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ABSTRACT

TOWARD AN EXISTENTIAL BASIS
WITHIN PHENOMENOLOGICAL SOCIOLOGY

By
Robeft William Prentice

The fundamental cencern ef this paper is with the
develepment ef an erientatien in secielegy that attempts
te understand hew meaning arises frem secial 1life, The
efferts of the paper may be censidered te fall within the
traditien in secielegy that is generally referred te as
the secielegy ef knewledge.

The deminance of an empirical erientatien in secielegy
may be attributed, in large part, te the develepment and
refinement ef methedelegical teels that are apprepriate
for empirical research., Questiens ef meaning, which
generally lie eutside the limits ef empirical study, are
quite eften asseciated with such vague netiens as "intuitien"
or "verstehen"”, It is the cententien ef this paper that
"meaning” and "behavier" cannet be separated arbitrarily;
accerdingly, rather than disregard questiens ef meaning due
te the vagueness that has hitherte been asseciated with
interpretive secielegy, the efferts centained herein are
deveted te develeping a systematic feundatien fer censidering

these questiens,



The main interest ef the paper is in explering the
rich insights that have been develeped in a fairly recently
emerging centinental philesephy, viz, phenemenelegy. The
paper attempts te briefly review the develepment eof
Phenemenelegy, paying particular attentien te the majer
existentialist philesephers whe have advanced that line
of thinking, After a censideratien ef phenemenelegy as
philesephy, the paper then turns te an examinatien ef
current efferts te incerperate a phenemenelegical
perspective inte secielegy, hepefully suggesting seme
directiens that these efferts might take.
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INTRODUCTION

Stephen Toulmin once made a distinction between the
“Babylonian” emphasis on foresight in science and the

*"Ionian" concern for understand;gg.l The distinction refers
to the period between 600 B.C, and 400 B.C., in which the

Babylonians and Ionians were concerned, though in quite

different ways, with the science of astronomy. On the one

hand,

e o o in calculating the times and dates of
astronomical events . . . the Babylonians were
masters, . . . Yet they achieved all this
without (to our knowledge) having any very
original ideas abontztho physical nature of
the heavenly bodies.

They were able to attain their tremendous predictive
capabilities, according to Toulmin, because " , , ., they
computed the celestial motions in a purely arithmetical

way, "3

Like men who prepare tide-tables, or economists
working on "time-series”, they analysed each of
the celestial motions into a set of independent
variables, each changing in a regular, predictable
manner, Once this was done, they could calculate
the variables separately, and recombine them so
as to determine beforehand (or after the event)
on which days in a given year the new moon would
appear for the first time, and whether at a
particular opposition between tno Sun and Moon
there would be a lumar eclipse.
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“The astronomy of the Early Ionians, on the other hand,

consisted almost entirely of speculation, theory, and
interpretation, and scarcely at all of °prediction’, . . 5
They were primarily comcerned with "understanding® phenomena;
e.Z., they resorted te the use of such analogies as
*1circular tubes full of fire, with small holes through which
the fire was visible as stars' , . . or (more acceptably to
modern eyes) 'the Moom borrowing its light from the Sun and
lacking any light of its own' "6 to account for celestial
Phenomena, Yet, in spite of the fact that the Ionians could
not approximate the predictive achievements of the
Babylonians, they had made advamcements in theoretical
concerns which were sorely lacking in Babylonian astronomy:

e « o When it came to interpreting the heavenly

motions, (the Babylonians) showed just how devoid

of a theoretical basis their forecasting techniques

were., Nobody having a proper conception of the

differences between eclipses and earthquakes, .

Plagues of locusts and political disasters, could

for a moment suppose that they were all alike

predictable by the same kind of arithmetical
analysis, The Babylonians acquired great

forecasting-power, but they comspicuously lacked
undor-tnnai . To discover that events of a
certaln kIn% are predictable—even to develop
effective techniques for forecasting them—is
evidently quite different from having an adequate
theory about them, through which they can be
understooed.

Without taking the analogy too literally, it could
be argued that sociology has also had its Babylonian and
Ionian traditions, The Babylomiam positivism which emerged
from mid-nineteenth century France, e¢.g., had emphasized
the predictive value of the nmatural loicncou.a while

mid-nineteenth and early twonthth century German socielogists



3

argued that the “cultural sciences” in particular demamded
a special type eof "understanding” (verstehen).9 Those
traditions centinue teday in the debate oever the issue of
whether socieclogy is essentially a predictive, empirical
science or primarily a human science with concerns that
extend beyond the limits of the metheds of the physical
sciences,10

EBspecially in American secielegy, where the emplasis
on empirical Methods tends to dominate,ll the importance of
the Ienian traditien has been minimized, ameng ether
reasens,l1Z for its failure te develep any sephisticated
methodolegy based in "imtuition” or "verstehem”., There seems
to be developing, however, a remewed emphasis on
"understanding” based in an attempt teo re-evaluate the
question of "what it means te be a human being living in the
world®”, There 1is evidence of such a tremd in psychelegy,
where Maslew has speken of a "Third Force"13 which, by
refusing to be content with behaviorist or Freudian
"explanations”, attempts to understand how it is that a
human being experiences the werld; vide the writings eof such
people as Carl Rogora.lu Rolle May.15 or R,D, Laing.16
In secielegy there is similar evidence manifest in the recent
development of othnonothodology17 or the remnewed interest
in the secielogy of kmowledge (particularly as formulated
in Berger and Luckmann's The Social Construction of

Realityl8),
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It is especially interesting to mote that these new
Ienian impulses in the midst of the Babylonian Captivity
are generally based in a commer philosophical feundatioem,
vizs. phenemenrology. The writings ef Edmund Husserl and his
lucconlor.19 have particularly preveked a good deal of
interest among those who take seriously the challenge of
not enly attempting to understand "what it means to be a
human being” and how our relatienships te the world arise
out of what that implies, but also of previdimg that
understanding with foundatiems which are semewhat mere

systematic than cenventional netiems of "imtuitien”.

It will be the purpose of this paper to undertake a
tentative expleration of phenomenological philesephy as
the foundation for a seclelogical perspective. Ome of the
nain ebstacles te begimning such an undertaking, however,
is that of kmoewing where to begin, especially simnce, as
Merleau-Ponty has suggested,

.« o o the opinien of the responsible philesepher

mnust be that phenomenelogy can be practised and

identified as a manner or style of thinking (and)

that it existed as a mevement before arriv at complete

awareness of itself as a philosophy. It has been
leng on the way, and its adherents have discevered it
in every quarter, certainly im Hegel and E&orkagaard.
but equally im Marx, Nietzsche amd Freud.,

Given the practical limitations of this paper, hewever,
it is necessary to decide upen a beginming point that is
moest apprepriate fer the intended discussion. Accerdingly,
since it was with Husserl that phememenelegy first became

a self-conscious philesephical methed, and since it is with
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Husserl that phenomenelogzy is generally associated, them it
is with Husserl that this paper will begin. There is,
hewever, additional justification for considering Husserl®s?l
phenomenology, resting largely im the fact that Husserl has
been very impertant in shaping the mature of phenomenological
sociology. The writings of Alfred Schutz.22 a Husserlian
disciple, have dene much te bring phenemenology and soclology
tegether; in additien, the cempatibility with the symbelic
interactionist traditien?3 in American secial psychelogy
suggests that a foumdatien has already beem established feor
its imclusien, thereby previding a receptive enviremment
fer an exchange between Husserl's phemomenelogy and
sociolegical theery.

Husserl's phenemenological philesephy, however, has
not been accepted without medification among seme of those
who claim te base their own philesophies in his writings.
Particularly interesting are the medifications suggested
by three philesophers often referred to as "existentialists”
or "existential phenemenolegists"—specifically, Martin
Heidegger, Jean Paul Sartre, and Maurice Morloau-Ponty.zn
They are interesting net only in terms of their effect on
Husserl's phenomenology, but also for the implications for
phenomenelogy as a seclolegical dispositien,

It will be the centemtien of this paper that much of
the basis for understanding the implications of the
existentialist medification of Husserl's phenomenology
in terms of establishing an eriemtation in socielegy can be
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discovered in Marx's critique of Hegel and the "Young
Hegelians".25 (The parallel is clearly net coincidental
since Hegel was, in fact, the first to characterize his
philosephy as phenomenology.26) Especially important is
Marx‘'s notion of 'praxil'.27

Accordingly, the chronology of this paper will be
somewhat as follows: The first sectien will be devoted to
an exposition ef Husserl's phenemenology, followed by a
review of the existentialist critique; the second section
will then attempt to incorporate the existentialist critique
of Husserl, particularly that of Merleau-Ponty, inte a
pPhenemenolegical disposition within seciology, specifically
by considering Berger and Luckmann's philosophical
orientation in The Social Construction of Reality in 1light
of the critique implicit in Marx's polemical writings en
the "Young Hegelians”,



CHAPTER 1
HUSSERL'S PHENOMENOLOGY AND EXISTENTIAL CRITICISMS

Husserl's Efferts to Establish Philosophical Foundations

From very early in his career it was Husserl's
intention to develep philosophy "as a rigoreus ccionce.”28

Explaining this standpoint, Husserl stressed that,
since its beginning in Greece, philesephy has always
aspired to be an all-encompassing, intellectually
justified knowledge of all that is, . . . Husserl
seriously wanted to attain the goal by means of his
phenemenology. Through a rigoreusly critical amd
systematic investigation, Husserl's phenomemological
philosephy wanted to ;ttain absolutely valid
knowledge of thingl.z

Te say that philesophy sheuld become a rigoreus science,
however, is net to say that philesephy and sciemnce are the
same; on the centrary, Husserl says, it is the geal of
philesophy te investigate the presuppesitiomns upen which
the sciences are dased:

Philesephy . . . lies in an entirely different
dimension, It needs entirely mew starting peints
and an entirely new methed, which is in principle
different from these of any "natural” sciemece.

A philesephy (can) net naively begin at once, like
the pesitive sciences do, which base themselves
on the presupposed feundatioen of experience of
the world as semething that is pre-given as
ebvieusly existing., Its aim as philesephy
implies a radicalism ef feundation, a reductien
to abselute presuppositionlessness, a fundamental
methed threugh which the philesepher at the
beginning secures an abselute foundatiem fer
himselr, 30
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Hew does one go about establishing an "absolute
foundatien"? That question has always been at the heart
of epistemology, especially since Descartes. Due in large
part te the success of the physical sciences and the
implications fer "what it is that can be knewn” and "how
it is that ene can know it,"” pest-medieval philesephers
generally attempted te establish philesephical feundations
by develeping a methed whereby certain indubitable truths
could be established as the basis of knewledge (as distimet,
¢.g., from oplnion).3l The goal ef such efferts is te take
what we nermally censider to be true in eur everyday lives
and subject that te philesephical scrutiny in order te
discever the basis ef eur claims te having "true knewledge."”
The purpese of establishing a methed is te facilitate
newing how and where te begin, |
Descartes, e.g., in attempting to aveid the traditienal

pre judices of cemmon sense, established certain rules fer
his philesephical inquiry; ameng them was the decisien te
accept nething which he did net recognize "clearly and
distinctly” te be se.32 Te arrive at these primeiples
which were mest clear and distinct ceuld emly be achiewed,
accerding te Descartes, by deubting everything that he
believed te be true; censequently, the oenly thing that
ceuld net be deubted was the fact that Descartes, the
deubter, exists:

e o o« I noticed that whilst I thus wished te thimnk

all things false, it was abselutely essential that
the "I” whe theught this sheuld be semewhat, and
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remarking that this truth "I think, therefere I
am” (gggggg_gff%_gg!) was 80 certain and se
assured that the mest extravagant suppesitions
brought ferward by the skeptics were incapable
of shaking it, I came te the conclusien that I
ceuld receive it witheut scruple as the first prag-
ciple of the Philesephy for which I was seeking,

For Descartes, this discevery indicated the existence
of a thinking "mind,” a substance distinct frem the body;3“
furthermore, it alse indicated te him that the basis ef
true knewledge can enly be feund in the mind, as eppesed
te, e¢.g., direct bedily sonlo-cxperionco.35 We have
knewledge of the real external world, net because we
apprehend the werld threugh the senses, but because,
previded that eur ideas are clear and distinct, Ged
guarantees them, and Ged is ne deceiver,36 Thus, in terms
of Descartes' subject/ebject dualism, the Cartesian methed
entails a turn te subjectivity, based upon the netien that
knewledge of the werld is a preduct ef the mind,

Whereas Descartes attempted te aveid the prejudices
of commen sense by sudbjecting everything te deudt, Hume

¢« o« o Provesed te use the “experimental methed”—the
putting ef philesephical claims teo the test eof
experience, by seeing whether the ideas en which
they were bg;od ceuld themselves be derived frem
experience,
Accerding te Hume, eur ideas are merely higher erder
abstractiens frem dbasic sense experience (1npronoion-).38
Much of what we believe te be true abeut the werld is a
result ef the imaginatien, which ", . . like a galley
pPut in metien by the ears, carries on its ceurse witheut

any new 1npullo.'39 The imaginatien and cenventien lead
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us te believe in the existence of relationships between
ebjeets which simply de net exist in the real werld.

Thus, the real basis ef eur knewledge of the werld
lies in direct sense-experience and net, al Dcsearten weuld
have it, in the mind, Im fact, Hume afguod that the netien
of "mind” itself is a preduct eof the imaginatien:

e« « « WVhat we call a gigg‘is nething but a heap eor
cellectien of different perceptiens, united together
by certain relatiens, and suppesed, theugh falsely,
I;.::izg?zaod with a perfect simplicity and

Against this backgreund ef the ratienalism ef
Descartes and the empiricism eof Hume, Husserl suggested
that a preper feundatien in philesephy ceuld enly be feund
in a refermulatien of certain basic assumptiens, Descartes,
e.g., based his entire philesephy en a principle which
assumed a dualism between subject and edbject., In his
attempts te establish the “"cegite” as a basis eof certitude,
Descartes failed te accur;toly unﬁerstand its implicatiens,
As Husserl urguod.“l it is the nature ef the subject/ebject
relatienship that the subject has an ebject and that the
ebject has a subject, 1.e., every "cegite” has a "cegitatum."”
We never "think" in the abstract sense, we enly "think ef"
semething; therefere, the "cegitatum” icbgivon in every
'eogito.'“z The subject/ebject relatienship, then, is net
a dichetemy, but a pelarity.

Hume's efferts te deny censcieusness in faver ef a

werld eof independent ebjects was subject te similar

criticism, Te speak of a werld ef independent ebjects
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whese seeming ceherence is a result eof a posterieri
constructions of the imaginatien fails te recegnize that
the essence of eur experience of the werld is net the raw
data ef eur senses, but the meaning which permeates that
sense-experience, Te argue, e.g., that our netiens ef
spatial and temperal relatienships are net centained in
the direct sense-experience of the werld of independent
ebjects is te separate the werld frem our censciousness of
it when in fact there is enly a werld ef ebjects
fer a subject, and eur sense-experience ef the werld is
necessarily mediated through the meaning that weirld has
for us,
Thus, fer Husserl ., , . true knewledge eof reality,
then, is the kmewledge ef the sense of, the
signification of, things., But the sense of things,
their significatien, is net te be feund in a
ceontingent werld ef things existing independently
of censcieusness; it is to be found precisely in
censcioeusness itself, where admittedly significance
is cencentrated. Kant had made it clear, and in
this Husserl agrees with Kant, that the sense
of things is precisely centributed te thenugy the
censcieusness which a subject has ef them,

In spite of the fact that Husserl's disagreements
with Descartes and Hume are similar te Kant's, Husserl
re jected Kant's distinctien between phenemenen (frem which
the term “"phenemenolegy” is dorivodun). er appearance te
censcieusness, and neumenen, er "thing-in-itself”:

He agrees with (Kant) in asserting that enly
Phenemena are given, but he will claim that in
them is given the very essence of that which is.
Here there is ne cencern with reality as existing,
since existence is at best centingent and as

such can add te reality nething whieh weuld be
the ebject of scientific knewledge. If ene has
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desoribed phenemena, ene has described all that
can be described, but in the very constant elements
of that description is revealed the essence of what
is described, Such a descriptien can say nething
regarding the existence of what is described, but
the phenemenelegical "intuition” in which the
descriptien terminates tells us what its ebject

necessarily is, Te know this is te have an
'essent[i}* and hence a "scientific” knewledge
of being,

In sum, Husserl's attempts te establish a feundation
for his philesephy led him te refermulate traditienal
cenceptions of the relationship between subject and ebject.
A preper philesephical foeundatien can take as its starting
peint neither the werld nor conscieusness in iselatien frem
each ether without destreying the very nature ef their
relatienship, Kant had likewise argued such a poaitiona“6
hewever, it was his cententien that eur censcieusness of
the werld was ef "appearances” and net ef "things-in-
themselves.” Husserl, en the ether hand, argued that we
cannet even speak ef the existence ef a werld independent
of censcieusness since any assertien abeut existence is
centingent te eur censcieusness ef it. Furthermere, he
eontended, it is in that "censcieusness-ef” the werld
that we can arrive at "essential” knowledgos“7

It is in this sense that phenemenelogy is te be
understeed, An act ef censcieusness is that in
which an ebjeet "appears”; it is the “"appearance”
of an ebjeet. If ene prescinds frem the whele
questien of whether this ebject alse "exists”
independently ef censcieusness—and this,
accerding te Husserl, we must de, since such
existing weuld be at best contingent and thus

of ne importance te strict science—then, with
nething but the act ef censcieusness te ge en,

ene can determine adequately thzaocccnce of
that which is in censciousness,
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Given the feundations of his philesephy, then, the
preject of Husserl's phenemenolegy is to arrive at a

*scientific imewledge ef essences"*9 which is free of all

centingency:

All this . ., . weuld be witheut significance if
it were net aimed at discoevering "ebjective”
essences, which are what they are net enly
independent of centingent existence but alse

. independently of any arbitrary meaning which a subject
wants te give them, Theugh it is of the essence
of an ebject te be related to a subject, the
pPhenomenelegist will deny that "things” act upen
the subject in such a way as to engender this
relatien er that subjects simply “preduce”
ebjects, He will insist that by investigating
pure censcieusness he can discever a relatienship
which is truly ebjective in the sense that its
validity is net derived frem the censcieus act
wherein the relatienship resides, and is necessary,
in the sense that it ceuld net be etherwise, ne 0
matter whe the subject grasping the ebject may be,>

The next preblem te be censidered, then, must be the
apprepriate methed fer arriving at a selentific knewledge

of essences,

Husserl'’s FPhenemenelegical Methed

If the phenomenelegical search fer essences begins
with eur censcieusness of the werld, then befere any
further analysis can be carried eut the essence eof
censcieusness must first be clearly understeed, Husserl
explained that the essence of censcieusness is that it is
“censcieusness-ef” semething, i.e. censcieusness is
intentienal, and in that intentienality we can discever
the essence of eur knewledge of the werld:

e« + o Husserl seught te discever the essence eof
censcieusness . . . and he came te the cenclusien
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that all censcieusness is necessarily "censcieusness-
of" semething., In speaking thus, he was saying
that the "ef" is inseparable frem every act of
consciousness, which was but anether way of saying
that conscieusness is essentially eriented teward

an ebject, New, this erientatien, which is to be
feund in every act ef censclieusness, is its

intentienality, which is discovered not by seme
Impessible analysis ef what is outside censcieusness

but simply frem an analysis ef censcieusness itself,
Thus, witheut emerging frem the reflexive circle,
Husserl is convinced that he can discover all that
is te be discevered regarding beth subjectivity

and objoctivity-—ngither of which has significance
witheut the ether,

In this sense, Descartes was cerrect when he returnest
te "censcieousness” as his starting peint; hewever, he erred
when he falled te preperly understand that the essence of
censciousness is its intentienality and that, therefere, the
feundatien ef his philesephy ceuld be feund in the “"cegite”
and net derived frem 1t.52 According te Husserl, Descartes’
faulty interpretatien of the "cegite” resulted frem his
methoed of doubt.53 Te deubt is te take a pesitien in
regard te existence, i.e. te say that "I doubt the existence
of that table which appears te me” is similar te saying
that "the table exists” in that beth are assertions abeut
whether er net the table exists, This we must never de,
accerding te Husserl, because the existence ef an ebject
is at best centingent te eur censcieusness ef it; instead,
with regard te existence, we must take ne pesitien. It is
enly within this dispesitien that we can attend directly
te eur “"censcieusness-ef" the werld.,

Accerdingly, the initial step in Husserl's

Phenemenelegical methed is what he calls the “suspensien
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of the thesis ef the natural standpeint,” “"placing the
werld in brackets,” or "the phenemenelegical gpgghé.'5“
("Natural standpeint” refers te that dispesitien teward
the werld which results frem the cemplex of meanings the
werld has taken en fer us ever eur lifetimes, i,e. it is
what we take-fer-granted, the "fact-werld": "This
‘fact-world,’' as the werd already tells us, I find te
be eut there, and alse take it just as it gives itself

te me as semething that exists eut there., . . ."55) The

epeche requires that we

« o o put eut of actien the general thesis whiech
bolq%gs te the essence of the natur standpeint,

we place 1n brackets whatever 1t includes respecting
the nature eof Being(;) this entire werld, therefere,
which is centinually "there feor us,” "present te

eur hand, , . ." If I de this, as I am fully free
te de, I de net then deny this "werld,” as theugh

I were a sephist, I de net deubt that it is there,
as theugh I were a sceptic; but I use the
“phenemenelegical” epeche, which cempletely bars

me frem using any Eudg!ent that Ssncerns
tgatlo-tenpora existence, . . .

It is within the epeché, er the suspensien ef belief in

the existence of the werld we take-fer-granted, that the

wholo‘of phenemenelegical investigatien is carried out.57
i.e. the negativity ef the epeche prevides the basis fer

further phenemenelegical investigatioen:

Since the epech8 is negative ., ., . it functiens as
a conditien fer a knewledge of essences, net as a
pesitive facter in grasping essences as they are;
it simply assures that ne fereign elements shall
be admitted inte the analysis; it says nething
pesitive with regard te what is there, If the
Phenemenelegical investigatien is te be fruitfgh.
the epeche must have its pesitive ceunterpart.



16

The "pesitive ceunterpart” ef the epeche,
eperating within a dispesitien which has suspended belief
in an independently existing werld which we have ceme te
experience as "real,” is cencerned with " , , . the gradual
penetratien inte the purified essential residue, gradually
revealing the pure subjectivity as the exclusive seurce
of all ebjectivity,"59 Penetratien te pure subjectivity,
then, reveals "essential® knewledge because, stripped eof
all centingency, the knewledge the subject has is
necessarily as it is,

Here the relatien ef necessity and ebjectivity

becemes extremely impertant, If the subject

can see that things cannet be etherwise, it

has guaranteed the ebjectivity of its ewmn

grasp of things,
(It must be understeed here that, fer Husserl, “ebjectivity"
dees net imply that eur censcieusness of the werld
cerrespends te seme werld in its independent existence;
rather, the enly werld we can knew is "that werld which
appears te censcieusness,” se¢ that "ebjectivity” refers
te an understanding which has penetrated the cenfusien
of the natural standpeint and arrived at a censcieusness-ef
the werld which “"cannet be etherwise,")

Husserl intreduced several rcductiona.él the purpese
of which was te further purify subjectivity within the
epeché, The first of these was " , ., . cencerned with
the phenemenen of censcieusness itself and with its

1dealizat10n.'62

Only, aa{s Husserl, if the essence ef censcieusness
disengaged frem its factual cencretiszatiens,
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can we escape the relativism inherent in the
multiplicity ef centingent subjects, each eof
which has its ewn experiences, witheut being
capable of guaranteeing that its experiences
have any universal validity. A multiplicity
of subjects makes for a multiplicity ef
epinions, and a multiplicity ef epiniens
makes fer deubt, Only the unity ef a sort
of Platenic ferm eof conscégusnoss makes fer
the eliminatien ef deubt.

Whereas the first reductien was cencerned with
"disengaging censcieusness frem its fastual cencretizatiens,”
the secend, kmewn as the "eidetic” reductien, attempted te
leek

e « o 2t conscleusness precisely insefar as its
essence is te be censcieusness-ef semething, thus
purifying net enly its "eperatiens” , ., . but
alse the term of that eperatien which is the
ebject precisely as immanent in censcieusness.

We might say that the first reductien purifies
the cegite, whereas thoégecond reductien

purifies the cegitatum,

The netien ef "immanence® intreduced here is impertant
because it helps explain Husserl's cenceptien ef the
relatienship between subjectivity and ebjectivity, Te say
that semething is immanent in censcieusness means, reughly,
that it is "given” in censcieusness,

Husserl ceuld net cenceive of ideas existing

semewhere apart, ner ceuld he cenceive of them

as being mere functiens ef a physical subject, , . .

They had te have a being all their ewn, and this

they have as 1gganont. ebjective terms ef pure

censcieusness,

Thus the first twe reductiens bring us te a peint

where:s 1) we are led te understand that the epechéd, er
suspensien of the thesis ef the natural standpeint, dees

net reveal a multiplicity ef subjects with cempletely
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private experiences, but rather a certain unity in forms
of censcieusness; and 2) that the ferms ef eur
“censcioeusness-ef" the werld are immanent in that
censcieusness,

The remaining reductiens are further attempts te meve
teward an “"intuitien ef essences” by understanding "immanence®
in an even mere intensely purified subject,

e« « o (They are) semewhat less easy te distinguish

clearly, and there is even a faint suggestien ef

arbitrariness in their divisien, It may be that

Husserl did net se much censider them as distinct

TR tetal Framewerk of pacTticatien ob | feeters
The first of these6? is an attempt te discever a “pure”
subject which is in ne sense ebjectified, Hewever, that
presents a difficult preblem., If, in this sense, the
“pure” subject is ene which is aware ef an ebject, the mere
act of reflecting ebjectifies the subject. Fer instance,
if my "awareness” of this piece of paper eenstitutes “"pure”
subjectivity, any effert te reflect en that awareness
treats the eriginal awareness as an ebject in reflectien,

The "pure” subject then becemes the awareness I have

in reflecting, and se en,

The "I" that I am is net the "me” that I knew, but
the whggowith and the whereby that the "me" is
knewn,
Thus subjectivity cannet, in this sense, be knewn; it can
enly be “knewing."
Fer Husserl, hewever, there is still a sense in which

the subject can be knewn as subject:
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"Object” is an essentially relative term; there can

be ne ebject which is net ebject fer a subject.

Hence, if an ebject is genuinely given as ebject,

it is given as ebject fer a subject, and thus the

subject, tee, is given; it is a datum ef

censcieusness, , ., ., Se leng as the term eof this 6

reference is net ebjectified it is "pure subject.” 9
In this sense, the subject " , , ., is knewn and it is
imewn in censcieusness, but it is net knewn as that ef
which ene is censcieus; it is simply knewn as that which
is censcieus, . ., ."70

Accerdingly, if we think ef the subject in this sense,

i.e., that we de net knew the subject but rather knew
what it is te be subject, then the next reductien is based

on the claim that the subject can subsequently be ebjectified

and made the ebject ef reflectien, thereby allewing us te
knew subjectivity better and te arrive at a knewledge of
its essences,’l Reflecting en the "pure subject” within
this reductien arrives at a transitien frem “"pure subject”
te "pure transcendental ego.'72 (As Quentin Lauer has
arguod.73 there seems te be little difference between
this reductien and the previeus ene, except that in this
reduetion the subject is universalized by being
ebjectivated,)

Arriving at the "pure transcendental ege” dees net
mean, hewever, that essences are disceverable within the
intentienal censcieusness of the "pure transcendental ege”
simply because that censcieusness repreduces an existing

ebject or because an ebject is preduced by censcieusness:
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e « o An intentien is net merely a mental relatien;
instead it is an ideal immanent term eof censcieusness,
By the very fact that censcieusness itself has been
idealized in the way we have seen, its term, teeo,
must be idealized., The result is an immanent
ebject which is neither the repreductien ef an
existing ebject (which weuld require an unprevable
relatien of causality between ebject and
censcieusness); ner is it a term prejected, as it
were, by censcieusness, Rather it is a term
“constituted” in censcieusness,

It is very difficult, as Lauer has peinted eut, te

grasp the netien

e o« » that such a "censtitutien” sheuld be neither
a preductien ner a repreductien, . . . but Husserl
maintained this interpretatien frem 1922, when he
first intreduced it, te the very end ef his life,?5

It is in this "censtitutien,” hewever, that the pure ege
is transcendental and, thereby, the g prieri seurce ef
all ebjectivity, Aceerdingly, in

e« « « knewing the transcendental ege we knew
ebjectivity; there is ne ether way ef knewing it.
The rest of phenemenelegy is but an explicatien
of this, One knews an ebject in knewing the
subject because te knew a subject is te knew it as
essentially having a determined ebject., This
transcendental subject, then, is the rieri
seurce of ebjectivity; net enly ef the fermal
ebjectivity ef reasen, as it is fer Kant, but
alse of the ebjectivity ef experience, since
ultimately that enly can be an ebject whieh is
censtituted in the transcendental ege, the
seurce of that 1ntont;gna11ty witheut which
there are ne edjects,

But hew is it that phenemenelegy can beceme a "seience
of essences,” i.e, even theugh the "essential” nature eof
censcieusness can suppesedly be discevered within the
pure transcendental ege, hew can we discever what these
essences are? This "intuitien ef essences” is realized

threugh a precess of "ideatien.”
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The epech® and the reductiens insure that enly
phenemena will enter inte the censideratien, but
of themselves they give ne assurance that there
will be a penetratien eof these phenemena te the
very essences centained in them., The precess,
then, of making essences stand eut in censcieusness
begins with an "eriginal” phenomenen, whether it
be ene of perceptioen eor of imaginatien, This
eriginal appearance serves merely as an "example"”
upen which the precess ef ideation can be built,
The precess itself censists in submitting the
eriginal perception er imaginatien te a series
of "free” vardatiens, wherein the ebject is
viewed frem v,sious "aspects” (perceptual and
imaginative).

Fer example, there are many ways we can be censcieus-ef
a cube-shaped ebject; we can view it frem the "frent,"”
or the "tep,” or the "back,” etc, We can alse censtruct
an image of a cube in eur imaginatien, Husserl weuld
argue that within the variatlens there is a basic

cemmonality, an essence which is the feundatien ef these

varied perspectives,

In this precess ef variatiens the pessibilities are,
se te speak, infinite, but it is net necessary te
g0 threugh the infinite variety of pessible aspects
of the ebject; semewhere aleng the line it will be
“geen” that there is an identical element underlying
all variatiens, actual as well as pessible, This
identical element is the “"sense" eor essence eof the
ebject under censideratien, , . . Lest there be
any deubt as te the justificatien fer calling the
result ef this precess the essence seught fer,
Husserl simply defines essence as that whioh
remains identical in all pessible gariationa of
that which is being investigated,”

Fer the purpese of develeping an everall sense of
Husserl's philesephy as it prevides the basis fer the
remaining discussien in this paper, it weuld be
beneficial at this peint te attempt te extract and briefly

summarize seme of the mere impertant aspects ef Husserl's
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phenemenelegical methed as it has been presented thus
far,

What must be emphasized as being ef utmest impertance
is the netien of intentienality, i.e, the ldea that the
relatienship between subject and ebject is net merely
incidental but that, en the centrary, the relatienship
is such that ene cannet speak ef subject er ebject in
iselatien frem each ether, The werld exists fer us, the
meaning it takes en arises frem eur invelvement., Be it at
the level of perceptien er ef censcieus activity, that
meaning arises neither frem a werld-in-itself ner a
censcieusness which creates a werld, but frem the mutual
cempenetratioen of censcieusness and the werld we are
censcieus-ef, Accerdingly, it is impertant that we attempt
te understand the basis ef meaning, i.e. we must knew hew
te distinguish between the centingent meaning ef everyday
life and that which is essential in eur relatienship te
the werld,

Fer Husserl, that is enly pessible if we first
suspend, er bracket, all ef eur assumptiens adbeut an
existing werld, Frem within that dispesitien we can then
discever what remains as the very basis upen which we
develep meaning and significance. Threugh this “placing
the werld in brackets,” we are saying that any assertien
abeut existence is centingent te eur censcieusness-ef
the ebject of eur assertien, theredy requiring that we

cencern eurselves selely with that "censcieusness-ef,”
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After the phenemenelegical bracketing, then, the task
becemes ene of trying te find, in censcieusness, that
which is essential,

An awareness ef what is essential is enly pessible
if we first recegnize that, sheuld we start with a
multiplicity ef subjects, i.e, sheuld we say that everyene
simply has his ewn perspective or epinien, we can never
emerge frem the emptiness ef relativism, We must instead
leek for that which is given (immanent) in censcieusness,
that which is independent ef the centingency inherent
in a multiplicity ef subjocts.79

Such a level of understanding is cenceptually pessible
previded that ene keeps in mind the essential nature eof
the subject/ebject relatienship. We cannet, in fact, knew
subjectivity, i.e. our efferts te reflect en an eriginal
experience necessarily ebjectify that experience;
accerdingly, the essence of an ebjectified experience is
centained in the reflectien and net in the experience,
On the ether hand, we can knew that any experience is enly
pessible if there are subject and ebject in relatien te
each ether, and based en that assertien it is argued that
we can knew what it is te be subject., Previded that
subjeetivity is understeed in this sense, then, it can be
ebjectified in reflectien, thereby making it pessible te
arrive at a knewledge of what is essential,

Subjectivity thus ebjectified terminates in the
"pure transcendental ege,” within which essences are
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“constituted.” The netien ef censtitutien dees net imply
that censcieusness preduces its ebjects, merely that ebjects
acquire their essential nature as ebjects fer a
transcendental ege, i.e. the transcendental ege is the
a_ggiori seurce of ebjectivity, Accerdingly, by knewing
the transcendental ege we knew subjectivity and ebjectivity
as ene, we knew that which is the feundatioen ef the "sense"®
of things, All further refinements in the phenemenelegical
methed pertaining te "kmewing” essences are predicated

on the assertien that ene must leek te the transcendental

egeo,

The Existentialist Critigueeo
Martin Heidegger, Heldegger's basic criticism eof

Husserl centered primarily areund the netien ef "bracketing"
existence,

Husserl . . . had taken the ebjeect of phenemenelegy
te be the grasping ef the essential character ef
the Ege and its experience ef the werld. . . .
Helidegger as philesepher , . . is unable te take
Phenemenelegy just as an investigatien ef essential
characteristics of the Ege and experience because
it is his intent te reawaken the preblem of the
meaning ef Being itself, traditienally the
fundamental preblem ef philesephy, especially ef
entelegy. Phenemenelegy, in ether werds, as
cenceived by Husserl identified Being enly with
essential being, that is, the universals, the

eneral qualities which are capable ef being

herent er ingredient in particular things er
events, But te deal enly with essential character
is, as Husserl was fully aware, te leave eutside
eonsiderationafho questien of existence and eof
nenexistence,

Knewing “"what it is te be subject” in an entelegical
sense is net the same as knewing "what it is te be subject”
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as censcieusness, Since Heldegger was cencerned with
develeping " . . . an entelegical reexaminatien ef the
questien ef Being by way ef a study ef the human
Persen (Dasein), . . .'82 then Dasein had te be understeed
in its full implicatiens, If the first step in ene's
Phenemenelegy is te suspend all judgments abeut existence,
i.e. te "place the werld in brackets,” then any attempt
te uncever the essence of Dasein is necessarily cenfined
te an investigatien ef censcieusness, But the essence eof
Dasein is net te be feund exclusively in censcieusness;
en the centrary, "the essence of Dasein lies in its
existence. "83
Heidegger's eppesitien te Husserl cencerning the
"bracketing ef existence” was based upen a different
cenception of the term “existence."”
Heidegger is careful te distinguish his use ef
"existence” (Existenz) frem “existence” in the sense
of Themas®’ existentia., The latter term weuld be
, translated as "existing” er "being actual”; its
. oppesite weuld be "net existing” er "net being."”
t existence as Heidegger uses the term is the
character er essence of the Persen (Dasein),
Te say that the essence of the Persen is his
existence is net te say that a Persen essentially
is, but rather te say that a Persen is dgﬁincd
In terms of pessible ways fer him te be,
Husserl had viewed "existence" in terms ef "being"” er
“net being,"” thereby arguing that any assertien abeut
existence is centingent te eur censcieusness-ef the ebject
of eur assertien., In ether werds, " . . . 'being' means
'being an ebjeect fer censciousness,'"85 The purpese ef

the phenemenelegical epeché, then, was te free censelieusness
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frem centingent existence in erder te discever the essence
of being within the immanent structure eof the censtituting
transcendental ege, a pesitien that Heidegger clearly
re jected,

The whele eof Husserl‘'s methed is characterized by
this transcendental reductien in which the whele
realm of being is placed between parentheses in
erder te yield the transcendental ege. But
Heldegger makes ne use of these reductiens, . . .
While Husserl tries te free the transcendental
ege frem the werld by means ef his reductiens,
Heldegger sees Dadein as the being that discleses
the werld., The relatienship ef Dasein and werld
is ef such impertance in Heidegger that he defines
Dasein as being-in-the-werld. Husserl's “pure
ege” 1s an abeminatien te Heidegger, a mere
artificial abstractien which enly hampers eur
understanding ef man as cencrete ek-sistence,
that is te say ef man as "standing eut” teward
things in the werld ggd. in the final analysis,
te the werld itself,

This netien ef ek-sistence, er "standing eut teward
the werld,” is crucial te Heidegger's philesephy inasmuch
as 1t elaberates his cenceptien ef the nature eof "being"
as "being-in-the-werld."”

The hyphenated ferm eof the phrase "being-in-the-werld”
e o o 18 meant te emphasize that te be in the werld,
in the primary meaning which this netien is te have
in Heidegzer's analysis ef existence, dees net mean

te be physically in the universe, On the contrary.8
being-in-the-werld is a "unitary phenemenen. . . ." 7

The werld has unity fer us because we are invelved in it,

i.,e, it is the nature of Dasein " ., , . te exist in the
executien eof intentienal acts."88 As a result eof eur
invelvement in the werld threugh activity, "being-in-the-
werld” can never imply that we merely exist in a werld

of independent ebjects (in the empiricist sense):
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The werld is net the werld ef things that are
at hand, the things which, by virtue eof their
ebjectivity, a Persen is net. Rather, the
woerld is, in a sense tg be specified, an aspect
of the Persen himself, %9

The assertien that the werld is "an aspect ef the
Persen himself" is similar te Husserl's cententien that
the "sense” ef the werld, i.e. the meaning it has fer us,
can enly be discevered by censidering the subjeet and ebject
in relatien te each ether, Heidegger argues, hewever, that
the relatienship is net primarily ene of "censcieusness,"”
wherein essential meaning can be discevered. "What cencerns
Heldegger is . . . the werld which gives itself te us as
an immediate cempenent ef eur basic situatien, being-in-
the-werld, "90 (my emphasis)
The preblem of explicating the nature ef "being-
in-the-werld” as eur basic situatien, i.e, as entelegy,
can enly be appreached phenemenelegically:
With the questien ef the meaning ef Being, eur
investigatien cemes up against the fundamental
questien ef philesephy. This is ene that must

be treated phenemenelegically. . . . The
expressien "phenemenelegy"” s fnifiel primarily

a methedelegical cenceptien.

Phenemenelegy as a "methedelegical cenceptien” in Heidegger's
sense, hewever, clearly implies semething different than
that which Husserl had in mind.
' The precise nature ef that difference can be seen in
Heldegger's etymelegical analysis ef the term "phenemenelegy."”
The Greek expressien . . . te which the term
"phenemenen” foes back is derived frem the verd
¢« o o Which signifies "te shew itself.” Thus

e « » (1t) means that which shews itself, the
manifest, . . .92
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As Husserl had used the term "phenemenen,” it referred te
"appearances.” Heidegger's cenceptien ef the term, hewever,
*“ ., . . must clearly be distinguished frem the term
appearance, Phenemena are net simply appearances, but rather

that which appears or that which shews itsels, 93

The secend half ef the term "phenemenelegy,” derived
frem the Greek Leges, is interpreted by Heidegger te mean
®disceurse”; mere specifically, Leges " . . . as ‘disceurse’
means , ., . te make manifest what ene is 'talking abeut’
in ene's disceurse,"95 Thus the preject ef phenemenelegy
is ", . . te let that which shews itself be seen frem itself
in the very way in which it shews itself frem 1tsel£.'96

Husserl's phenemenelegical methed, based en the netien
of phenemenen as "appearance,” was cencerned with discevering
the essence of "that which appears te censcleusness” by an
analysis ef the intentienal structure ef censcieusness
itself, Heidegger, en the ether hand, argues that
intentienality, er invelvement, is net limited merely te
censcieusness,

Fer Heidegger . . . the intentienal structure 1is
Present net enly in the realm of censcieusness,
underwvteed in terms eof man's cegnitive and
theeoretical relatien te his werld, but already in
the whele of man's pre-cegnitive awareness, Man
“intends” his werld net enly in perceiving and
Judging, but alse in the use of teels er utensils
in his daily practical cencerns, and in his
enceunter and respense te ether selves whe share
his werld, which Heidegger calls persenal conoorn.97
Aecerdingly, if phenemenelegy is cencerned with entelegy,

and net simply censcieusness, then a phenemenelegical methed
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must attempt te make evident "that which shews itself”
as it is actualized in ek-sistence.98 i.e. phenemenelegy
must attempt te explicate the essence of the meaning the

werld takes en fer us as it develeps in eur everyday

activity,

With this in mind we can easily understand that
Heldegger's intentienal analysis can never take
the ferm of a censtitutive analysis as we find
it in Husserl, This is alse the reasen why
Heidegger will have nething te de with a
phenemenelegical er transcendental reductien,
with a transcendental subjectivity, with a
theery of the ege as "disinterested ebserver,”
or with a cemplete and universal reflectien,

In sum we may say that Heidegger re jects
Husserl's methed because it did net take
sufficient nete of Dasein's eriginal experience
of itself as Being-In-the-werld, Husserl's
methed cannet fully penetrate Dasein in the
eriginality ef its ek-sistence, It can lead
enly te an idealized subject, never te Dasein's
essence, te its ek-sistence, The subjectivity
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