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Herrn Professor Edmund Husserl
in herzlicher Verehrung
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Translator’s Introduction

Despite, or perhaps better by virtue of, its very brevity, Appearance and
Sense is a difficult text to read and understand, particularly if we make the
attempt independently of Husserl’s Ideas I. This is certainly at least in part
owing to the intent behind Shpet’s work. On the one hand it strives to
present Husserl’s latest views to a Russian philosophical audience not yet
conversant with and, in all likelihood, not even aware of, his transcendental
idealist turn. With this aim any reading would perforce be exacting. Yet, on
the other hand, Shpet has made scant concession to his public. Indeed, his
text is even more compressed, especially in the crucial areas dealing with
the sense-bestowing feature of consciousness, than Husserl’s own. For all
that, Shpet has not bequeathed to us simply an abbreviated paraphrase nor a
selective commentary on Ideas I, although at many points it is just that.
Rather, the text on the whole is a critical engagement with Husserl’s
thought, where Shpet among other things reformulates or at least presents
Husserl’s phenomenology from the perspective of hoping to illuminate a
traditional philosophical problem in a radical manner.

Since Husserl’s text was published only in 1913 and Shpet’s appeared
sometime during 1914, the latter must have been conceived, thought
through, and written in remarkable haste. Indeed, Shpet had already
finished a first draft and was busy with a revision of it by the end of 1913.
This alone may satisfactorily account for Shpet’s frequent density of
expression. Yet for all that Shpet’s penetration into transcendental
phenomenology in so short a time, certainly in some particulars a few
months at most, is nothing short of astonishing, especially when compared
with other works with similar intent coming years later. It is a testimony not
only to the perspicuity of the man but also of the Russian philosophical
community of the time as well as to its receptivity and commitment to
philosophical involvement. The period just prior to the Bolshevik Revolu-
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tion, roughly coinciding with the reign of Nicholas II, while perhaps not
marked by astute leadership or mass euphoria, must rate as a “golden age”
for Russian philosophy.

While from our perspective today, after a reading of Appearance and
Sense as well as other later works, it may be an exaggeration to label Shpet
a “disciple” of Husserl, as have some historians and critics, few, if any
other, philosophers of the time were willing to go along to such an extent
with the transcendental turn of the Ideas. And while the fundamental
concerns of Shpet may have had something in common with those of other
students in Husserl’s Gottingen circle, few, if any, again were willing to
take up the call for philosophy as a rigorous science. Even those personally
closest to Husserl who had spent years under his tutelage were unwilling or
unable to sound the clarion so forthrightly and so modestly, and this by a
foreigner who could not have had any motive other than one based in
conviction.

Despite the brief time span between the appearance of Husserl’s text and
that of Appearance and Sense many of the ideas culminating in the latter
surely were in incubation at least a year earlier when Shpet spent the
academic year 1912-13 at Gottingen University. It was at this time that
Shpet first made Husser]’s acquaintance-and when the latter was engaged in
bringing the project now known as the three volumes of the Ideas to
fruition. Indeed, although Shpet’s activities during the summer semester of
1913 are not recorded, Husserl was then offering a lecture course on
“Nature and Spirit” during which, according to Edith Stein’s testimony, he
virtually read the manuscript of Ideas II to the class. Such an introduction to
phenomenology may have also piqued Shpet’s interest as he was on a study
tour of Western Europe in connection with his dissertation on historiographi-
cal methodology. The esteem Shpet bore Husserl appears to have been
mutual despite the brevity of the personal relationship. Appearance and
Sense was dedicated to Husserl, and so that Husserl could not miss it the
dedication was written in German. Of course, Shpet sent a copy of his book
to Husserl, although there is no indication the latter read it. Shortly before
his death Husserl gave this copy to Jan Patotka, who in turn in the early
1970s gave it to the Husserl-Archives in Louvain, where it remains today.

Shpet had been the first exponent of phenomenology in Russia, but he
certainly did not single-handedly introduce it nor, in particular, Husserl’s
name to Russia. As Alexander Haardt discusses in the essay accompanying
this translation, already a few years after its German publication a part of
Husserl’s Logical Investigations had been translated into Russian with a
foreword written by S.L. Frank, who was to go on to become one of
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Russia’s most significant non-Marxist philosophers and whose thesis
Predmet znanie, dating from 1915, shows an acquaintance with and
indebtedness to Husserl’s Ideas I, even though he does not comment on the
reduction nor acknowledge Shpet’s book. Husserl’s Logos article
“Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” was translated in 1911, and another
student of Husserl’s, Henry Lanz, disseminated information about him in
Russia. In short, Russian attention to Husserl was swift and encouraging for
further development. Only in Germany itself can we discern a
“phenomenological movement” with such vitality and at such an early date.

Yet it was Shpet who by and large made known the transcendental turn in
Husserl’s thinking to Russia. In the period immediately subsequent to the
publication of Appearance and Sense he virtually campaigned on behalf of
Husserl and in particular philosophy as a rigorous science, as we can see
from the included appendix to this translation.

After the revolution in 1917 Shpet briefly held a professorship at Mos-
cow University. At this time he wrote a number of interesting and valuable
studies in the history of Russian philosophy as well as treatises on aes-
thetics. Although not a Marxist and strongly opposed to metaphysical
materialism and positivism, Shpet, unlike many of his colleagues, ap-
parently held some sympathy for the new regime, or at least for its stated
goals. Whatever it be, there is no record of any open hostility to the Soviet
government on his part or an attempt to flee as did so many other intellec-
tuals at the time.

Years later after the impact of phenomenology on Shpet had already
considerably waned the sycophants of the new order in his homeland
inextricably tied his name with Husserl and transcendental idealism chiefly
on the basis of this one short book. In this way they sought to exclude him
from any participation in the remnants of Russian intellectual life. Forced
on the defensive Shpet had at first to counter charges of subjectivism in
philosophy and aspersions as to his political sympathies. But, of course,
argumentation was to prove to be of little avail in those years. Shpet’s very
erudition and linguistic talents were next singled out for attack. The exact
nature of the final allegations that led to Shpet’s demise in the years of the
Great Terror were in reality a sheer farce and need not concern us. If, and
only if, we must have a reason for his truly senseless execution, it is that he
had studied in the West, indeed in Germany, the land that produced Marx
and Hegel. Might not German idealism sire yet another revolutionary,
though not within Germany but in the new, fragile Soviet empire? Its
leader’s macabre paranoia festered, and in the absence of governmental
checks and balances, became institutionalized. Universal fear and mass
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slaughter became part of the national landscape. In this way Shpet became
phenomenology’s first martyr.

Already by the time he became acquainted with phenomenology Shpet’s
philosophical stance had taken shape under the powerful influence of the
then-reigning trend at Moscow University. Fundamentally drawing its
inspiration from Plato this “school” stood in sharp contrast to the neo-
Kantianism then prevailing in Germany and also to that propounded by
Georgi Chelpanov, Shpet’s teacher at Kiev University and whom he
followed to Moscow after the former’s elevation to a chair there. Now
rejecting the neo-Kantianism of his earlier Kiev years Shpet came to view
Kant’s philosophy as a, as he called it, “negativism,” albeit wrapped in
positive form. Indeed, curiously Shpet’s relation to Kant was the reverse of
Husserl’s. Whereas the latter grew to appreciate the achievements of Kant
more with the passage of time, Shpet moved from Kant to an ever more
critical stand. Kantianism as well as Humean skepticism err in not making
the cognizing being, qua being, the object of “first philosophy.” Rather,
they concern themselves with the cognizing being, qua cognizing. Hume’s
additional failure was that insofar as he did recognize the problem of the
being of the cognizing subject he conceived this being empirically and so
faltered into psychologism. Kant’s supreme contribution to philosophy lies
in having at least partially seen the non-empirical nature of the cognizing
subject.

According to Shpet the main task confronting philosophy is a description
of actuality by way of cognition. This problem is certainly not new, and in
fact had its origins among the ancient Greeks. In another essay Shpet traces
this theme and that of philosophy as a rigorous science all the way back to
Parmenides. In Kant’s hands, however, the problem of description was side-
tracked, as it were, into considering epistemology as the foundation without
which the task could not be scientifically raised, let alone undertaken. Kant
views cognition merely as a means or device by which we attempt to attain
actuality and not as a being itself, that is, an end. He sees cognition purely
and simply as an instrument for the study of being, not as a mode of being
itself.

Particularly in light of Kant’s undertakings and their widespread sway,
the principal task for philosophy today is a study of the being of cognition.
In this way contemporary philosophy would fill in a gap left by earlier
“positive” philosophers as well as correct the unfortunate course set by
Kant. Husser]’s phenomenology accepts this task as its own and in so doing
recognizes that an immense gulf separates it from the natural sciences. The
latter study the real, empirical world, i.e., factual being; the former directs
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itself to ideal, essential being. I discover this region of essential being,
essences, by simply turning my vision, adopting, as it were, a new attitude.
If and when I do so, I find ideal being to be immediately given, just as
empirical being is in the just abandoned, natural attitude. Now an ideal, as
opposed to natural, relation is opened up to me between myself and the
surrounding world. This emergence into an ideal world does not entail the
denial of the other factual reality — merely its suspension. The
phenomenologist no more doubts the world’s existence than does the pure
mathematician when attempting to prove a theorem. The mathematician is
concerned with an ideal world populated with, for example, arithmetical
propositions without regard for whether they concern apples, the fingers on
my hand or whatever. So too is the phenomenologist concerned with
essences without thereby rejecting the world of apples, fingers, etc. This
does not alter the case, however, that a doubt in the existence of physical
things is possible. Such a doubt does not contradict their sense. On the
contrary, their existence is always contingent to some degree. Givenness
does not entail existence.

Thus far we have revealed existents and essences. We associate a form of
intuition with each of these: on the one hand experiencing intuition and on
the other essential intuition. Shpet’s question is precisely whether this
division is exhaustive. Have we not excluded any third possibility? If we
have, what could this third intuition be? What would be its object? Further-
more, are these intuitions distinct and separate?

We know that Husserl wrestled for quite some time with what we now
call “the problem of intersubjectivity.” For Shpet the comparable issue was
that of grounding the “Geisteswissenschaften.” Are these “sciences”
legitimate disciplines of study, and if so, can we speak of them as sciences
in the rigorous sense? In the natural sciences we deal with existing, empiri-
cal objects, i.e., objects in space and time. In essential sciences we deal with
ideal objects, i.e., essences and essential relations that have no necessary
correlate in the factual world. In “sciences” dealing with other people we
are concerned with the other’s mental life. Yet the being of an Erlebnis, a
mental process, is essentially different from that of a physical thing. The
latter is given through adumbrations, while the former is given directly in
its essence. Every immanent perception is an essential intuition. Strictly
speaking, since its being is not in time, a mental process does not make an
appearance and does not possess existence. My immanent perception of my
mental processes, Erlebnissen, is an essential intuition. To perceive the
other’s mental life, however, is in principle, i.e., essentially, impossible, for
it does not, properly speaking, exist. Were it to exist, it would be real and
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thus given in adumbrations, i.e., in time. The other’s mental life would,
then, not be an essence and so not a mental life. Our approach has led us to
a dilemma. Either the other conceivably possesses a mental life, but one that
J cannot possibly perceive, or the other has no mental life and there is
nothing to perceive.

The complexity of the problem of the other did not go unnoticed by
Shpet. Of course, in Ideas I Husserl barely broached the issue. Although
Shpet is extremely cautious in his utterance here, committing himself to no
definite disengagement from Husserl’s path, he does offer a simple sugges-
tion that, were it true, would obviate many philosophical difficulties and yet
is one that Husserl himself at least glimpsed. Perhaps our original
dichotomy between experiencing and ideal intuitions is insufficient.
Perhaps there is a peculiar species of empirical being that Husserl over-
looked: social being. Furthermore, on Husserl’s own principles this species
of being would have its own peculiar mode of cognition associated with it.
Certainly empathy, which Husserl did notice already at this time, could play
a fundamental role within this cognitive mode. Perhaps, counter to Hus-
serl’s explicit contention, empathy and such similar species of seeing are
originarily presentive acts. If so, we would have direct acquaintance with
the other’s mental activity. Shpet’s reticence at one point gives way to an
admission that we are forced to accept some originary givenness additional
to that admitted by Husserl.

Among the features of consciousness there is not just intellectual sight
(Einsicht) but also an understanding or comprehension of what is intellec-
tually seen. In some unfortunately ambiguous fashion Shpet connects this
feature to his suggested additional mode of cognition. Among the manifesta-
tions of this “comprehension” Shpet includes sympathy. Yet this
“comprehension” is conceived as a function of reason; it conditions every
social intercourse and is not a mere display of a separate mundane emo-
tional faculty. Regrettably Shpet introduced these ideas, which would have
far-reaching consequences for a fully developed phenomenological
“system,” with little fanfare and with little discussion.

Appearance and Sense deals with many other questions, and in fact that
of the “other” is neither the central one nor the most important. Ostensibly a
concern with the problem of universals is paramount and connected with it
the notion of an “individual concept” as formulated by Rickert. The latter
again is tied in with Shpet’s concern with a methodology for the
Geisteswissenschaften. Yet among these issues that of Shpet’s conception
of phenomenology is particularly intriguing. In line with Shpet’s way of
posing questions we can formulate ours: How does Shpet conceive the



Translator’s Introduction XV

being of phenomenology? At times Shpet leans toward the position that
phenomenology is the intentional analysis of consciousness on the whole,
where consciousness itself is always intentional. Yet there are passages that
lead us to think that such a characterization is too narrow, that phenomenol-
ogy is not merely a presuppositionless “theory” of cognition, the being of
cognition, but of being in general. Finally we are faced with Shpet’s hasty
but prudent resignation that he can forego the question of the being of
phenomenology for now as his concern in Appearance and Sense is with
the phenomenology of cognition.

In presenting this text in English the translator has made no attempt to
render it as it would have read to the Russian public in 1914. Such a goal is
methodologically questionable and would be of little value. The point is to
make the text readable today. With this in mind I have adopted the terminol-
ogy employed by F. Kersten in his translation of Husserl’s Ideas I as
faithfully as possible except as where noted. Moreover, Shpet’s own choice
of Russian words for Husserl’s is of the highest order as are his translations
of passages. Had Shpet gone on to provide a Russian translation of the
entire text of Ideas I this translator feels it would have been of a very high
order even by today’s standards. Nonetheless unlike Kersten I have ren-
dered Shpet’s rendering of Husserl’s “als solches” by “as such.” The reader
will kindly note that Kersten consistently substitutes the appropriate
preceding noun or adjective. I have given it a more literal rendering in
deference not just to literalness but also to a contemporary interpretation of
Husserl, which holds this expression to be a technical one in Husserl.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Alexander Haardt of the
University of Miinster for writing the accompanying essay, for reading over
and correcting points in an early draft of this translation, for his help in
acquiring some badly needed Russian philosophical works and, perhaps
above all, for his friendship over the years. Needless to say, he is not in any
way responsible for any errors in the present translation. I should also point
out that I have edited his essay somewhat. I alone am responsible for any
errors in my translation of Haardt’s essay, written in German, and the
editing. I would also like to thank Helmut Dahm of the Federal Institute for
Russian and East European Studies in Cologne, Germany for his encourage-
ment, help and again friendship over what is now a good number of years.
Sincere thanks also go to Prof. S. IJsseling for his inflinching support and
unaltering graciousness ever since he directed my dissertation. Finally I
would like to thank the Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung under whose
auspices the initial draft of this translation was prepared. Quotation from
Husserl’s Ideas is with the kind permission of Kluwer Academic
Publishers.



Gustav Shpet’s Appearance and Sense
and Phenomenology in Russia

Alexander Haardt

With his call “to the things themselves” Husserl attempted to return to the
“originary sources of intuition” and thereby leave behind a merely verbally
mediated reference to the phenomena. The understanding of signs and
speech are only peripheral themes in early phenomenology. Of course, the
expressions used in phenomenological descriptions were here and there
thematized and made precise. But these were only improvements in
description whose purpose was to motivate the reader (or listener) to obtain
his own intuition of the described. Indeed the relationship between expres-
sion and meaning, as well as that between sign and the signified in general,
became a theme of phenomenological analysis. Yet it remained only one
theme among others. The verbally mediated and, in general, the reference to
actuality by means of signs is but of secondary importance for early
phenomenology. In view of this it is so much the more surprising that
phenomenologists turn again and again toward the understanding of speech
and signs as one of their central problems (Lipps, Merleau-Ponty, Derrida).
One early testament to this strong emphasis on the problem of speech in
phenomenology can be found in Shpet’s Appearance and Sense from 1914,
a work which should be placed in the context of the Russian phenomeno-
logical movement — a movement still only barely known.

HUSSERL IN THE RUSSIAN MILIEU — A GENERAL OVERVIEW

Philosophical discussions in Russia at the turn of the century were in
essence characterized by two tendencies. On the one side stood those who
were strongly oriented toward West European movements. Particular
attention was devoted to neo-Kantianism, Empirio-Criticism and Bergson’s
Vitalism.! On the other side there were those who looked back to the
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central motif of 19th century Russian philosophy, in particular to its
Christian-Platonic tradition and in this way initiated a “renaissance of
metaphysics.”?2

It was in this particular situation that in 1909 a translation appeared of the
first part of Husserl’s Logical Investigations, viz. the “Prolegomena to a
Pure Logic.”3 In a foreword to the translation S.L. Frank presented Husserl
as the author of “one of the most outstanding works in the literature of logic
in recent years.” The Logical Investigations are “a solitary and strong
protest in the spirit of science” against the widespread “skeptical and
subjectivistic frame of mind” which “threatens to shake confidence in
scientific truth.” Husserl’s merit was seen in his conquest of psychologism
in philosophy and logic. In doing so, Frank opposed Husserl’s “idealistic
Objectivism” to the “subjectivistic” neo-Kantianism which at the time also
dominated Russia.*

Husserl’s next great work, his Logos essay of 1911, “Philosophy as a
Rigorous Science,” appeared in the same year in a Russian translation.’
Further translations of Husserl’s works, however, have not followed. To be
sure, the possibility of a reception to Husserl’s thought was there even apart
from the presence of the mentioned translations, since philosophical
education in Russia, particularly at Moscow University, entailed reading
German language philosophical literature.6 We can distinguish the follow-
ing stages in the reception of Husserlian phenomenology in Russia:

a) A phase between ca. 1906 and 1913 during which time the central
themes and theses of early phenomenology were noticed and discussed.’
The most comprehensive writing from this period is that by the transcenden-
tal philosopher Boris Jakovenko bearing the title “Husserl’s Philosophy”
from 1913. This piece contained a relatively detailed report, with critical
comments, of both parts of the Logical Investigations.® Mention should also
be made of the analysis by the intuitivist Nikolai Lossky as well as that by
one of Husserl’s own students Henry Lanz, who later emigrated to the
USA.?

b) A productive continuation of the themes and train of thought of
classical phenomenology which began in an intensified degree at the
beginning of 1914 after Shpet’s return to Moscow from his studies in
Géttingen. 10 At this time Shpet began to make Husserl’s ideas known to the
Russian public through lectures and classes. After the Bolshevik Revolu-
tion, or at least certainly after the expulsion of the most famous non-Marxist
intellectuals in August 1922,1! a part of the Russian discussion of Husserl
shifted to central and western Europe, particularly to Prague and Paris.
Inside the Soviet Union the “phenomenological movement”!2 initiated by
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Shpet lasted up to the end of the 1920s. Themes concerning the nature of
language and of art formed the focal point of the phenomenological
writings which appeared during this period. At the same time
phenomenological methods, particularly that of the intuitively based
description of essential structures, were combined with other ways of
thinking (especially the dialectical). Outstanding phenomenological-
dialectical analyses of language, myth and art were carried out by Aleksei
Losev (1893-1988).13 Discussions about phenomenology were conducted
above all at Moscow University!4 and then in the *20s in the State
Academy for the Study of the Arts (GAChN) in Moscow, where Shpet was
vice-president and for a long time !5 directed the philosophical section.

c) Outside the Soviet Union numerous émigré scholars discussed Hus-
serl’s phenomenology. We find, on the one hand, among this group such
well-known disciples as the Lithuanians Emmanuel Levinas and Aron
Gurwitsch, as well as the Latvian Theodor Celms, who were educated in
their youth, or childhood, in Russia but whose philosophical positions,
however, exhibited no direct connection with any distinct Russian intellec-
tual traditions. 16

On the other hand, mention should be made of a series of representatives
of distinctly Russian currents who, although not phenomenologists, dis-
cussed the theses, themes and methods of phenomenology. A few of these
treated specific, particularly the Platonically interpretable, theses of classi-
cal phenomenology with outspoken sympathy (Lossky, Frank, Jakovenko). 17
Some other thinkers set off philosophizing existentially based on a Platonic
interpretation of Husserl’s doctrine of essence (Shestov, Berdyaev). 18 Other
representatives of phenomenology, particularly Scheler, Heidegger and
N. Hartmann, were also warmly received among the émigrés. 19 It should be
noted that Shestov’s polemical opinion of Husserl, published under the title
“Memento Mori” in 1926 in the Revue Philosophique and which helped
make phenomenology known to the French public, originally appeared in a
Russian version in 1917.20 The death in 1965 of the last of the well-known
Russian émigré philosophers, N. Lossky, constituted without doubt a break
in the Russian language discussion of Husserl.

d) From 1930 to the mid-’50s a scholarly discussion of Husserl’s
phenomenology was well-nigh impossible in the Soviet Union. Since the
beginning of the ’60s, however, Husserl’s ideas have been “redisco-
vered” within the horizon of Marxism-Leninism (N.V. Motroshilova,
P.P. Gajdenko) and also partially assimilated.2! Investigations of Heidegger
and Scheler could also appear.22 A discussion with the representatives of
the Russian phenomenological movement of the *20s is now beginning. So
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one can see the start of an analysis, within the circles of Soviet semiotics, of
the writings of Shpet, who was rehabilitated in 1956. These circles correctly
see in him a precursor of their semiotically based structuralism.23

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL MOVEMENT IN RUSSIA
BETWEEN 1914 AND 1930

One phase of the Russian reception of Husserl’s thought clearly stands out:
the constructive continuation of phenomenology as it took place in Russia
between 1914 and 1930. The protagonists of the movement, Shpet and
Losev,24 used, on the one hand, such methods as the description of essential
structures based on originary intuition in their analyses and also saw
themselves as followers of Husserl’s phenomenology. On the other hand,
they belonged within the Platonic traditions of Russian thought. They are
distinguished in this way from, on the one hand, the Soviet Marxist inves-
tigators of phenomenology and from, on the other hand, those Russian
émigré philosophers who discussed phenomenology but who yet did not
align themselves with it. Yet in another respect they stand in contrast from
those Russian students of Husserl working in the West whose connection
with the Russian philosophical tradition is very loose indeed.

At the beginning of 1914 Shpet, having recently returned to Moscow
from Germany, wrote to Husserl: “Phenomenology arouses a great and
serious interest here in all philosophical circles. The Ideas has not yet been
studied very much but nearly everyone speaks of phenomenological
questions. ...The evaluation of phenomenology is overall high and
favorable. Phenomenology is considered to be the first and new step of
philosophy.”25

From the very beginning an essential focal point of the reception of
phenomenology was on aesthetics. One of Husserl’s Russian students,
Henry Lanz, recalled the situation at Moscow University around 1914/15:
“Edmund Husserl’s attack on psychology and Emil Lask’s theory of
‘Geltung’ were the philosophical sensations of the day. ‘Truth’ broke loose
from psychological slavery. ‘Beauty’ was expected to follow it... aesthetic
values as constituting a universe of purely objective phenomena... similarly
removed from man’s subjective needs and standards...”.26

The most important phenomenologically inspired writings on aesthetics
in Russia were Shpet’s Aesthetic Fragments I-III (1922-23) and Losev’s
“Phenomenology of Pure Music,” written in 1920/21 and published in his
Music as an Object of Logic in 1927.27 In Losev’s Dialectic of the Artistic
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Form, which elucidated the entire dimension of artistic types, the
phenomenological approach recedes into the background. Nevertheless,
Losev also attempted to integrate phenomenological descriptions of
aesthetic phenomena into his dialectical theory, which stands in the tradi-
tion of ancient neo-Platonism (particularly Plotinus) and in that of German
Idealism.28 In Moscow, particularly at the State Academy for the Study of
the Arts, there formed around Shpet the so-called “formal-philosophical
school,” a group of scholars who came under the influence not only of
phenomenology but also of German idealistic aesthetics and the Russian
Humboldt tradition.?® Investigations were undertaken of such aesthetic
problems as that of “artistic representation,” “aesthetic form,” etc.30

Questions concerning the nature of language formed the second focal
point of Russian phenomenology. The most outstanding work resulting
from this attention was Shpet’s Internal Form of the Word,3! which is a
discussion of Humboldt’s conception from the phenomenological
viewpoint. Shpet relies here on his earlier phenomenological reflections on
language found in the second book of the Aesthetic Fragments, where he
depicted from the perspective of a listener how the utterances of the speaker
are constituted as verbal communications. With great mastery Shpet
describes the functions and types of meaning which thereby allow them-
selves to be distinguished in a verbal expression. These analyses obviously
influenced Losev’s position in his Philosophy of the Name (1927) wherein
he integrates the phenomenological description of language into a com-
prehensive, neo-Platonically oriented dialectical theory of the word.

Shpet’s Husserl-interpretation also served as a crucial impulse behind
contemporary structural linguistics. Roman Jakobson’s conception of
language is determined not only through Husserl’s Logical Investigations
but just as well through an involvement with Shpet’s phenomenological and
structural way of thinking.32 Shpet himself was a member of the Moscow
Linguistic Circle from 1920.

In summarizing we can say that Russian phenomenology was almost
exclusively oriented toward Husserl. Other representatives of phenomenol-
ogy hardly seem to have been known.33 Moreover, Husserl was read within
the dominant tradition of Platonism. He was interpreted primarily as an
ontologist and not as a theoretician of transcendental subjectivity. To this
extent Russian phenomenology stood very close to the Géttingen Circle.
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SHPET’S WAY TO PHENOMENOLOGY

At the end of November 1913 after Shpet had finished the first draft of
Appearance and Sense he wrote to Husserl from Paris: “I have been in Paris
already three days, but my phenomenological hunger is becoming greater
than my curiosity for travelling. In any case the spell of phenomenology
makes me blind in some directions, but I do not now want to see whether it
has its bad side or not!”’34 The fascination exercised by phenomenology on
Shpet was a consequence of his period of study in Gottingen during the
academic year 1912/13. That Shpet was not yet a phenomenologist before
this trip is clear from an essay of his from 1912 entitled: “One Path in
Psychology and Where It Leads.”35 In it Husserl is mentioned only in
passing as a discoverer of the intentional structure of consciousness along
with Carl Stumpf, while other representatives of a descriptive psychology,
such as W. James and W. Dilthey, are given an unequivocal priority. What
are the presuppositions and motives which induced Shpet to attach himself
to the phenomenology he learned about in 1912/13? What was the course of
his earlier development?

In his History as a Problem of Logic from 1916 Shpet himself took a
retrospective look at some of the stages his thought went through since the
turn of the century: “We came to the university bewitched by radicalism
and by the simplicity of that solution to the historical problem which
historical materialism, which at the time seemed attractive, presented to us.
However a more thorough engagement with history, an acquaintance with
historical sources and methods, shattered many models... The lively
discussion which arose at the time under the influence of a philosophical
critique of materialism and the ‘renaissance’ of idealism soon veered our
attention from empirical problems of history to their fundamental and
methodological foundations. Through Rickert’s ideas... it seemed new
ways were disclosed for a philosophical and methodological understanding
of the historical problem.”36 Like so many other Russian intellectuals of the
time Shpet moved from Marxism to a neo-Kantianism, and like them he
also soon moved on from the latter. He too took up specific leitmotifs of the
Russian renaissance of metaphysics of the turn of the century, though he
arrived at a phenomenologically inspired way of thinking of his own.

Shpet’s position just before his phenomenological turn is already unmis-
takably clear from the aforementioned article. In it he gave above all an
assessment of the then contemporary psychological movements in their
relation to philosophy. On the one hand, by way of psychologism “the
epidemic of skepticism and relativism” has entered into philosophy.
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However no less alarming is the tendency of many directions of modern
psychology to replace “living and concrete facts with empty schemata and
abstractions.” This “logicism in psychology” has hindered the grasping of
psychic life in its “living totality.”37 While Shpet has experimental and
explanatory psychology primarily in mind his polemic extends also to
Brentano. To be sure Brentano and his school are granted as having done
much for an adequate understanding of the psychic. In this regard Shpet
mentions also Husserl’s Logical Investigations along with Stumpf’s
Erscheinungen und psychische Funktionen. In both of these works an
insight essential for a future reform of psychology is formulated: the
distinction between acts of consciousness and the object of consciousness.
However the emphasis is on James’s efforts to “turn from the abstract
concepts and schemata of traditional psychology to a judgmental free
analysis of the stream of experience given immediately in self-obser-
vation.”3? Finally, the basis for a new descriptive psychology was es-
tablished by Dilthey in his Ideen iiber eine beschreibende und
zergliedernde Psychologie. Here the psychic life, as an object of understand-
ing, was introduced. Dilthey recognized that the connection between mental
processes [Erlebnissen] themselves was also experienced and that every
individual reference is interpreted against the background of an originally
given whole.

According to Shpet there corresponds to this new type of psychology a
very specific style of philosophizing. What he has in mind is a “relative
metaphysics” whose task it is to grasp “the actual in its own essence and its
totality.” Such a philosophy would have to be drawn from “inner ex-
perience” which has been proclaimed by modern philosophy as the proper
source of evidence.

Shpet sees the reconstruction of actuality as a living and concrete whole
realized, albeit in an initial and therefore incomplete manner, in Bergson
and James. But he also sees it, however, in currents of Russian philosophy
of the time: “The spirit of a living, concrete and total philosophy, which is
based on the evident givenness of inner experience is the spirit of Russian
philosophy...”3% As typical representatives of this direction three philo-
sophers are mentioned who are connected with Soloviev’s metaphysics of
Total-Unity, namely Yurkevich, Lopatin and S. Trubetskoj.40 In this way
Shpet expressed what he had expected of a future reform of philosophy and
psychology before his trip to Gottingen.

Another no less important presupposition for Shpet’s receptivity toward
phenomenology was his interest in the logic of history. The original point of
his trip outside Russia was in fact to work in this field. His ensuing discus-
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sions with Husserl allowed him to find in phenomenology that very theory
of actuality which rested on the immediate givenness of inner experience
which he had sought.

SHPET’S CONCEPTION OF PHENOMENOLOGY

The milieu of ideas which Shpet confronted while in Géttingen included
above all Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology as it was presented in
the seminars and the lectures of the 1912/13 academic year and set down in
the first two books of the Ideas.

The seminar on “Nature and Spirit” which Shpet had attended during that
winter semester, along with such other now famous phenomenologists as
Roman Ingarden and Hans Lipps,4! as well as the lecture course, which he
presumably heard, on the same theme during the subsequent summer
semester surely met his interest in hermeneutics at least half-way. On the
other hand, we have to take into account the intellectual climate of the
Gottingen Circle, whose representatives had developed an ontologically
realist interpretation of phenomenology which diverged to some degree
from Husserl’s own understanding of it.42

In Appearance and Sense Shpet sees phenomenology within the context
of the history of European philosophy. In this way it is interpreted as a
(preliminary) completion of that tradition which Shpet designates as
“positive philosophy.” Therefore it is a matter of a “current” which runs
from ancient ontology, particularly Plato’s dialogues, through Descartes
and Leibniz, and on to Lotze.43 For these thinkers what is at stake is
“actuality itself.” For them the central question was that of Being and its
various forms, which they sought to ground in its unity. Deviations from
this way of posing the question were typologically collected under the title
of “negative philosophy.” Its most famous contemporary expression is
Kantianism’s reduction of philosophy to epistemology. Here what is at
issue was no longer knowledge of the “actually existing entities.” Rather
the very possibility of such metaphysical knowledge was called in question,
and the cognizing consciousness was made the object of inquiry instead of
“existing entities.”

The value of the critique of knowledge for positive philosophy, according
to Shpet, lies at present in calling attention to consciousness as a specific
form of being, something which positive philosophy in its initial Platonic
stage had presupposed without special examination. The central task of a
contemporary positive philosophy would be to situate the “newly dis-
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covered” being of consciousness in relation to the other (objective) forms of
being. Husserl had tackled precisely this task with his correlative analysis
of the forms of consciousness and the object. Phenomenology as fundamen-
tal science, which is Shpet’s own view as well, turns out to be thereby that
completed form of positive philosophy in which the motif of a criticism of
cognition, found in negative philosophy, is taken up and embodied within
itself.

The peculiar feature of Shpet’s acceptance of phenomenology lies in the
fact that, on the one hand, he followed Husserl’s turn to transcendental
idealism, as presented in Ideas I, and yet, on the other hand, he also
interpreted transcendental phenomenology as ontology. According to Shpet,
it is indeed to Husserl’s merit to have integrated the modern discovery of
subjectivity into his ontological thinking. Considered from this perspective,
Husserl’s regression from objects to the stream of consciousness appears
primarily as a demonstration of a sphere of absolute being on the basis of
which the contingent being of objects is to be grounded. The distinction of
the factual from the essential proves to be a deposition of contingent from
necessary being.

In this way Shpet’s hope for a “realistic metaphysics” was fulfilled
through an ontological interpretation of Ideas I. It was here that he also
thought he found his anticipated descriptive, total psychology in Husserl’s
method of the intentional analysis of consciousness. In Appearance and
Sense what is at issue, however, for Russian phenomenology is not just a re-
examination of Husserl’s noetic-noematic investigations within the context
of an ontological questioning. Shpet sought, in addition, to show the
incompleteness of the analysis of the object, as it is given in Ideas I, and to
complete it through his own concept.#* The “sense” intended in acts of
consciousness, as Husserl presents it, presupposes a class of such acts
which are not themselves made the special objects of an inquiry. According
to Shpet, there are acts of consciousness whose aim is understanding and
which participate in the constitution of all classes of objects. 45 The structure
of these “hermeneutical acts” is illustrated, moreover, by a series of
phenomena which played a rather peripheral role in /deas I, namely in the
way useful things appear, in the specific character of historical evidence
and in the understanding of verbal utterances. In this way Shpet’s endeavor
to ground historical knowledge in a scientific manner and finally to prepare
the laying down of a foundation of the human sciences was met by Hus-
serl’s phenomenology by way of a further development in the direction of a
phenomenology of hermeneutic reason.
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LANGUAGE IN SHPET’S PHENOMENOLOGY

While still occupied with the revision of Appearance and Sense, Shpet in
December 1913 received from Husserl a copy of the newly reprinted first
five “Logical Investigations.” He wrote to Husserl: “The book brought me
much pleasure but also along with it a lot of uneasiness... The riches, from
which I should choose, is actually inexhaustible, and I am radically rework-
ing my entire presentation. In particular I am expanding Chapter 5 of my
treatise, and on the basis of the Investigations 1 am dividing it up into
Chapters 5 and 6 because I want to present the doctrine of ‘meaning’
somewhat more fully.”46 In this way a part of the Logical Investigations
was included in Appearance and Sense, a work which is otherwise almost
exclusively devoted to the interpretation of /deas I. In doing so, the problem
of language, particularly the question of the possibility of conceptually
establishing the intuitively given, begins to play a larger role than was the
case in Ideas I.

In the further development of Shpet’s philosophical conceptions analyses
of language and phenomenological descriptions are entwined in various
ways. In the article “Consciousness and its Proprietor” from 1916 the
problem of the concept of the “Ego,” as well as the use of this expression, is
analyzed in terms of the possibility of experiencing on the part of a “pure
Ego.” In Hermeneutics and its Problems (1918) Husserl comes into view
primarily as the author of the Logical Investigations. In this connection the
latter work is mentioned as an essential essay on “semantics” alongside the
works of Marty and Meinong.

As already mentioned, the Aesthetic Fragments contain, in the second
book from 1923, a phenomenology of living speech, and Shpet’s last great
work, the Internal Form of the Word from 1927, finally concerns itself with
the rules which determine the constitution of meanings in various types of
discourse (particularly in poetic speech).

Shpet’s ever more intensifying turn to problems of verbal understanding
(and even more generally to understanding by means of signs) begins in
Appearance and Sense. For this reason a reading of Shpet’s text will be an
enriching experience for all those interested in a phenomenology of lan-

guage.
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Cf. the series “New Ideas in Philosophy,” the intent of which was to
make known to the Russian public modern West European streams of
thought. The third volume, with the title Epistemology I contained
along with an extensive article concerning Husserl’s Logical Investiga-
tions (viz. B.V. Jakovenko, “Filosofija E. Gusserlja”), essays on the
empirio-criticism of R. Avenarius and the immanent philosophy of
W. Schuppe. The fifth volume, with the title Epistemology II, was
devoted principally to the schools of neo-Kantianism, in particular the
Marburg School. The theory of consciousness of William James was
presented in the fourth volume, What Psychology is. Bergson’s
popularity in Russia at the beginning of the century is already evident in
the fact that his Creative Evolution (1907) was translated into Russian
in 1909. Particularly influential was his Essai sur les données
immédiates de la conscience (1889), the Russian translation of which
appeared in 1911.

On the “Renaissance of Metaphysics” in Russia at the turn of the
century see V.V. Zenkovsky, A History of Russian Philosophy, London,
1967, chapters XXVI to XXX. W. Goerdt, Russische Philosophie.
Zugdnge und Durchblicke, Freiburg/Miinchen, 1984, pp. 550-564.

. Edmund Gusserl, Logicheskija izsledovanija, chast pervaja:

Prolegomeny k chistoj logike, Razreshennyj avtorom perevod s nemeck-
ogo E.A. Bershtejna. Pod redakciej i s predisloviem S.L. Franka. St. P.,
1909.

Ibid., pp. viii—xi.

Edmund Gusserl, “Filosofija, kak strogaja nauka,” Logos, 1911, kn. 1.
This becomes clear from looking over the list of lecture-courses of the
Historical-Philosophical Faculty of Moscow University between 1905
and 1918, which contains throughout German language bibliographic
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Voprosy filosofii i psikhologii, 20 (1909), book 98.
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. During the academic year 1912/13 Shpet was enrolled at the University
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Mogo. Gosogo Unta. f. 418).
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filosofskij put’, Miinchen, 1968, p. 216ff.
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period, cf. his article “Ed. Husserl und die russische Philosophie,”
op. cit. Lossky’s most important publication in this period on Husserl is
his article “Transcendental’nyj fenomenologicheskij idealizm Gus-
serlja,” Put’, 1939, 60, pp. 37-56. On Frank’s relationship to Husserl
see Rudolf W. Tannert, Zur Theorie des Wissens. Ein Neuansatz nach
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1989.
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University. Among his students was Vladimir Solovyev. Yurkevich’s
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V. Solovyev’s “Metaphysics of Total-Unity.” His theory of the
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tions as another example of a total philosophy, is strongly influenced by
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sor of philosophy at Moscow and influenced by Solovyev. His principal
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See Karl Schuhmann, Husserl-Chronik, The Hague, 1978, p. 173.
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Interestingly, Lotze’s philosophy was regarded by Shpet as a prelimi-
nary working-out of a “positive philosophy” (before Husserl).

. Shpet’s own conception of phenomenology is expressed above all in

the last chapter of Appearance and Sense.

Whether “hermeneutic acts” participate in the constitution of all or only
some classes of objects (such as organisms, things of use, etc.) ul-
timately remains in Appearance and Sense an open question.
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Introduction

One of the essential features of negative philosophy is its denial of a unity
in the development of philosophical thought and of a fixed set of philosophi-
cal problems, let alone of solutions to them. Therefore negative philosophy
always advances projects and plans that are not merely reformist but indeed
“revolutionary.” This feature is present in all types of negative philosophy —
from simple nihilism, through skepticism and relativism, up to and includ-
ing positivism. On the other hand, positive philosophy in its very essence
respects the philosophical tradition and sees in the history of philosophy its
own problems and tasks as well as the continuous development of them.
Positive philosophy, therefore, is always a philosophy with positive
problems and tasks. Indeed, it has never substituted the problem of knowing
what is real in all its forms and types for any other problems. From Plato to
Lotze, through Descartes and Leibniz, positive philosophy has followed one
straight path.

It is not hard to see that from time to time positive philosophy has to
“negate” and criticize. But this does not alter its essence, since each of its
negations, by being directed against negativism, thereby acquires an
affirmative character. Therefore its enemy is really not straightforward
negativism but those sophistically refined modifications that appear in the
form in general of a limitation and privation, namely naturalism,
psychologism, historicism, “epistemologism,” etc., that is “isms” of every
type. In these doctrines negativism is disguised in a positive form. But their
negative meaning is revealed as soon as we notice that in every such
assertion of the sort as that the aim of philosophy is “to determine the limits
of reason or of knowledge,” or “to reduce everything to one,” to something
that is already studied by a special science, etc. there is a privatio and
consequently, connected with it, a negatio. Positive philosophy, therefore,
must have a foundation — and historically it has always followed this path —
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in which, by affirming and justifying everything in all its forms and types,
not only would these sophistical attempts to substitute the particular for the
universal be prevented, but also any petafaoig €1 aAlo yevog at all.

We need not think that because of this negative philosophy must be
qualified as a complete “mistake” or a complete philosophical misun-
derstanding. The value of its criticism is beyond dispute and the value of its
questions even more so. But speaking of negative philosophy we should
carefully distinguish dogmatic negation from the simple questions to which
it seeks and expects answers though perhaps does not find. There is a
difference in principle between doubts, searchings and “questions,” such as
Hume’s, and ready answers for everything. Actually negative philosophy,
particularly in its critiques, has played a rather important role in history by
drawing the attention of philosophers to new aspects and to new types of
what exists, and by raising new questions and doubts about it. In this sense
Protagoras, Locke, Hume and Kant, for example, have rendered a real
service to philosophy. Thus the critique inaugurated by Locke and shar-
pened to the finest edge by Hume, though then transformed by Kant into the
privation of his “theory of knowledge,” opened up new problems and a new
path for positive philosophy. Scottish philosophy could successfully oppose
Hume, but it in turn fell victim to Kant’s critique precisely from the side
that revealed a weakness common to it and its opponents — psychologism.
This historical example reveals to us another side in the development of
philosophical thought and is a very good illustration of how philosophy,
pursuing positive aims, can nonetheless deviate into “privativism” and dry
up, like a withered bough, on the living trunk of philosophy. Other such
examples repeatedly show how that foundation of philosophy mentioned
above must be constructed and “put together.” Not only must everything be
included within it, but each item must also be in its proper place.

Already taking into account the gaps noted by critics of 19th century
negativism, phenomenology, as it is understood by Husserl,! attempts this
turn to a creative construction of the foundation of philosophy. Perhaps it is
not yet time to establish phenomenology’s relationship not just to the other
contemporary doctrines with similar aims or similar names, such as, for
example, Stumpf’s, on the one hand, or Meinong’s, on the other, but also to
its historical predecessors as well. Although in this regard its continuity
with Lotze, Leibniz and Plato is just as obvious as is the influence on it of
negative philosophy in the persons of Locke, Hume and even Mill.
However, an exhaustive elucidation of the role of these influences is still as
much an open question as is that of the role of Bolzano or Brentano. It is
our aim here to explain the role of phenomenology itself and to do this
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precisely from the viewpoint of its stated aim, namely to be the fundamental
philosophical science and, consequently, to continue the work and tradition
of positive philosophy. In other words, we intend to penetrate into the very
sense of phenomenology itself as it is revealed above all in its manner of
formulating questions and, though to a lesser degree, in its solutions to
these questions.

Of course, wherever there is talk about searching for sense there must
also be along with it understanding and, consequently, interpretation. Given
the difficulties inherent in phenomenology, not just because of the
originality of its problems but also because of the very nature of these
problems, our interpretation must undergo disputation and tests in general
as to the correctness of its very understanding of phenomenology. Actually
the difficulties here are neither small nor few in number. But if we give an
account of what we ourselves see, and in this case see in phenomenology,
we shall be proceeding completely in the spirit of phenomenology itself and
in accordance with its own demands. Of course, interpretation is inevitable
here. But where there is no interpretation whatever, there is also no under-
standing at all.

By the way, one can see as a result of our interpretation that what matters
most here is not so much the ultimate conclusions and results at which
phenomenology arrives as the very cognition of its problems, their state-
ment and formulation. Phenomenology is not revelation. There are no truths
in it “given for all eternity.” Much of it may be corrected; some of it may be
completely rejected.? But its merits should be assessed above all by kow it
arrives at its results. And if this path proves promising, its place in the
development of positive philosophy will be secure. No matter how
“subjective” our interpretation of this part of phenomenology may turn out
to be, we nevertheless have no doubt that its spirit and its ability to raise
problems will be shown with sufficient clarity. Only those who demand
from philosophy qualities not inherent in it, who look on it as an oracle
demanding not work but submissive questioning, can be troubled by the
fact that there are a large number of problems but only a comparatively
small number of solutions.

We, on the other hand, value the very posing of problems, and therefore
in order to emphasize this aspect even more, and in order to demonstrate
how problems arise on the basis of the fundamental philosophical science,
we conclude our presentation by indicating some additional new problems
that, in our opinion, directly follow from the very principles of this science
and lead us closer to the empirical life that constantly surrounds us. Again,
these are not established results but rather evidence in favor of the fruitful-
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ness of the field we are entering.

The method we will use may appear debatable; everything seems to be
centered around just one question. But to leave undisclosed how all
philosophical problems are connected and entangled with this question —
since it is fundamental to philosophy — would be a genuine narrowing of the
tasks of the fundamental philosophical science. Not only has the dispute
between nominalism and realism not been resolved in the history of
philosophy, but it provokes ever new philosophical controversies. We may
also notice that every significant era in philosophy is marked by a reformula-
tion of this dispute in a new manner. This is the pivot around which all the
links in the history of philosophical thought can be arranged, strung one
after another. And it is no secret that in our time this question again
demands discussion, a discussion that is now the center of intense and sharp
attention, since in it the most vital needs of the philosophy that seeks
positive paths are focused. The problem of the logical expression of an
intuition conceptually is only a new dressing on this eternal problem. It
springs naturally from questions about the method of this fundamental
science, since it lies at the foundation of every methodology. And it goes
without saying that once raised this problem leads to a whole series of new
and fundamental problems, partly directed at its own general conclusion but
also partly at a deeper understanding and transition from what is expressed
to what expresses it and finally to the ultimate source of everything that is
genuinely rational.
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CHAPTER 1

Experiencing and Ideal Intuition

Thus based on what we have just said one of the first tasks before
philosophy is the problem concerning the foundation upon which the entire
structure of our knowledge, both philosophical and scientific, both that of
actuality as well as that of the “ideal world” can be erected. “Philosophy,
however, is essentially a science of true beginnings, or origins, of rizomata
panton.”! Consequently, it is necessary in philosophy to concern oneself
with finding foundations, “beginnings.” By its very idea and vocation
“first” philosophy speaks of just such beginnings and principles. Whereas,
however, the initial assertion of positive philosophy was an acknowledg-
ment that the “fundamental” philosophical science must be a science of the
foundations of everything existing, consequently of being itself, negative
philosophy treated this fundamental thesis in a negative manner. In its
pseudo-affirmation, viz. sophistry, it saw as the task of “first” philosophy
not the study of cognizable being but of the cognizing subject itself, yet
again not in its being, as a cognizing subject, but only in its cognitive forms.
Precisely herein lies the principal sin of sophistry and the “theory of
knowledge.”2 Psychologism is only a particular expression of this fun-
damental shortcoming of negative philosophy. It is evident that the “theory
of knowledge” in the mentioned philosophical sense essentially cannot free
itself from this shortcoming, since psychologism is part of its very essence.

Precisely for this reason the “theory of knowledge,” if it is identified with
theoretical philosophy in general, leads inevitably either to a subjectivistic
metaphysics or to a direct rejection of philosophy, taking the latter as the
cognition of what actually is. As characteristic of positive philosophy we
take that time and again enunciated principle which, in our opinion, finds its
clearest expression in Yurkevich’s formulation: “in order to know it is
unnecessary to have knowledge about knowledge itself.”?

We must recognize a very important factor in the history of philosophy,
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which at least in part explains the widespread sway of negativism in
contemporary philosophical thought. The fact is that positive philosophy,
both in its solutions as well as in the formulations of its problems and tasks,
often manifested itself, if not erroneously, then in any case at least
incompletely. Turning all of its attention to the solution to the problem of
being, positive philosophy discovered with its first steps (Plato) the distinc-
tion between actual and ideal being as well as that between the various
types of each of these forms of being.

Positive philosophy, however, turns out to be incomplete in the sense that
it has not accorded proper attention to the being of the cognizing subject
itself. It is precisely this deficiency that negative philosophy has taken
advantage of with such success. Positive philosophy attempted to present
the being of the cognizing subject as an actual, empirical being. But in
doing so it often transformed its deficiency into a shortcoming, a mistake.
For in doing so that very shortcoming, which, only with a different sign,
underlies the “theory of knowledge,” penetrated into positive philosophy in
the form, for the most part, of psychologism, though also in the form of a
naturalism in general. Kant secured his outstanding position in the history
of philosophy precisely by the fact that he discovered, sometimes even
seems to have clearly seen, the peculiar, non-empirical and non-actual
being of the subject of cognition.

Thus the development of positive philosophy could proceed along a two-
stage path. It could make up the deficiency mentioned above by ack-
nowledging as one of the problems of “first” philosophy the problem of the
being of cognizing reason. In this way it further elaborates its inheritance
from past ages while at the same time liberating itself from sophistry. The
subsequent way is through establishing the relation of the being of cogniz-
ing reason to the other types and forms of being, and so it effects a return to
positive philosophy.

As I understand it, Husserl follows precisely this path. His phenomenol-
ogy must be that “first” philosophy without which neither philosophy nor
any science whatever is conceivable. It must be “the science fundamental to
philosophy.”3

Our surrounding world of appearances, in terms of our “natural” relation-
ship to it, is the world of experience. And those sciences which are directed
towards the study of this world have to do with the being that we can
characterize as actual, real being, “being in the world.”# These sciences are
empirical sciences, sciences of experience, or of the “facts” of the real
world. Such facts are always individual. That is, they are always connected
with a definite space and time, and that is why they are “contingent” facts.
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To speak of the “contingency” of facts means here that although they are
located in a definite place and time they contain essentially nothing that
would exclude the possibility of their being in some other place or time, or
in some other situation, etc. Their so-called regularity or lawfulness is itself
merely the expression of a factual rule, which could under <other> cir-
cumstances be quite different. However the very sense, the essence, of such
a contingency gives rise to a correlation between it and some essential
necessity. This necessity stands opposed to the simple factual rules of
empirical actuality. Thus the contingency of facts, of “being in the world,”
stands opposed to something, a something which is characterized as the
necessity of essence, as “being in an idea.”

Accordingly we can speak about sciences of the ideal, of the eidetic, or
sciences of essences as opposed to the empirical sciences or sciences of
facts. The pure ideal sciences are “free” of any experience as such, both
with respect to their object as well as with respect to their® foundation.
They presuppose another, <different> relation to the world of appearance
surrounding us — not a “natural” relation, but an ideal one. As we will see
later, this is neither an annihilation nor a denial of actuality but a certain
advertence of our vision, a new “attitude” of our theoretical orientation,
thanks to which the possibility arises of turning immediately from “natural”
being in the world to the being of another order and of other essences. Thus
along with the empirical sciences we are able to talk about ideal sciences.

Taking into account this division of the contingent and the necessary, the
empirical and the eidetic, or ideal — in general, fact and essence — we must
recognize that phenomenology can only be a science of essences. This
guarantees it that absolute character without which “fundamental science”
in general is inconceivable.

Any essence whatever, and in particular that essence to which the study
of phenomenology is directed, is not something arrived at by means of
hypotheses and deductions. Rather, an essence is “just as much” an intuition
or insight of our reason as is an individual intuition of some actual thing. In
terms of immediate givenness essences are the same as actual physical
things, but of course they are different from the latter in terms of what is
intuitively given. “The whole thing, however, depends on one’s seeing and
making entirely one’s own the truth that just as immediately as one can hear
a sound, so one can intuit an ‘essence’ — the essence ‘sound,’ the essence
‘appearance of things,” the essence ‘apparition,” the essence ‘pictorial
representation,’ the essence ‘judgment’ or ‘will,” etc. — and in the intuition
one can make an essential judgment.”

Husserl does not stop with a general determination of what phenomenol-
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ogy studies, as “essences,” but proceeds further to the determination of the
being of phenomenology’s subject-matter and characterizes it in general as
“intentionality.”¢ Thus a broad field is opened up for investigation, both of
this being itself as well as of all its other forms and types, both in their
correlative relationship to each other and in their correlative relationship to
the intentional being.

But the particular advantage of Husserl’s phenomenology — and this is
just what absolutely distinguishes it from negative and sophistical
philosophy — is that it does not obtain its object through a denial of ac-
tuality. Nor does it obtain its object through some theoretical abstraction
from actuality coupled with a hypostatization of the process’s result.d For
any abstraction from actuality always remains either a “part” of actuality, or
it is simply a fiction. Nor, however, is the object of phenomenology
obtained by means of artificial deductions, constructed on the basis of
ambiguous conceptions of a “limit” or “border,” ambiguous thanks to their
negative character. Rather, it is obtained simply by means of a shift of the
advertence of our “vision,” by means of, as Husserl himself says, another
“attitude.”

Sooner or later we must confront a standard question: Philosophy wishes
to study “everything.” But the other sciences already study everything,
although everything compartmentalized. What is left for philosophy? This
question can be rephrased in the following way: Both the natural sciences
as well as psychology, i.e., the sciences of natural and cultural events, study
“appearances,” “phenomena.” What is left for phenomenology?

The term “phenomena” can assume any number of significations. If
philosophy wishes to study “everything,” all these significations must
become its Objects of study. It is impossible for us to say here that
philosophy studies “other” significations of “phenomenon” or phenomena
with a different signification than do the particular sciences. Phenomenol-
ogy actually wishes to study “everything,” although in another attitude than
that in which the other sciences go about their studies. Only in this way can
it, without annihilating actuality, be a science of “‘everything,” and thereby
be the fundamental science. Nobody’s rights are here violated; nobody’s
interests are infringed upon; no being of any sort is entered in the
proscribed lists; no cognition of any sort gets on the Index scientiarum
prohibitarum. A completely free path is clear for the cognition of being.

We will not limit ourselves to just this general indication,® but will dwell
longer here on certain ideas, since they are at least in part taken up in the
following presentation. As we interpret it, phenomenology wishes to study
“everything,” but everything “essentially” or “ideally,” that is, eidetically.
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This brings to mind Plato’s old definition according to which the
philosopher loves every study and cannot get satiated. Yet, nevertheless,
there are lovers of beautiful sounds, colors, and forms but whose minds are
incapable of seeing and loving the nature of the beautiful itself. The true
philosopher is able to strive for beauty in itself and see it in itself, i.e., in its
essence.® Thus an elucidation of the concept of essence, particularly in its
role as the object of phenomenology, is our next concern. As we will be
able to see, this task forms a part of phenomenology itself, since the first
and fundamental problems phenomenology seeks to solve are outlined in
the presentation we will give. The next problem connected with this has to
do expressly with the character of the phenomenological “attitude” and its
sense. The latter problem, in turn, leads us deep into the act of establishing
and the specifying of the methods of phenomenological description.

Husserl’s solution to the question of “essence,” eidos, what’s more, in a
certain sense draws us closer to Plato. Phenomenology, as the fundamental
philosophical science, cannot evade the basic question of every philosophy,
the basic question arising from the antinomy: Every being is individual,
while every cognition is general.f Nevertheless the cognition of being, how
or in what manner it exists, is the task not only of metaphysics but of
science as well, although only metaphysics formulates its task in that way,
taking this in all its immediacy. The “theory of knowledge” (=subjectivistic
metaphysics) expressly makes this question its own under the heading of
the relation of consciousness to being.

It is obvious, however, that the “theory of knowledge” makes a substitu-
tion here and, consequently, begins with nothing other than an unfounded
dogma. It wishes to cognize cognition itself, yet in this case not as a being,
but as a “condition” of being. This is an unsubstantiated anticipation as long
as we do not know what cognition is and how it exists.8 And it is nonsense,
or a contradictio in adjecto, to claim that real being is subject to a transcen-
dental condition.

If we just keep in mind the “subjectivism” of such a solution, it is not
hard to see that the epistemological solution to this antinomy essentially
commits us to nominalism. The fact of the matter does not change regard-
less of whether we call our theory of knowledge psychological or transcen-
dental. Here the nominalism of a Berkeley, a Hume or of a Mill is one with
the nominalism of Kant and the neo-Kantian positivists. Nominalism leads
to skeptical absurdity, as in Rickert’s case with a proclamation about an
ideal cognition removed as far as possible from actuality. Owing to this,
nominalism cannot in the final analysis be held as an attempt at a resolution
of the problem, since it represents a simple return to it. On the question of
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how to resolve the adduced antinomy positivism answers with an ack-
nowledgment and an affirmation of that very antinomy! This is nominalism
of an extreme sort.

In our view Husserl restores the observer to his normal position. The
given is taken above all as given, as turning up in front of us, as an object,
as the given problem. There is no theory here or ready answers. Any
statement about the given is subject to analysis with the aim in fact being to
isolate the given, and furthermore, in fact, to isolate the originarily given.
All existing and real things, whatever be their forms of being, represent a
variety of the subjects mentioned. Our theoretical (in the broadest sense)
orientation is directed to them, as a problem whose first question concerns
the originarily given in direct presentive intuition. Through “perception” we
obtain what is intuitionally really given as individual and factual. In
“perception” we distinguish what is given in a “recollection” or other forms
of recall from what is “originarily” given.

We saw how the “contingency” of the individually given is correlatively
established along with the “necessity” of the essence. Inasmuch as we
determine the “what” of the individual, “put it into an idea,” it is not hard to
see that this “what” becomes the “what” of the corresponding essence.’
Empirical, or individual, intuition, thus, is transformed into “ideation,” into
ideal intuition or the “intuition of essences.” The given of this intuition is
with respect to the corresponding empirical intuition a pure essence or
eidos. The situation is the same regardless of whether it be a matter of the
highest category or of its specification all the way down to complete
concreteness. Side by side with objects of the “natural” world we now begin
to talk about new, different objects, objects of a different sort of intuition
and, evidently, of a different genus of being. “The essence (Eidos) is a new
sort of object. Just as the datum of individual or experiencing intuition is an
individual object, so the datum of eidetic intuition is a pure essence.”?

There is good reason to speak here of an object of a distinctive genus and
of an intuition of a distinctive genus, since it is a question not of a simple
superficial analogy but actually of something universal. Precisely just as an
empirical intuition “gives” an individual object, so “in quite the same
manner intuition of an essence is consciousness of something, an ‘object,” a
Something to which the intuitional regard is directed and which is ‘itself
given’ in the intuition; it is something which can, however, be
‘objectivated’ as well in other acts, something that can be thought of
vaguely or distinctly, which can be made the subject of true and false
predications — just like any other ‘object’ in the necessarily broadened
sense proper to formal logic.”i But at the same time it goes without saying
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that this intuition must be carefully and fundamentally distinguished from
empirical intuition. As Husserl says, it is “of an essentially peculiar and
novel sort.”8]

It is worth our while to look closer into the character of both “sorts” of
intuition in order to make as clear as possible their relation to each other
and to avoid misunderstanding in the future. Husserl speaks of two “sorts”
of intuition. Is this completely accurate? “In general” intuition presents
itself, consequently, as one “genus.” We have the right to establish relations
and draw conclusions — which logic in general admits — when it is a matter
of a relation within one “sort” or one “genus.” It is worth our while to
ponder over, on the one hand, the fundamental difference between the two
sorts of intuition, a difference already conspicuous from the difference
between what is “factual,” or contingent, and what is necessary as to the
object, and even more so from the difference in their standing among other
acts and even simply among psychic processes. Yet, on the other hand, it is
also worth our while to ponder over what they actually have “in common.”
As to their fundamental difference, we wish to emphasize just one thing:
The reproduction of empirical perceptions, taken as temporal recollections,
has nothing in common with the reproduction of ideal intuitions, i.e.
“recalling” one and the same essence completely outside time. Clearly from
this one item an endless series of other no less fundamental differences
follow.

On the other hand, certainly the only thing “in common” between the two
sorts of intuition is their “originary givenness,” although even here the
nature of this givenness is fundamentally different. Is our concern in such a
generalization ultimately not really with “generalization” but rather simply
with logical formalization? Certainly if this is what we have in mind we can
avoid equivocation by using the term sort.

What, however, is actually the cause of the confusion here — a confusion
resulting from a misunderstanding of the interrelation between the intuitions
— is clear from the polemic that arises from the adduced division between
them. Their interrelation is apparently clear: It is not a matter of two
empirical “visions,” not of two “sides,” “methods of approach” or “points
of view,” etc., but of some single advertence or “direction” of the regard of
consciousness that seizes in what appears to consciousness what we in the
natural attitude toward the world call facts, the experientially given by an
experiencing intuition, etc. But this same “regard” does not come to a halt
on the experientially given. It, as it were, goes further inward, “penetrating
throughout” the individual thing, right up to its essence in the different,
perhaps infinite, stages of its specification and embodiment of genera.
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Clearly this “penetration” “starts out” from an intuition of something
individual, although it can also “start out” from recollection and even from
a form of phantasy. Nevertheless, however, it is by no means the same as
the apprehension made by individual intuition itself. It is not the determina-
tion of any actuality whatever. Rather, it is the determination of a fundamen-
tally new sort of objects.? At the same time and in connection with this the
determination of intuitions of essences certainly does not include a deter-
mination of empirical existence, and mere statements about essences do not
contain any assertions at all concerning facts. In any case, from them alone
it is impossible to draw conclusions concerning factual truths.

Thus, in spite of their intimate “connection” and even of the
“inseparability” of the eidos from the individual, we cannot find anything
“in common” between them except for their formal trait of immediate
originary givenness. Finally each “sort” of intuition can determine any
number of types of objects, and we can talk of types of both experiencing as
well as ideal intuition. Between the corresponding types we can observe a
constant correlative relation. But nevertheless in themselves they remain
fundamentally different, namely fact and eidos, and with respect to their
very being, “existence” and “essence.” 10

Thus we can see how the rug is pulled out from under nominalism. The
sense of the mentioned basic antinomy now appears in such a light that the
antinomy’s very illusiveness becomes vividly grasped. Certainly, however,
this as yet does not resolve the problem that forms the historical justifica-
tion for nominalism, the specific question of the role of nomina.!! Indeed,
at the moment the problem has not even been touched upon.

As for the basic nature of Husserl’s “realism,” it can only insist on a
clarification of a new problem, namely the one provoked by his formulation
of the question: How and on what basis do we come to see a certain X in
the originarily given intuition? This is the riddle of the object that demands
a theoretical solution. Or to put it in a quite general manner: How does
actuality exist? Mutatis mutandis we repeat Hegel’s doubt addressed to
Schelling’s intellectual intuition: Does not such an intuition present reality
itself in an unreal manner? We will hold onto this question, as applying
equally to the objects of empirical as well as ideal intuition, using it as our
guide in everything that follows. We will note here only that if attempts to
restore nominalism still make any sense, they do so only if they proceed in
the direction indicated by this question. As for other attempts, they are
partly the fruit of misunderstanding, and in part they simply erect
nominalism as a disguised realism.

The latest attempt by Aster!2 to restore nominalism can serve as an
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illustration of the conclusion mentioned just above. Aster sees a dilemma,
either for Husserl or for nominalism, a dilemma which he formulates in the
following way: “Either the talk of one identical, general object, for example
‘the’ man or ‘the’ color, is simply fictitious talk and in that case we stick to
nominalism. Or there is such a formation (ein solches Gebilde), and we
have to revert from Aristotle back to Plato, as we must seek this formation
not in the individual, but outside it, even though not as a really existing
thing.”13

First of all, with Husserl there is no talk of “form” or “formation”
(Gebilde) whatever. He speaks not about the imagination, but about
“ideation” or the intuition of essences. Although Husserl calls it a “sort” of
intuition, he, nevertheless, certainly does not think that what can be at-
tributed to the other sort of intuition can be transferred to the intuition of
essences. No less fruitless is the attempt here, where it is a matter of
fundamental pre-theoretical problems, to raise the subject of something
“inside” or “outside” the individual. Psychologically speaking, Aster’s
misunderstandings arise from the fact that he holds to a psychological
interpretation of concepts and judgments (relying on Cornelius he considers
judgments to be recollections and expectations) and understands Husserl in
the same way. He expects the possibility of ideal intuitions to arise in the
memory. Aster considers them to be “forms,” etc., ignoring the fact that
ideal intuitions are not subject to any empirical and, above all, not to any
temporal determination at all. He attributes such a view, for example, to the
philosophical direction he criticizes, as if the very concept of “genus” were
arrived at here by means of an abstraction from every hic et nunc. In doing
so he not only disregards the doctrine of abstraction espoused by that
philosophical direction, but he simply overlooks a fact that lies at the very
foundation of that doctrine. This is simply that the very possibility of such
an abstraction is dependent on already necessarily presupposing an intuition
of “genus.”

Also important, however, are those considerations Aster in essence
brings forth against the second part of this dilemma. He admits that Hus-
serl’s theory is “the sole possible theory of the universal” provided, that is,
that one does not adopt the nominalist point of view. But what induces
Aster to come out against Husserl is that in one way or another both
Aristotle and Locke in their own minds solved the problem, yet Husserl did
not. “Aristotle and Locke attempt to make clear to us to a certain extent the
universal and the way by which we reach it from the individual.”¥ On the
other hand, however, he finds no information at all in Husserl “about the
relation of the universal to the individual.” “And finally we have perhaps
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the most important consideration. If we make statements about ‘the’
triangle, the triangle in general, these statements hold eo ipso also for the
individual triangle, and indeed for every individual triangle, for all tri-
angles.”! This connection remains incomprehensible in Husserl’s theory: “A
question of a further ‘Why’ remains unanswerable.” 14

As a matter of fact this is incorrect. From Aster’s account it would appear
as though Husserl did not concern himself with these questions. !> What is
of fundamental importance is that Husserl did not raise them in the same
way as Aster does, and there is no reason why he has to. In this respect
Husserl’s views should be compared not with Locke’s and Aristotle’s but
with Plato’s. We saw how ideation penetrates through empirical givenness
to the eidetic object. We saw what the correlativity of the objects of the two
sorts of intuition consists of. Finally we saw the relative autonomy of each
genus of objects, an autonomy which forbids us crossing from eidetic
objects “alone” to empirical objects. It is true that all this comes to light not
through a “why,” not by means of “theories,” but by way of a
phenomenological description of the given, as it is given, i.e. as we “see” it.

Aster, however, simply refuses to see. In the case of the relation of an
individual to a species, it “seems” to him that on the face of it there is “no
givenness of a species, but knowledge of the relationship of the given
individual content to something that is not immediately given.”!6 There is
no dispute that this relation is not immediately given empirically, “to the
senses.” But if, as Aster thinks, it is given, though not immediately, surely
the same old psychologistic antinomy still lingers: The original source of
the relation has to be either empirical or non-empirical. Yet not for the
world would Aster be willing to admit the possibility of the latter. Lacking
interest in repeating the arguments against psychologism we find something
else more interesting here, namely, the phenomenological source of Aster’s
misunderstanding.

It seems to us that his last remark about “something not immediately
given” leads us to the question mentioned above concerning the “object”
and “actuality.” ... Aster’s very definition of his own as well as of every
nominalism says: “Nominalism of every shade — this expresses precisely its
essence — considers general concepts, general objects to be fictions. Such
objects do not exist in any sense, neither as real nor as ideal, neither as
physical nor as psychic, neither as independent nor as parts of objects.
Therefore, such formations also cannot be known to us in any form, and
under no circumstances can they be presented to us as phenomenally
given.”17 If in this definition, so characteristic of negativism, categorical-
ness is translated into the language of actual doubt and questioning, then the
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problem, only touched upon here, will be precisely how from the immediate
givenness of intuition we come not just to an object, but above all to the
very question of the “object” as a certain “actuality.”

As we saw, the immediate intellectual seeing in ideal intuition of a
special genus of object as an essence entails the problem of the “conditions”
under which this sui generis objectivity (predmetnost’) is found. Under a
requirement resulting from the essence of the fundamental philosophical
science such an investigation must form a part of phenomenology itself.
This is because any psychological or other specific scientific analysis
always turns out to be a biassed theory that distorts the sense of the very
problem. In general, however, the first step in any independent scientific or
philosophical investigation is a rigorous review, or inspection, of those
concepts and ideas with which the investigator has to deal. This is true both
in a large as well as a small investigation.

Doubt (“methodical”), critique, abstention from jugdment (Urteils-
enthaltung), emoyn in general — all these are various names expressing the
necessary methodological demand of cognition. And just as great eras in the
development of philosophical and scientific thought are connected with
instances of such a review and inspection, so too do they imbue, or at least
should imbue, each particular work of scientific investigation. They should
accompany each step of scientific work. The philosophical fundamental
science will only fulfill its calling if it begins with an inspection of con-
cepts, theories, assumptions and, frequently, prejudices to which people
have already become accustomed and if it manages to separate the true
from the false, the illusory from the actual, and establish its own content on
the basis of the rigorously proven and indubitably given. Such work has
been carried out time and again in philosophy, but philosophy must not get
tired of doing it all again and again.

The sense or point behind an “inspection” and review of this kind is our
desire to find a solid principle for philosophizing that would not be
“burdened” with “prejudices” or biases and in general would have no
“presuppositions” in the broad sense. It is as if Erinyes were pursuing
contemporary philosophy in its aspiration to begin work without
“presuppositions” and “assumptions”! ... However, we must be aware of
what kind of presuppositions we want to be free from, since we are dealing
here with an equivocation, and a rather complicated one at that.

By presuppositions we sometimes simply mean “premises,” that is, those
first propositions from which we constructively derive the content of the
given presentation. “Presuppositions” of this kind are, in essence, in-
demonstrable propositions, that is, they are not obtained from others and are
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not subject to proof. In this sense they can, properly speaking, be called
“insights” or pre-theoretical propositions. We can consider it the particular
task of logic and of the fundamental science to reveal the content of these
“insights” and to illuminate the paths leading to their achievements. The
fundamental philosophical science includes these very “presuppositions” in
its content, and already this alone means it must be free of them as
“presuppositions.” In general this science contains neither “premises” from
which theoretical conclusions could be drawn nor “premises” that could
serve as conditions either for theoretical conclusions or for their application.

Moreover, to be precise the fundamental philosophical science, as pure
knowledge, must be free from “presuppositions” in the sense in which by
“presupposition” we mean those propositions that receive their justification
only through the process of a theoretical construction or through the
application of such a construction. Such presuppositions essentially bear a
practical character, in the broad sense, and are called postulates.

On the other hand, if we take “presuppositions” to mean the principles of
the peculiar functioning of this or that knowledge-claim, then of course the
fundamental science cannot be free from these. It happens to be in a quite
special position here. Only in logic is there something analogous. Like logic
the fundamental philosophical science includes the principles of its own
funetioning in its very content. And to the extent that they are utilized it is
completely and exhaustively aware of them.

Finally, by “presuppositions” we sometimes mean the empirical condi-
tions of cognition and of philosophizing itself. All these “presuppositions”
ultimately come down to the fact of our own existence. Clearly in order to
philosophize we must not only be striving for truth, believe in its at-
tainability, etc., but must certainly be born, have parents, drink, eat and
carry out many other functions. Above all, therefore, we must exist. We
have to realize that phenomenology is not free from “presuppositions” of
such a sort.

It is not without foundation that philosophy is characterized as the
science of principles in general. Principles are, above all, beginnings.™ By
this we need not understand rational principles, since it is a matter of
beginnings, conceived as “starting points.” The fundamental science, owing
precisely to its being the beginning science, conceptually and by its very
sense excludes the possibility of having any “presuppositions.” This is
evident since only in the fundamental science are heterogeneous beginnings
not introduced as they are for example in the last mentioned meaning of the
concept of “presupposition.”
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CHAPTER 2

Pure Consciousness

Man is conscious of the world around him, the world in all its variety. He is
conscious of himself, of his aims and activities and of his own aspiration for
knowledge. But it is not hard to see that as soon as he begins to realize all
this what he actually and immediately sees, hears and so forth is tightly
entangled in this thoughts and expressions with what he has heard from
others and what he assumes on the basis of what is seen and heard, etc. The
first task of the fundamental philosophical science should and must be
merely to separate? what man immediately finds in his given consciousness
from what he himself dreams up and what he logically concludes, etc.
There are no appraisals here, no judgments about the more or less useful-
ness or importance of either of these two constituent parts of what we are
thinking and speaking. Here there is merely the demand to be aware of the
“origin” of each concept, thought and word. Yet at the same time it is
evident that with regard to the value of what we dream up, of the
“theoretical,” we can judge only after we know what we possess without
this theoretization, that is before having made it.

The fundamental philosophical science must be free at the very start.
That is, judging “everything” it can take anything as its starting point, its
“beginning.” Those “dogmatic” principles with which every other science
begins must not be contained in it, since it is indeed the fundamental
science. And the fundamental philosophical science can take as its starting
point the mentioned “natural” stance of man towards his surroundings and
towards himself and carry out in it the mentioned work of analysis and
separation of the actually given from what he himself dreams up.! The
world of things, of animals, of people, of values, of goods and so forth in
this “natural attitude” appears before us as the “natural world.” But in our
own consciousness we find certain things given along with it, things that we
do not consider to be of the natural world. If we would just turn our
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attention towards them, we would, as it were, leave this world and land in
one of a completely different character and order. Such, for example, is the
world of numbers, the arithmetical world, where two, five, etc., are neither
physical things, nor people, nor goods. We, nevertheless, find our bearings
in this world, even though it exists “outside” our natural world. We easily
effect the transition from one world to another without thereby destroying
one and without doubting the existence of the other, just abandoned world.
The latter simply remains out of consideration. That is, it can even form the
background of my consciousness, but it only cannot make up the “horizon”
wherein lies the new world to which we are crossing.

One thing only “unites” both of these worlds — the “actual” world and the
“ideal” world — and that is that they both are given to me in consciousness,
the spontaneous acts of which are constantly changing and flowing and are
directed to the externally given. These spontaneous acts examine and
investigate the latter. They explain and express it conceptually and in
words. They describe, compare, distinguish, and ponder over it. They are
glad about it, afraid of it, etc., etc. We can designate this entire aggregate of
“spontaneities” with respect to the “given” by the general Cartesian term,
cogito. The cogito itself can become an “object,” to which other cogito are
directed. One thing certain is that these cogito are always present in the
natural attitude with which we began and with the same indubitability as
everything to which the cogito are directed, viz. the given.

Certainly it is not a matter of the indubitability of each particular mental
process and its datum. Nor is it a matter of the factual presence of this or
that. On the contrary, a doubt, or in any case an attempt at doubting, can
always take place, particularly with respect to all that is given. Thus with
respect to the entire “natural world” the possibility arises of establishing the
following “general thesis of the natural attitude”: “As what confronts me, I
continually find the one spatiotemporal actuality to which I belong like all
other human beings who are to be found in it and who are related to it as I
am. I find the ‘actuality,” the word already expresses it, as a factually
existent actuality and also accept it as it presents itself to me as factually
existing.”2b

We are completely free to attempt to subject the entire thesis of the
natural attitude and along with it all its particulars to both a doubt as well as
to an enoyn. Nothing is thereby changed in it, taken as the thesis of the
natural attitude asserting the factually existing world at hand. It remains as
the goal, problem and task of the respective sciences <in the natural
attitude>. Attempting to subject everything to doubt or simply abstaining
from judgment about any and everything whatever, we unquestionably
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effect a certain “annihilation,” a “taking down,” of the respective thesis. But
it is of the greatest importance to understand precisely the meaning of this
“annihilation.” It is not a transformation of the thesis into its antithesis, nor
is it in general a transformation of the assertion into a denial, presupposi-
tion, assumption or a doubt. Such transformations, consisting of changes in
our conviction, are independent of our will and depend on the correspond-
ing content of the object and on its being. Nevertheless, in attempting to
subject something to doubt, we subject the thesis to a certain modification
in the sense that, although it remains what it was, it is put by us, as it were,
out of action, excluded, parenthesized. In other words, we simply make no
use of it whatever.

If we subject the thesis of the “natural world” established above to the
phenomenological enroyn by means of the method of exclusion, we thereby
effect a change of “attitude.” In other words, therefore, we will not be
concerned in our new attitude with the “natural world.” Neither denying it
nor doubting it, we make no use of it. “If I do that,” Husserl says, “as I can
with complete freedom, then I am not negating this ‘world’ as though I
were a sophist; I am not doubting its factual being as though I were a
skeptic; rather I am exercising the ‘phenomenological’ enroyxn which also
completely shuts me off from any judgment about spatiotemporal factual
being.”3 Consequently regardless of how much we may value the sciences
of the natural world with all its judgments and tendencies, they must not be
used. But a question arises here: What remains if we exclude the entire
actual world with all our knowledge of it, exclude ultimately therefore
everything, even ourselves with all our cogitare?

The entire “world as eidos” certainly remains. We already saw this, for
example, in the case of numbers. In phenomenology, taken as the fundamen-
tal philosophical science, there is no question about it. Although leaving the
sphere of the natural attitude we will have to remain in the region of the
eidetic. That particular being to which our regard is now directed is what
we designated above as cogito, i.e., our own mental processes, conscious-
ness, the completely unique being that actually includes everything. Our
concern is not with psychological processes that in one way or another are
connected with creatures of the animate world and' with man, since this
world is already subject to reduction and forms the object of the respective
“natural” sciences. Our concern, rather, is with the pure sphere of conscious-
ness, which is opened up immanently to our reflecting regard. In virtue of
its absolute sui generis being, this consciousness, of which we are speaking
as a consciousness in general, was not and cannot be subjected to the
exclusion performed above. “It [consciousness — GS] therefore remains as
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the ‘phenomenological residuum,’ a region of being, which is of essential
necessity quite unique and which can indeed become the field of a science
of a novel kind: phenomenology.”4 Before proceeding, however, to an
analysis of consciousness in the phenomenological attitude proper, let us
first stop to examine the essence of consciousness in its full concreteness, in
the living flux of consciousness. Every mental process can be seized, with
respect to its proper intuitive essence, taking this as the distinctive
“content,” in a reflection directed on it. Let us concentrate our attention on
this for the time being.

We must carefully distinguish what belongs to the cogito proper from
what belongs to its cogitatum. In every perception something is ap-
prehended, although this something is by no means a mental process itself.
The latter is in principle a being of a completely different type. The entire
apprehended something exists “here and now.” It lies in the field of percep-
tion or intuition as if surrounded by other perceptions and intuitions, which
also enter into consciousness or a mental process. But in virtue of the
necessary correlation between the cogito and the cogitatum in every
intuition and in every perception it can be said that consciousness is
necessarily “consciousness of something.”

What holds for perception holds for all other mental processes, recollec-
tions, phantasies, etc. as well as for the mental processes of sensation and
desire. The difference between intuitions, clearly given and to which our
“mental regard” is directed, and their surrounding background is that they
can be considered two different modifications of consciousness: the actional
and the non-actional, or potential; explicit consciousness and implicit
consciousness. On the whole, a stream of mental processes can never
simply consist of pure actionalities. One mode of consciousness always
turns into another. The cogito, taken as an act, an act of consciousness,
turns into a potential consciousness and vice versa.5

The essential property of consciousness, however, is preserved in all
these transitions, and every mental process of consciousness retains its
essential feature, viz. to be consciousness of something, to be directed to
something. In this sense, therefore, every mental process remains an
“intentive mental process,” even though not every really inherent moment
in the concrete unity of such a mental process possesses the character of
intentionality. This is the case, for example, with sensations, taken as the
data of mental processes, etc. Conversely, what belongs to the cogitatum
can only be the Object of an intentive mental process and does not thereby
become consciousness itself, an act. It can be an “intentional Object” and be
distinguished from the simply seized-upon Object in the sense that to it a
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whole series of acts are directed.

This series consists not only of acts of perception and, in general, of the
seizing-upon of “things” by the physical or mental eye but also acts of
valuation, of a practical orientation and the like. In any case, however, as an
intentional Object what belongs to the cogitatum always remains in prin-
ciple something other than an act owing to the very nature of its being. As
long as we experience (perezhivaem) everything in the cogito, our cogitatio
itself is not such an intentional Object. We can, however, always direct our
reflective regard to it and in the form, of course, of a new cogitatio can
make it the object of an “intentional perception” and consequently also an
Object.6 In this way we arrive at a distinction among mental processes, or
acts. On the one hand, we have inner, immanently directed mental
processes. It is part of their essence that their intentional objects belong to
the same stream of mental processes as they themselves and form the
immediate unity of a single concrete cogitatio. On the other hand, we have
transcendently directed mental processes, the intentional object of which
essentially cannot belong to this stream and is given not in an immediate
unity but essentially independently, abstractly.

Let us examine more closely the relationship between perception and
what is apprehended, namely the thing in perception (as indeed between
any cogitatio and cogitatum), viewing it not from the standpoint of some
theory, regardless of whether it be that of a physicist, a psychologist, or of a
primitive, “naive” person. Rather, as befits the fundamental science let us
examine perception and the apprehended in their immediate givenness. We
will approach closer to our goal of determining the essence of pure con-
sciousness if we proceed by way of a clarification of the problem concern-
ing the interrelation between the transcendent something and consciousness.

In perceiving some physical thing, for example a table, we have, on the
one hand, a constantly changing perception, so that under no circumstances
could it be the same when repeated. On the other hand, however, not only
does the apprehended thing itself not change, but it remains the same in all
our actional mental processes. It can remain the same even for the potential
consciousness or without being perceived at all.” Any physical thing, just as
every part, side or moment of it, remains “the same,” a certain unity, a
“synthesis of identification,” in spite of the fact that it is given to us in a
continuously changing manifold of adumbrations in which the Data of
sensations appear before us. What is more, however, these adumbrations,
taken as mental processes, — although as we saw they are not intentive
mental processes — are something different in principle from what is
adumbrated in them. As mental processes they are not spatial, but what is
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adumbrated is in principle possible only as something spatial and cannot
<itself> be a mental process.

On the other hand, the apprehended physical thing is apprehended in its
actuality only by means of adumbrations, as a certain intentional unity of
appearances, whereas a mental process does not <itself> appear in adumbra-
tions but is given essentially. Thus we arrive at a general proposition that
must be placed at the foundation of the fundamental science itself: The
physical thing, the apprehended, in any possible consciousness in general
cannot be given as really immanent. This proposition must be placed at the
foundation because it belongs to the essence of both a physical thing as well
as consciousness. Between being as a mental process and being as a
physical thing there appears a basic and essential difference. This means
that the physical thing itself is entirely transcendent. And in this way the
most profound fundamental difference is revealed between the two types of
being, namely consciousness and reality, as well as between the ways in
which they are given to us, viz. in the one case being is given directly in its
essence and in the other through adumbrations in appearances.

Taken as a perception, a physical thing is necessarily always and only
given through adumbrations in appearances, for otherwise it could become
an immanent being and be simply apprehended as absolute. A physical
thing is necessarily always given in a certain inadequacy, “one-sidedly.” A
certain core of “what is actually presented”* is always surrounded by a
horizon of the improperly co-given, with more or less indeterminateness,
which, however, is revealed as a completed determinateness prescribed by
the physical thing itself and with constant transitions from one moment to
another, from one new moment to another new or old moment, etc.

<The perception of> a mental process, on the other hand, is an immanent
perception, a simple intellectual seeing of something that is given in
perception, given as absolute (and not as something identical to ap-
pearances given through adumbrations). It cannot have any sides and is not
presented in this way or that.® Also, a mental process, the immanently
apprehended, can never be apprehended completely and adequately in its
unity, since it forms the flux in which our regard is directed to some single
moment, while the rest swims away from it. This is why immanent percep-
tion itself is possible only in the form of retention. But it is obvious that this
incompleteness and this imperfection are fundamentally of another kind
than that which we encounter in the transcendent perception of an
adumbrated appearance. This is because although we can speak of their
relative differences in degrees of clarity or of vagueness, they, <the presenta-
tions themselves,> are still given directly as such, “absolutely,” and not
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through changing and fluctuating adumbrations.

It belongs to the very being of a mental process that its perception,
immanent perception, can be directed quite immediately to any mental
process at all in the form of a reflection. That is, the apprehended mental
process is given as something that not only exists and endures but already
existed before the regard was directed to it. This property of immanent
perception, which has the highest degree of importance, reveals new,
profound and fundamental differences between immanent and transcendent
perception. Mental processes are not only the consciousness of something;
they themselves make up consciousness. Thus, even if a reflecting regard is
not directed to them, they, nevertheless, in an unreflected way always make
up the background of consciousness and are always “ready” to be per-
ceived.

Something similar takes place with regard to transcendent perception,
though only in relation to physical things that have already appeared but
have remained unnoticed in our field of vision. Yet not all physical things
fulfill this condition if only by the mere fact that our field of attentive vision
is not infinite. A mental process cannot “appear.” It is “ready” to be
perceived only thanks to the very mode of its being with respect to the Ego
that accomplishes a reflection.?

As it follows from everything we have already said, let us also add that
the mode of being of a mental process cannot be called existence. This
applies to “essence” as well. That is, immanent perception essentially does
not give being in time, but being outside of time, or in other words, as it
“always” is. In this sense the earlier reference to <the fact that an ap-
prehended mental process is given as something that already existed>
“before” <the regard was directed to it> does not refer to an empirical time,
but is a statement that the given immanent perception did not “appear”
now. It could not appear, because it is not an appearance. To be precise,
therefore, it does not possess existence, but possesses an essence. Thus we
necessarily come to the general and essential assertion that every immanent
perception is not an empirical intuition but an intuition of an essence. On
the other hand, a transcendent perception of a physical thing in an ap-
pearance can be both an empirical intuition or an intuition of an essence,
regardless of whether this be a perception of a physical thing or animalia or
something else.

Let us return to Husserl’s argumentation. As a consequence of the
distinction that he made between immanent and transcendent perception,
we find that he draws conclusions in his work that in our view agree with
the above presentation. Namely, when it is a matter of an immanent
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perception we are necessarily assured of the existence of the object of the
perception. It is an “absolute actuality,” the being of which it is in principle
impossible to negate. Doubt as to its being contradicts its sense. That is,
here we have to reiterate what Descartes said about his cogito. On the
contrary, the existence of a physical thing is not made necessary by the fact
of its givenness. Doubt in its existence does not contradict its sense; its
existence can always be subject to doubt. It is always contingent to a certain
degree. The thesis of the world, as “contingent,” stands opposed to “what is
necessary,” that is, what is not subject to doubt, the thesis of the pure Ego,
of the stream of mental processes. 1

These conclusions drawn by Husserl might arouse certain objections and
doubts, which I will attempt to avert with the following remarks. It will be
shown below that in spite of the possibility of subjecting the “thesis of the
world” to doubt, this unique world i fact necessarily exists. As we already
showed in passing, in spite of the contingency of perceptions, transcendent
perceptions, of this world it is an essential necessity that physical things
ascribe a definite nature to their perception in appearances.

Conversely, however, the “thesis of my Ego,” taken as a stream of mental
processes, in principle cannot be subject to either denial or doubt. Conse-
quently, its very being is essentially necessary, although any actually
present mental process, as such, does not represent an essential necessity
but amounts to the necessity of a fact. The question can arise, however,
whether it is impossible at least to attempt to subject the “thesis of my Ego”
to doubt, or to effect an €xoyn with respect to it. An immediate reflection
on this act would reveal to us, though, that we would thereby still remain in
the “thesis of my Ego.”

It is important, however, for us to reveal something else: the essence of
the impossibility of doubting the “thesis of my Ego.” The fact is that this
impossibility means such a doubt is either nonsense or something contradict-
ing the sense of the thesis. In the first case, the denial of sense is nothing
other than a limitation, a privatio, i.e., an admission that “some” sense
remains all the same. Thus even with a complete denial we can have the
assertion of “some” sense, because something can always remain in the way
of a “sense of the nonsense.” That is, nonsense has its sense, viz. to be
nonsense.

Let us now turn to the other case, the contradiction of the sense. This is
an inadmissible thing, particularly if we discover the contradiction of the
sense in the essence of what is bestowed with sense. Thus, what are we
concerned with here in the given attempt to doubt or deny? To deny the
essential necessity of an immanent being or to doubt its necessity means to
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ascribe to this necessity the necessity of a fact. The upshot would then be
that we would be denying the necessity of a fact. Such a transformation of
the matter, however, is impossible by virtue of the reflection shown. If
immanent being were only to have the necessity of a fact, then, regardless
of how necessary this fact may seem, it would concern a kind of being that
can cease or disappear. We can say that since it is a matter of a being given
in the intuition of an essence, there can be no question of disappearance or
cessation. And this is correct.

Against what we have said someone may say, along with Leibniz, that
although this being cannot “cease,” it can be “annihilated.” It is not difficult
to see, however, that “that which does the annihilating”1! must immanently
perceive an “annihilation” in a mental process. Moreover, in that which
does the annihilating, as an absolute being, all of the same laws regarding
an essence are discovered. Consequently, this being cannot be annihilated
and cannot have mere factual being. This shows that our attempt at doubt-
ing essentially contradicts the sense <of the “thesis of my Ego”>. Since it
cannot be annihilated, conversely it was also “never” “created,” i.e., it did
not “make its appearance.” It is not an “appearance” and in general does not
possess “existence.” Actually it is a being of necessity, an absolute being,
an “essence.” It simply is not subject to any temporal determination. Indeed
in this sense it ““does not exist,” “is not actual,” “not real.”

As we already pointed out with regard to any immanent perception, use
of the word “was,” or “before,” does not signify a reference to time but is
precisely an extra-temporal expression, an expression of “constancy,” since
in its essence what is extra-temporal, of course, “is.” (We can say that it
always is.) It is “always” in consciousness, “always” experienced
(perezhivaet), although not always in actually present mental processes. Yet
this represents a factual necessity. It is, however, “always” “ready” to be in
a mental process, just as reflection itself “always” is, supplying an im-
manent perception. Thus, there is a contradiction of the sense in a doubt
concerning the essential necessity of the being of the “thesis of my Ego.”
This contradiction reveals itself in the fact that the sense of the being of an
immanent perception is itself a necessary being. Conversely, the essential
necessity of this being is a presupposition for the necessity of a transcen-
dent being, yet not as an essential necessity — otherwise it would be im-
manent — but as the necessity of a fact. It is understandable from this why a
doubt in a transcendent being, i.e., a denial of the “thesis of the world,”
does not contradict the sense of the thesis, although it can be acknowledged
as nonsense. The sense of a transcendent being is that it exists for an
immanent being. But it is possible (logically admissable) that some other
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transcendent being, some other “world,” exists for an immanent being.

Thus, the world of immanent perception and the world of transcendent
perception stand sharply opposed to each other as entirely different worlds.
It would be a mistake, however, to think that there is no relation at all
between them or that the transcendent world can at least be studied outside
its relation to the world of consciousness, as an object existing in itself. On
the contrary, it follows from the differences we have already presented that
the world of consciousness, as immanent and absolute, can be given only as
it is given. The matter, however, stands differently with regard to the
transcendent world.

Already by virtue of its “contingency” it, the actual world, must be
studied as one instance among a multitude of various possible worlds.!2
However, as is obvious from the essence of their possible and actual
givenness, these worlds can be given only to a consciousness having
experience. Consequently, they stand to consciousness in an essentially
necessary correlation. Whatever the physical things be, whatever we state
about their being, we can talk about them only as things of experience and
in determinate experiential concatenations. When we talk about the pos-
sibility of things being objects of experience, we have in mind not that
possibility demanded by the logical law of non-contradiction nor do we
have in mind causal-substantial conditionality. What we have in mind,
rather, is the possibility of an actual experience itself, i.e., a possibility
motivated in the concatenations of experience itself. Even if we do not
apprehend a physical thing in experience at the present moment, the
possibility of it being an object of experience denotes that it can enter into
the sphere of being actually present and become given. Through the
motivations of the concatenations of experience, the thing belongs to the
undetermined but determinable horizon of actually present experience,
which always points beyond and motivates, transgressing its own limits, to
possible new experiences, etc. ad infinitum.

A physical thing, taken as an object of experience, is always a physical
thing of the world and of the “surroundings.” Thus the actual world, like
any other possible world, is conceivable only in a correlative relationship to
consciousness. This accounts for the fact that the phenomenological
investigation of consciousness itself never remains empty. At the same time
it is now understandable why the phenomenological investigation of the
actual world and of other possible worlds cannot be confused with a
dogmatic investigation of transcendent objects as happens in the specific
sciences.

On the other hand, it follows from the necessity and absolute givenness
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of consciousness that consciousness is consciousness of somerhing and,
consequently, the whole world, the actual world, is factually the only world
— this in spite of the formal-logical possibility of other worlds, i.e., of an
absence of an interdiction on the part of the law of non-contradiction.
Simply by virtue of the correlativity between things, taken as things of
experience, and consciousness, it is clear, we believe, that any “other”
hypothetical world would be essentially given in the same way as the world
we are talking about, the actually present world. The “other nature” of such
a conceivable world can only signify the factual limitedness of this or that
experience. In principle any “other” world would have to be fulfilled in the
concatenations and motivations of this world, which therefore is the sole
world. In other words, “another” world can only be in tkis one.

In fact our consciousness may always be limited. The factual world with
its various parts is accessible first only to one, then to another Ego just as it
is accessible to one and the same Ego only in various degrees of deter-
minacy. But one thing is excluded by everything we have mentioned,
namely the acceptance of another world outside the given one on the
ground that though it may be inaccessible, or not given to our conscious-
ness, it is given to some other consciousness. Such a view is excluded by
virtue of the fact that what is given to one or another Ego must be in
principle accessible to all.!3 This clearly follows from the thesis of the pure
Ego, the absolute nature of which we have already explained.

After having adduced a clarification of the relation between the cogito
and the cogitatum we can present more clearly the sense of the
phenomenological attitude, characterized above, and the content of the
“residuum,” to which it is directed. Phenomenology, taken as the fundamen-
tal philosophical science, actually studies everything but always keeps its
eye on the immediately given relationship between the transcendent and the
immanent. Phenomenology describes everything in terms of the correlative
connection between the two, a connection which is also given immediately.
We can explain this in the following manner.

Everything that is immediately given, just as with everything in general
that is given, which we are talking about, thinking about, etc., i.e. every-
thing that exists in whatever form of being, necessarily appears to us with
the determinate coefficient of consciousness. On the one hand, we can
investigate this or that sphere of actuality, or any being whatever, in a
dogmatic-scientific fashion without taking into account the coefficient
standing in front of it. Such an investigation is a quite legitimate one. It
actually determines the given X or Y, or other unknown, and their algebraic
connection. On the other hand, however, we can investigate the given X
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also “together” with the coefficient accompanying it and in it. Such an
investigation will be phenomenological, at least at the start. It is obvious
that we can carry out numerous operations with the putting within paren-
theses of first one, then another common denominator. In this way we
obtain phenomenological descriptions of different degrees of generality,
each essentially of a different character.

Continuing this task ideally to the end, we can foresee that there remains
some coefficient, some common denominator, to “everything” enclosed
within the parentheses. The investigation of this coefficient, as the coeffi-
cient of everything, is the pure sphere of phenomenology in all its universal
and fundamental significance. If we continue the analysis in the way we
have, we will notice at once: 1) the difficulties phenomenology must run up
against with its first steps, and 2) the originality of its problems and,
consequently, a demand for their clear formulation.

In particular, could it not turn out that this fundamental common
denominator turns out to be merely a “unit” with which we can do nothing?
Yet on the other hand, regardless of what this common denominator may
turn out to be, the investigation of it, simply by virtue of its generality,
cannot yield knowledge of “everything” in its concreteness and specificity.
Taking into account the relative nature of the conceptual pair “general” and
“particular” we must recognize that by limiting our field of investigation to
only the most general, we infinitely narrow the tasks of the science that
actually wants to be fundamental with respect to everything and in every
respect.

From this the necessary demand arises that phenomenology cannot and
must not limit itself to a description of “just a certain” consciousness,
although at the same time pure consciousness forms its main aim and task.
Anything can be Object of phenomenology, starting here with this burning
match and ashes, right up to the world and supernatural world as a whole,
including in this also the deity — as a whole, meaning the actual and the
ideal, the pseudo and the real, the ugly and the beautiful, the depraved and
the less so.

Nevertheless, phenomenology’s main difficulties are connected with its
main theme, namely pure consciousness. We must not only make pure
consciousness the Object of a phenomenological investigation but also
show that pure consciousness does not form an empty unit that remains on
the other side of the parenthesis of actuality and ideality, like a sign devoid
of content. Consequently, the first problem of phenomenology, precisely
defined, is: What is the being of pure consciousness, how can it be studied
as such, and what is its content?
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In spite of the fact that the given experiential world is the sole factual
world, we still have not established that the world in general or something
or other necessarily must exist. As we saw, a transcendent something of any
genus at all, by virtue of its being relative, can be subject to doubt and
denial. Conversely, taking into account the correlativity noted above, an
immanent something, by virtue of its absolute nature, cannot be
“annihilated.” It is precisely this situation that induces us to make pure
consciousness a special and particular Object of investigation.

The being of consciousness, as it is given to us in the stream of mental
processes, is always a certain intentionality, a “directedness” to something.
“Something” in the order of a diversity of physical or living does indeed
remain in the phenomenological attitude, although as a colorless or killed
“something.” We must stress here, however, that discoloration or killing is
by no means to be understood as taking a negativistic position in relation to
actuality. As we saw, we simply make no use of actuality. In this sense, the
“something” forms dead stock. As we said, in the phenomenological
attitude this indeterminate “something” remains. Nevertheless, conscious-
ness itself does not lose the distinctiveness of its being. Although its being
in this attitude is necessarily modified, this modification, nevertheless, does
not affect the essence of the being of consciousness.!4 The modification
originates from the fact that all experiential concatenations of the empirical
world are excluded from the full stream of mental processes.

Consequently, we also exclude all theoretical acts of consciousness as
well as those in which we ascertain in their directedness a correlativity with
the excluded transcendent something. The mental processes not thereby
excluded are characterized by the fact that they have no need of any real
being. They have no need of the existence of the physical things arising in
consciousness as appearances. It follows from this that the being of con-
sciousness can be studied as it is, i.e., as an absolute being, and we now
have the right to determine the sense in which we talk about the absolute
being of consciousness as an immanent being. In principle it “nulla ‘re’
indiget ad existendum.”d

Transcendent being, although also not “dependent” on consciousness,
“points” to consciousness and demands it, moreover demands
consciousness in its actually present essence. But this is not because of
some causal or other type of mutual real conditionality between them nor
even because of a logical relation between them such as that of form and
matter or category and content. Rather it is because of the intentional
character of any actually present mental process, which in itself carries a
correlativity — something we are constantly stressing — between both types
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of being. As we saw, transcendent being is always given in experience and
in determinate, motivated concatenations of experience. It is a being that by
its very sense is relative, that is for a consciousness. It is always a merely
intentional being.

Transcendent being is always relative and therefore particular. It refers
itself to consciousness, taken as something absolute which has being
without any trace of the particular and relative. By no means, in general,
must this “relation” be thought of as some “actual” relation, because in such
a case the being of consciousness would be placed in the same genus, the
genus of “actuality,” with the transcendent. That is, it would become
relative. It is true that we are talking here about two #ypes of being, which in
turn can engender the question of their common genus. We could talk about
one or the other as “objects,” etc. We had the chance, however, on another
occasion to note the distinctive character of this “something in common”
when we talked about the two “types” of intuition as different “sorts”
subject to a “generalization.” We mentioned there that it is really so perhaps
only because of being placed under a formal, general, logical category. The
situation gave us the opportunity to question whether it is genuinely a
matter of generalization and not rather of the “formalization” of the respec-
tive nomina or terms.

Truly it is a matter of two worlds or, as Plato would say, of two
kingdoms. But the kingdom of ideas simply stands opposed to the kingdom
of the actual, not because the latter is to be taken as actuality but because
the former is to be taken as something fundamentally absolute. “In so far as
their respective senses are concerned, a veritable abyss yawns between
consciousness and reality. Here, an adumbrated being, not capable of ever
becoming given absolutely, merely accidental and relative; there, a neces-
sary and absolute being, essentially incapable of becoming given by virtue
of adumbration and appearance.” !> How a relation is possible between the
two “things,” a relation which would connect them, though not “really,” nor
annihilate the absolute character of one of them in this correlativity, can be
seen if we again take the example of mathematics. Every physical thing
“points” to a number, demands calculation, but a number does not thereby
lose its independent absolute being. It can remain the Object of a special
study. Numbers form “another” kingdom than that of physical things. A
physical thing is in need of a number, but a number is in no need of a
physical thing. Nevertheless, there is a correlation between pure numbers
and concrete objects. In this way how pure consciousness in its absolute
essence, that is in its absolute being, is to be studied is cleared up, and the
sense of what we referred to above as the phenomenological attitude
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becomes understandable. Despite the fact that the world of physical things,
of people, of living creatures, is not annihilated, we have the possibility,
simply by leaving this world out of use, to carry out the “phenomenological
reduction,” to direct our reflection to the intentional acts themselves and to
study pure consciousness in its absolute being.

Phenomenology finds its object in the discovered ‘“phenomenological
residuum” to be that absolute, immanent being revealed by an act of
reflection, an act directed to consciousness, to intentional mental processes,
taken as absolute essences. It is not a question here of an empirical, a
psychological or a psycho-physical consciousness. To this extent it is clear
that we need not come to a halt at this point. Rather we can raise the query:
Is pure consciousness not merely a simple abstraction from the actual
psychological consciousness? Such a question, however, would simply
disclose a “spiritual blindness” that in general prevents us from discerning
the specific existence of an ideal being on the same level as empirical being
but which is completely “independent” of the latter. Every ideal being is a
being sui generis, and we can see it by means of a special attentional
direction or by means of a special “attitude.”

The assertion, therefore, that claims we see in ideal “things” only the
products of our abstracting cognition is totally incorrect. If ideal objects
were merely the products of abstraction, they would be indistinguishable in
principle from other, non-abstracted objects of actuality. The latter are able
to stand in a correlative relation with ideal objects, but they are neither
identical with ideal objects nor conditioned by them. Obviously all this
applies to the phenomenological attitude: Pure consciousness is not an
abstraction, because otherwise it would be a relative, “natural” conscious-
ness.

In this way we arrive at a general indication of what the being of pure
consciousness is, while at the same time leaving open the question of its
content. We saw that the problem of the ultimate source of our cognition in
the realm of the phenomenological attitude is resolved in precisely the same
way as it would be with regard to any cognition at all. In the final analysis
cognition is given through intellectual seeing in a direct intuition. It goes
without saying that it is only thanks to the distinctive attitude of our
“regard” that this very intuition becomes possible. Consequently, it must be
distinguished essentially and fundamentally from other intuitions arising in
connection with other attitudes.

The actual world is given to us in the “sensuous” intuition of experience.
The phenomenological world cannot be given in it, if only because
sensuous intuition presupposes the very consciousness that we make the
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Object of a special study in phenomenology. Indeed, and also for the same
reason, intuition in the phenomenological attitude cannot be identified with
the intuition of a psychological experience, for such an experience is
inconceivable apart from its physical correlate and historical (social)
setting. In the same way it cannot be such an intuition of the understanding
as takes place in social relations.

In general, we “exclude” the entire “actual” world. Consequently, we
must seek the source of our cognition of the phenomenological world
outside those forms of intuition that bring in along with themselves cogni-
tion of the actual world. The beginning -of all beginnings, the “principle of
all principles” of the most fundamental philosophical science demands that
we take any originary intuition to be just as it is “originarily” before us, that
is within the bounds of its givenness. Only under this condition do we
arrive at the possibility of carrying out our investigation independent of the
influence of false biases and idola. But if we would begin by asserting that
sentire est scire, that every cognition reduces to a sensuous intuition, as its
source, we would have to reject Leibniz’s correction: “excipe: nisi intellec-
tus.” We would have to take the point of view of a theory whose groundless-
ness has already been disclosed to a considerable extent.

In general, one of the fundamental and most important tasks of
phenomenology is to elucidate and enumerate all the types of intuition, their
character, relation, dependence and scope. For the moment, we must be
content with this indication and acknowledge that intuitions are fundamen-
tally divided into two groups: intuitions of experience and ideal intuitions,
the latter penetrating into the eidos of physical things or objects. And for
the time being without deciding the question beforehand concerning the
various types of intuition within these classes, we must, in any case,
acknowledge that the intuitions that give us pure consciousness in its
absolute being are ideal.

If, however, it is evident that in the phenomenological attitude all
sensuous intuitions must be “excluded,” the question of the essences that
are revealed only in this attitude warrants a more detailed examination. This
is because only after such an examination can we answer the question,
posed above, about the content of phenomenology as the fundamental
science. We already saw in our particular example of numbers that ideal
intuitions exist which are nevertheless excluded from the sphere of pure
phenomenology. Such is the case because they, similar to sensuous intui-
tions, do not represent pure consciousness itself but indicate only what
consciousness is directed to. That is, they refer to the consciousness of
something. But if we exclude these intuitions, we apparently narrow even
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further the region of phenomenology’s possible work. What then remains
left for it to do?

The answer to the question of what remains left for phenomenology to do
presupposes a deeper analysis of how we will subject to exclusion in the
phenomenological reduction everything that is revealed in its specific
attitude as not being pure consciousness in its absolute being.
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CHAPTER 3

The Phenomenological Reduction

A being given to us in the “natural attitude” is an actual being. It is given to
our intuition in its originary givenness. Whether the givenness be that of an
“external perception,” an “internal experience” or some other does not
matter. Our concern here is with the actual world, and therefore we can talk
about this givenness as that of intuitions of experience.

It belongs to the essence of experiencing intuition that any Object it gives
is given in a definite spatial and temporal setting. Every possible motivation
of sensuous givenness consists in relating an Object to its spatio-temporal
surroundings. The Object can possess a certain independent constancy even
with a change in the conditions of its surroundings, just as it can assume a
“non-independent” constancy by virtue of being studied in isolation from its
surroundings and in general from some “whole.” Its givenness, however, is
ultimately that of experiencing intuition. This dependency of the Object <on
a definite spatial and temporal setting>, both in its independence as well as
in its abstractness, in the end makes it completely “contingent” in the sense
that its very being is “contingent” and dependent on the “contingent”
setting. The very possibility of a recurrence of the Object under different
spatio-temporal conditions points to this contingency. An abstract object,
therefore, is no less “contingent” than is a concrete one. In any case, its
necessity extends no farther than the extent of the spatio-temporal given-
ness from which it is abstracted. In this sense an abstract law is no less
“contingent” than a concrete fact. Therefore, Humean skepticism inevitably
arises and is developed on the basis of the “natural attitude,” limited only
by the necessity of the past, i.e. by facts.

Non-contingency, necessity, is established in a new way. We saw that
other attitudes than the “natural” one open up before us other relations and
reveal essentially different “objects,” which, however, stand in a correlative
relation to the objects of the actual attitude, and in this way they impart to
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this attitude the character of necessity that is essentially not present in the
“actual.”

We should, however, turn our attention to the following case. Talking
about the possibility of a change in the situation of the surroundings, i.e., a
change in the Object’s situation, a change in its conditions and, conse-
quently, in the Object itself, we nevertheless admit the possibility not only
of “recognizing” it in this new situation but even of acknowledging that the
Object necessarily must retain an essential something in order that it remain
“the same” throughout all the “contingencies” of its manifestations. This
something, which refers to the essence of the Object, is, as we saw, not at
all the product of abstraction. Rather, simply in order to be abstracted it
must be seen as essential. On the other hand, neither is it the product of an
inductive generalization, as some theories assert, since induction itself is
based on its presupposition and since we have no need at all of infinite
repetition in order finally to isolate the essential or in order that it isolate
“itself” for us, settled tanquam in fundo (Bacon).

Mill asserted that the person who is able to answer the question why in
one case thousands of observations are insufficient to reach a generalization
and in another case one alone is sufficient is the one who will resolve the
most difficult problem concerning induction. Mill does not see, however,
that Plato already solved this particular problem — only this is not the
problem of induction at all. We see the essential not by means of some
deductive process, but by means of an immediate intuition just like that
which is seen by experiencing intuition. Thus along with experiencing
intuition and its various types, we can speak of an ideal intuition also with
its various types.

Turning to Husserl, we find as well such an opposition between
“individual intuition” and the intuition of essences (Wesenserschauung), or
“ideation.”! An intuition is obtained in the latter not by means of an
abstract determination of some “What,” designating the essence of the
individual being, but thanks to the fact that this “What” can be put into an
idea (“in Idee gesetzt”). That which is thus seen in an idea is the pure
essence or eidos. As we already said, it can be a matter here of the highest
categories as well as of their specifications, right down to complete con-
creteness. Thus in the essence or eidos we have a completely new object, an
object of a new sort. The fundamental difference between the two sorts of
intuition is the fundamental difference of their objects: fact and eidos.
Every fact or individual object has its essence, its eidos, and to every
essence there correspond possible individuals.

In conformity with what was stated above we divided the sciences into
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those of facts and those of essences, or eidetic sciences. The facts of
experience cannot fulfill a substantiating function in the latter. Pure logic,
pure mathematics, pure time-theory, space-theory, theory of movement, and
so forth belong to the pure sciences of essences. But since any empirical
science, regardless of whatever kind of experiential basis it may have, is in
need of some formal principles, we can speak in general here of a complex
of formal-ontological disciplines, which along with formal logic in the
narrow sense, includes the remaining disciplines of the “mathesis univer-
salis” having to do with “objects in general.”?2

On the other hand, however, since every fact contains a material essential
element and every truth belonging to a pure essence must appear in the
form of a law connecting the given facts, there exists the possibility of
speaking even of material eidetic ontologies. Empirical concrete objects,
considered with respect to their material essence, are united in particular
“regions” of empirical objects, which represent their highest material genus,
thus forming “the categories of a region” along with analytical, “formal
categories,” which have to do with the formal essence of an object in
general. In this sense, consequently, we can speak, for example, of an
ontology of nature as the eidetic science of physical nature in general with
respect to the natural sciences. We understand the former as a perfectly
rationalized empirical science, which makes up the most universal and
fundamental foundation of the sciences of nature.

The same thing applies to the other regions. To each there corresponds a
regional ontology with a series of regional sciences based on it. Depending
on whether the highest genera of the sciences are regional (concrete) genera
or only their dependent components, the sciences themselves appear as
concrete or abstract sciences.’ Together with the formal ontologies,
pertaining equally to all sciences, these regional ontologies or regional
eidetic sciences in their specification make up the essential theoretical
foundation of any empirical science at all.

Taking into account what we said and knowing that phenomenology, too,
is an eidetic science, a science of essences, we can now answer the ques-
tion: What remains as the field of phenomenology upon the exclusion of all
objects of the empirical sciences along with all objects standing in a
practical, aesthetic, cultural, etc., relation to them? In what relation does
phenomenology stand with respect to the other eidetic sciences? That is, are
they also excluded in the phenomenological reduction, and to what degree
are they so? Finally, what remains after such an exclusion?

Troubles can hardly arise in excluding the material ontologies mentioned
above belonging to the regional spheres of individual being. Although in
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the highest rationalized form, these material ontologies embrace precisely
those spheres of the object which we attribute to the cogitatum. Difficulties
do arise, however, above all, with regard to the purely logical and, in
general, to everything that Husserl embraces by the term mathesis univer-
salis, i.e., to that which makes up the sphere of formal ontology. This is
because it is a question here not of real objects, but of “universal” objects
and “essences,”# which make up the highest categories. These categories
are obligatory for all objects and sciences.

Formal ontology, consequently, has to do with “any object whatever.”
The latter is not a region in the sense in which we speak of spheres of
objects of the actual world. If “any object whatever” is, to a certain extent, a
regional category, it is so only in a figurative and pictorial sense. Strictly
speaking, it is not a region, but a quasi-region.

Difficulties arise, in particular, with regard to logic for the simple reason
that not only must phenomenology follow it, but it is also constantly
concerned with the same subjects. Like logic, it constantly forms concepts,
judgments and conclusions. But we must not forget that phenomenology,
investigating pure consciousness, has in mind only a purely descriptive
analysis carried out in pure intuition, whereas logic’s own object itself
presupposes and demands a phenomenological foundation just as does the
essence of any formal-categorial object whatever. Therefore, phenomenol-
ogy demands an emoym with respect to the eidetic sphere of the logical and
with respect to the entire mathesis universalis in general. For phenomenol-
ogy, even the formal theories of logic, algebra and the other mathematical
disciplines, too, remain out of use, “excluded.” For phenomenology, this
sphere remains transcendent, although in another sense than that when we
speak of the transcendence of the actual world.

The problem arising with the “exclusion” of logic from the sphere of
phenomenology has in general, in our opinion, a fundamental and principal
importance and not merely in the sense just mentioned. On the contrary, in
this sense the problem is not as difficult as it at first seems. It is resolved a
priori precisely by the fact that phenomenology is a purely descriptive
discipline and consequently must be pre-theoretical. Here “pre-theoretical”
must be understood not only in the sense of a freedom from non-practical
appraisals and motivations. In contrast, logic and science in general cannot
be free from them. No, phenomenology is pre-theoretical also in the sense
of a freedom from logic itself. That is, we could say that phenomenology is
pre-logical. The difficulties actually rooted in this problem concern,
consequently, not so much the means for its resolution as the means for
understanding the resolution. The fact is that, on the one hand, phenomenol-
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ogy is a purely theoretical science, theoretical in the broadest sense of the
word, in opposition, taken also in the broadest sense, to the practical. And
this opposition, is absolute!

On the other hand, however, asserting that phenomenology must be pre-
theoretical, do we not thereby ascribe to it some practical significance,
albeit in the sense in which Hegel suggested entering the water in order to
learn how to swim? We understand very well that we can call something
pre-theoretical, since as a matter of fact quite a bit in life is actually learnt
before any theory. Yet how are we to understand the term “pre-theoretical”
here? In agreement with everything presented above we emphasize once
more that in phenomenology it is precisely a matter of intentionality,
intentionality, moreover, in its actional modification, since ultimately every
cogito is in potentia actional. Certainly what is actional can be called sui
generis “practical.” However, it is not a matter of words here but of the
correct understanding of what use is to be made of the terms and by
overcoming the troubles mentioned on the road to understanding. The
question, nevertheless, remains to be consistently resolved.

As mentioned above, there are difficulties here of a quite different kind.
For one there is the general objection against the possibility of intuitive
cognition and of a pure pre-logical description in general. These objections
serve as the most powerful obstacle to the exclusion of the sphere of the
logical from phenomenology, an obstacle actually to making it the fun-
damental philosophical discipline. It must be said that a simple appeal to
intuition does not seem convincing and only provides ammunition for its
opponents. This is because such an appeal is in fact inadequate as long as
we cannot show that there is something in intuition itself that places it in
such an exceptional position that we can speak of an intuitive pre-theoreti-
cal cognition. The simple opposition of intuition to concept says absolutely
nothing. Regardless of whether we take experiencing intuition or ideal
intuition, showing in what respect they are opposed to concept only makes
the difference between intuition and concept understandable but reveals
nothing about how a purely intuitive cognition exists.

We can continue further with this line of thought — and here the suppor-
ters of intuitive cognition, if they do not strengthen their own position, they
at least bring down that of their opponents. In any case, they deprive their
opponents of the right to make use of the weapon that the latter think
inflicts the most powerful blow on intuition. Surely the same argument
above has as much force against the notion of concept as it does with regard
to intuition, viz., it is incomprehensible how purely intellectual cognition
exists. Kant’s solution here is in general of no concern, since from two
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incomprehensible things it is impossible to get a single comprehensible one.
Intuition and concept are not “parts” and not abstractions. The question
simply concerns how we are to understand concepts and, correspondingly,
how we are to understand intuitions.

With Kant in mind we can also ask the question how we are to under-
stand concepts with intuitions “subsumed” under them. As long as we have
no answer to this question — and there is none — all of the objections of
intellectualism against intuitivism are of no fundamental importance. It is
true that this does not prove intuitivism, but, on the other hand, it frees
intuitivism from answering the would-be objections. The question standing
before both intuitivism and intellectualism is an actual and vital problem. It
is not accidental that this problem becomes clear only on the basis of an
intuitive description, and therefore the resolution of the problem ultimately
calls upon intuitivism to render a great service to an intellectualism hostile
to it. Husserl, however, is not concerned with this problem here. We,
therefore, only wanted to point it out because of its cardinal importance.
Later we will proceed to resolve it, leaving it for now in the following form:
How does an actual something in general exist; how does it exist in intui-
tion, and how in a concept? We ask this since the preceding analysis
revealed the simple fact that for us intuitions and concepts (or intuitions
subsumed under a concept) are obviously inadequate. These are dead terms,
dried-up plants, herbariums, and not “alive.”

Thus let us assume that intuitive cognition, both pre-theoretical in general
as well as pre-logical, exists. Consequently, if it exists, then the sphere of
pure logic and formal ontology are subject to exclusion by the
phenomenological enoym. The troubles that we come upon with this, thus,
are troubles not so much of principle as simply certain difficulties that
demand clarity and distinctness of understanding in order to be eliminated.

The matter stands somewhat differently, and moreover is more complex,
with respect to some of the material-ontological disciplines inasmuch as
they are directed not to the cogitatum but to the cogito itself. The answer to
the problem that arises concerning their “exclusion” not only demands
clarity but can arouse a fundamental misunderstanding, and moreover a
misunderstanding of a very delicate sort.

The fact of the matter is that in excluding the actual world in the
phenomenological attitude we encounter no obstacles to the exclusion of
the “actual,” empirical, animate and human consciousness along with
“nature,” “man” and so forth. Yet in a number of material ontologies we
again encounter consciousness along with “nature” and so forth. This time,
however, it is not an empirical, actual consciousness but an “eidetic,” ideal
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consciousness, which is taken or studied in its essence. As we said,
phenomenology also examines consciousness ideally, that is in its essence.
Phenomenology is a material-eidetic science.>2 Does phenomenology,
then, turn out to be identical to a material ontology of consciousness? After
so much effort this would be a sad result. In such a case phenomenology
would not only lose its significance as the fundamental philosophical
science and would occupy a position alongside the other sciences, which
demand “foundations,” but this very position would turn out to be an odious
“psychologistic” one. It is evident that the ontological character of such an
examination, as opposed to an empirical one, would not essentially alter the
situation in the least: Rational psychology is still a psychology and not the
fundamental philosophical discipline. It is clear from this to what extent the
problem we have approached is a delicate one.

Husserl resolves the above problem in the following manner.® According
to what we said above, phenomenology, concentrating all its attention on
pure consciousness, addresses itself in its unique attitude exclusively to the
immanent. In such a case, however, not only does actuality prove to be
transcendent for phenomenology, but not even all essences are within the
sphere of the immanent. On the contrary, many essences come to be
ascribed to the transcendent. That is to say, not only the “essences” of the
material ontologies of “nature” but also such essences as “man,” “human
sensation,” “psyche” and “psychic experience” (experience in the
psychological sense), “personality,” “trait of character,” etc. are transcen-
dent essences for phenomenology. We have recognized in principle that we
cannot presuppose anything transcendent in our investigation and in a pure
description of pure consciousness. We, therefore, arrive at the possibility of
subjecting the objects of the material-eidetic sciences to reduction.
Phenomenology must remain completely independent to the end.

There is no doubt that Husserl’s solution is fundamentally correct and, in
any case, consistent. Phenomenology actually must remain absolutely
independent. Whatever it is in need of it must establish for itself, even if it
is from the world of other attitudes or spheres of the ideal. Nevertheless,
precisely in view of the mentioned delicate nature of the problem, it seems
to us that our answer must be more specific and intuitively clearer. Above
all, it may seem that the “excluded” essences are of the same order as the
non-excluded essences remaining within the sphere of the phenomenologi-
cal attitude, whereas in fact this is not the case. Consequently, a simple
indication of the difference between that which is immanent and
“transcendent essences” will not suffice. It is necessary to show what
properly belongs, so to speak, to the essence of “transcendent essences.” On
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the other hand, we exclude “psychic mental processes,” in the
psychological sense, not only in their empirical actuality but also in their
essence. If we do not point out this essence, however, we risk falling into
the error of either excluding pure consciousness at the same time or of
being left without a pure consciousness. As is evident, the source of the
delicate nature of the whole problem lies here.

Yet the unclarity here does not present itself as insurmountable. We can
begin with the fact that although in material ontologies (fundamental
sciences with regard to the various regions of objects) we are concerned
with essences, i.e., with ideal objects, we nevertheless obtain them in
another attitude — an attitude peculiar to the essences themselves — than the
phenomenological. This attitude, in a certain sense, is “closer” to that in
which we obtain the “actual world,” to the natural attitude, since it too bears
an especially scientific, and not a philosophic, character. In this attitude
ideal objects are taken outside their necessary correlation to consciousness.
On the contrary, in the phenomenological attitude we take these objects in
their correlation to consciousness, and we obtain pure consciousness itself
by virtue of the specific attitude in which all objects correlative to con-
sciousness turn out to be in parentheses. With this distinction we are
somewhat closer to determining the character of the transcendent nature of
the essences of the material ontologies excluded by the phenomenological
attitude.

But this explanation is still no less general than Husserl’s own. It applies
Jjust as much to an ontology of “nature” as to an ontology of the “psyche”
and the “spirit.” Meanwhile the latter are still under particular suspicion.
Can we really exclude them — considered in their essence? Is the difference
in attitudes here not just a matter of mere empty words? ... What, in fact,
belongs to the essence of the psyche, the psychic, the spiritual, the mental?
Taking them in the natural attitude, we see that more or less they can be
subjected to an abstract study. However, not only as concrete objects but in
their abstractness, too, they stand in a necessary, i.e., empirically constant,
relation to the objects of “nature.” This relation is not a logical relation or
some ideal one but a relation that enters into the empirical structure of
actuality itself as an actual relation.

Passing to the new attitude and beginning our examination of these same
objects as ideal, i.e., in their essence, we see that the relations just men-
tioned remain along with the objects. Consequently, essentially and in
principle the Objects of psychology and of the so-called sciences of the
spirit in general cannot be examined in any other way than in their
“natural,” and we might add social, setting or surroundings. And just as in
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the natural attitude we determine the “influence” of the surroundings and
the conditionality of the Objects mentioned, so in the ideal sciences we seek
the expression of this conditionality in “laws” and essential concatenations.

Surely, however, there is no question about any conditionality in the
phenomenological study of consciousness. To describe “pure”
consciousness in its natural or social setting and conditionality, even if we
were to take the setting and conditionality essentially, would be an in-
tolerable absurdity, just as it would be to say that “four” or “thirteen” is
conditioned by “the development of the means of production” or by “the
condition of the soil and the climate.” The clear fact is that in the
phenomenological advertence of vision we see nothing even similar to this.
We need only actually effect this advertence. If we do so, then a free field
is, in fact, opened up for the pure description of the pure Data of conscious-
ness, of pure intentionalities or mental processes.

Finally, on the one hand, an indication of the character of the excluded
transcendency is still demanded. The immanent, as absolute, can still
conflict with the problem of the absolute taken as transcendent. The thought
can occur to examine a pure consciousness, such as the consciousness of the
Deity. The simple reduction of theological objects on the ground that they
have to do with “practical” Objects and the fact that these Objects, whatever
the attitude be, are subject to a reduction in phenomenology is obviously
insufficient, since God’s consciousness can play a role as a purely theoreti-
cal motif, as for example in Berkeley and in mysticism. As Husserl has
pointed out,” it is obvious that this Absolute is absolute in a completely
different sense and signification than that found in our use of the term when
discussing immanent experience. But the state of affairs here would remain
obscure if it were impossible to carry out the mentioned singling-out of
pure consciousness. After accomplishing it the necessity of the reduction
with respect to theological Objects clears up by itself.

Therefore after a careful elucidation of everything that actually is
transcendent and their phenomenological reduction, i.e. their exclusion
from the sphere of our regard, we come to the fact that there remains before
us as our sphere of investigation pure consciousness alone, i.e., the sphere
of pure mental processes, which can be examined ideally and eidetically in
their own peculiar essence. The variety and the complexity of the stream of
mental processes, as it appears to us in the natural attitude, promises for
phenomenology the same rich and varied field of investigation, since, as we
saw, the essential property of consciousness, namely to be directed to
something, to be consciousness of something, is preserved in the
phenomenological attitude. That is, consciousness remains an “intentive
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mental process.” Intentionality characterizes consciousness and allows us,
therefore, to designate the entire stream of mental processes as the stream of
consciousness and as the unity of one consciousness.? But the intentionality
of mental processes consists precisely in the fact that consciousness is
always consciousness of something. In its most general signification
perception is the perception of something, a judgment is a judgment of
something. Valuation, love, activity, etc. — all presuppose a respective
something to which they are directed. Everything that was designated above
as cogito, which (or since it) is nothing other than a special modus of the
intentional, namely explicit intentionality, is an act in the broad sense. An
explicit intentive mental process is a certain “effected” act of the cogito, or,
to use an expression of Kant’s, of the “ich denke.”

In every actional cogito “our” regard is directed to “something,” — an
object, a thing, a circumstance, etc. — although this actional directedness of
the intentional “unity of consciousness,” of our “regard,” of the “Ego,” is
not given as actional in every mental process. On the contrary, we know the
intentional in its other modality, too, where the “act” of intentionality is still
“not effected,” still only an “act-arousal” (Aktregung). The potential field of
perception remains a surrounding background or a backdrop of actional
perceptions where by means of new “effectings” we get new objects. We do
not thereby “create” them nor are we present at their “appearance.” We only
move from one modality to another.

A question arises, therefore, here on its own, both with respect to the
“effected” acts as well as with respect to the “uneffected” ones, to
“arousals,” viz. the question of the “unity of consciousness,” i.e. the unity
of the intentional acts of directedness, of the “us,” of the ego cogito