrf;anccs tn",t
C CJ Ii;:; tit ute Uk fi, \I • 8 l;i

Truly, then we have:

Th r<f r r::- " ,

--------,_.------_..._---------------------,-----
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QuL'·.~' ~i-;()V
~, t

"f'lc:thod:3 imply f,mt<Jphysics, uncu ,"cjrcLEly they c,-i~::cl[)'

r:.cir~;m.

Cj 1
th,y often claim not to know" yf.:t.

liThe critique of such a 1'8,',,-;,:;r', dl]l~',

c r i be; rion Wf1[' i'e b y its (j [, j, etc ~~;, tJ
J_G is itc: OUlli guarantuc by 'oi',,' \I',ry
is re~1~:.:onlf.02

n t~ t c1:--~ r; .~; n ~

1·'.',,-.. -,
.!,i "j of th.:u '"ill

It i·

t· . \; i. r .~ a.1

flTJ-ln Idincl, l;Jt-IL!': t r r 'Jef'l"

.J jucj~lunc,nt and :-i rIC t: j. t
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all rnLta~lhy:;ic3}, iJnd a jUdr:Jf~mf'rH, in f:,vour of reason tn,c:t put.'; it LiU,\]C

othRr forms cf thought. from hern Husserl gOBs on to RxpllC~t~

rationally implicit ir th8se assumpt-iJlns. "For the, (FW \1;;-,;-; XC_ :"."Sl'j ;,1

true as~ertion proclai~s simultanoously that it is tru2 f anD so on

cc:, f' . t ",::!,)3e lf1 1 r:n .urn.------
A~ Merlu3u-Ponty points out:

"Unles) thouC:,ht it:3clf hacl put into thir-.cF3 W'l;J[;

!t subsE~u8ntly finds inrthsm it woule have no
hold upon tr,inc)s ••• ". fJI)

Phenomenology has, thnn, offered us the greatest insight of

wnich any philosophy is capablo t namely an insight into thE limits of

philosophy.

"Shall I b?dCh you UF: r;wE:f1inq of knowleCiqe?'; '3ai

Confu::ius. ":..twn yellJ kn(JU) a tnil1g to rpCOf'(l.: ">[.~

that you knew i. t, amJ whf"n you dD not, ttl know that
you do not knOll! - that is knowledge ll

• 97

Phenomenology offers us a still higher knowlsjgJ, an that is

HU~3scrl tks non r' for f'hilo~iOphy IlJhi-lt Hei"f::;noer~~ ";ub3rcquln~ly u ,.•

H·,I

that all inclusive c~rtainty or knowleoge dOES not and cannot xist,

as such a certanty must be circumscribed by the assumpt~o I? en which

all systmns Iilust nE'cGc::c;arily be basl'd.

f ~.

J:"i\r!::totlc bcin() c)uot'd in itJ:rL, p.21.

'J[II,';}} if, []l;auUful t--_._-----,.---
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