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Preface

Several years ago, I began a study of Edmund Husserl’s philosophy whose
original aim bears little resemblance to this finished project. Ironically,
much—though certainly not all—of what I intended in my original project
can be found worked out in this study, but it is presented here in a form not
entirely recognizable in the terms of the original plan. There is a significant
reason for this divergence. Indeed, to explain this reason is to introduce
this work.

At first T hoped to study the roots of intentional life as explicated by
Edmund Husserl. I intended to focus specifically on Husserl’s late works,
i.e., those writings he produced shortly before and then after he retired in
1928. The special question that dogged me concerned the self-constitution
of the transcendental I and particularly the unique conception of historic
constitution articulated in Husserl’s last introductions. At first, my research
proceeded smoothly. It is an exciting time for the scholar of Husserl’s phi-
losophy. Apart from the works Husserl published during his lifetime, a
large number of his unpublished manuscripts are available today. Since the
turn of the millennia, for instance, the Husserl Archive has produced more
than sixteen volumes of Husserl’s research. A good deal of this has even
been translated into English. It seemed the full complement of materials in
print would be more than sufficient for my research purposes, and so I had
every intention of completing my work and never setting foot in the Hus-
serl Archive.

During the course of my research, I was fortunate enough to receive
funding for an extended stay in Germany, and this afforded me the oppor-
tunity to delve even deeper into Husserl’s writings. Over the course of
my stay in Germany, I traveled to Leuven, Belgium and on a number of
occasions visited the central Husserl Archive. There I had the opportunity
to consult Husserl’s manuscripts in their raw form, so to speak.! That is,
rather than approach Husserl’s writings from the context of their presenta-
tion in the various volumes of Husserliana, 1 had now the opportunity to
examine the bundles of Husserl’s manuscripts for myself. This experience
marked a change in my understanding of Husserl’s investigations. Reading
the manuscripts at Leuven was a revelation, and this revelation informs
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the direction and content of this present work. Where before I encountered
Husserl’s writings as presented in clear and articulated contexts, his writ-
ings as housed in the Archive offered a chaos of investigative directions
and results. I discovered that many of the Husserliana volumes, especially
those recently published, presented his writings in such a way as to intro-
duce an interpretation of the investigative dynamic at work in the writ-
ings, themselves.? It is not simply that the fluidity of Husserl’s investigations
suffered a “distortion,” more so it seemed to me that a central direction
at work in Husserl’s investigations remained concealed in the Husserliana
volumes. Of course, while at Leuven this was at best a vague presentiment.
But this feeling stuck with me and hindered all my further research into the
self-constitution of the transcendental I, my original project. How could I
be assured that my special project would succeed if I remained uncertain
whether I understood Husserl’s philosophy as a whole.

Upon my return to the United States I recognized the need to change the
orientation of my project. Rather than examine Husserl’s late manuscripts,
I decided instead to take up a broader task and seek to understand the com-
plete system of Husserl’s phenomenological philosophy—if such a system
could be said to exist. Hence I devoted myself to a study of the full range of
Husserl’s phenomenological writings.

Initially I came to question whether Husserl expresses anywhere a system-
atic conception of his philosophy. In his published writings, he proffers only
“introductions” and fragmentary studies. These provide little which would
suggest a systematic frame to the multitude of writings contained in the
Archive. My own presentiment favored the view that Husserl’s philosophi-
cal development expresses a unitary development and, further, his mature
investigations can be framed together coherently with the earlier. Husserl,
himself, suggests such a conception at the end of Ideas, First Book, his first
general introduction into phenomenology. The special constitutional stud-
ies that were to follow this general introduction were to form a systematic
articulation of the total phenomenological problematic. Given that Husserl
never published Ideas II, my questioning eye turned to his unpublished man-
uscripts. Can one find there a unitary conception of phenomenology any-
where articulated? This question underlies my present study.

To understand the inherent difficulties of this problem, though, it is
necessary to comprehend the composition and organization of Husserl’s
extant manuscripts. Husserl’s Nachlass or literary estate contains a wide
ranging array of investigations, many of which are highly fragmented
experimental studies. An examination of this Nachlass, irrespective of
the general structure imposed on it by the archivists (including Husserl),
exposes a dis-integrated whole. If we look at Husserl’s general investiga-
tive method, however, it is possible to discern a unique dual orientation at
work in his most substantial investigations. Husserl tended to investigate
a domain of intentional life only by sketching out a general description of
the phenomenon and so frame the correlative structure of the objectivity
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as meant in consciousness intentionally. Later, perhaps months or even
years later, he would return (and return again and again) to these prob-
lems. Rather than simply starting where he had left off, however, he would
at once go beyond the frame of the earlier while retrospectively clarifying
the investigation with results obtained in later investigations. His method
was that of a “zigzag,” a descriptive term Husserl, himself, suggests.

Husserl’s investigations exhibit, then, as T argue, a progressive retrospec-
tion on the idea of phenomenology, itself. This methodological feature is
relevant as one seeks to comprehend the total frame of Husserl’s research. If
the most important part of Husserl’s philosophy is found in his unpublished
manuscripts, which he says it is, and these manuscripts exhibit in principle
a progressive retrospection of the idea of phenomenology, the question then
turns on how properly to disclose the idea of phenomenology worked out in
them. Seeing this as my goal, it became clear that I would need to begin my
study with a statement regarding the unique focus of the study, itself. This is
the task of my first chapter. Here I aim to articulate the structure of Husserl’s
extant manuscripts quite generally while making clear the zigzag method
at work in Husserl’s investigations. For this reason, the chapter is called “A
Question of Focus.”

It would be foolhardy merely to presume that Husserl’s variegated investi-
gations form a system of phenomenological philosophy. However strong one’s
sentiment may be regarding the unity of Husserl’s investigations, to assume
their unity only introduces the danger of seeing unity where none may, in
fact, exist. We must remember that Husserl never published a comprehensive
system of phenomenological philosophy. Perhaps he never published such a
framework because phenomenology is, as he suggests in a number of places,
simply anti-systematic. So it seemed reasonable after the first chapter to offer
concrete reasons internal to Husserl’s work why this project is legitimate.
This is the task of my second chapter. Here I turn to Husserl’s extensive
Briefwechsel or extant collection of letters in an effort to find in them some
statement which would confirm my original orientation. I discovered that
Husserl thought the greatest and most important part of his work is found
in his unpublished research manuscripts and that these writings express a
unitary, if cyclical, line of inquiry. In his exchange with Wilhelm Dilthey
and, particularly, with Dilthey’s student and son-in-law, Georg Misch, he
argues that an impulse runs through all his writings from 1905 onwards.
This impulse works its way through his unpublished writings but is barely
discernible from the perspective of his published works alone. He suggests
to Misch that phenomenology is “absolute human science,” and this con-
ception of phenomenology is one which informs virtually all of his writings
after 1905. In my second chapter, then, I bring together these materials to
show that Husserl, himself, at least believes his many investigations express
a unitary line of inquiry.

Unfortunately, in his letters Husserl remains quite vague how this impulse
actually shapes his investigations after 19035. In chapter three, I take up the
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task of constructing a plausible account of this. Tracing the advancement of
his descriptions of intentionality and sense-constitution after his encounter
with Dilthey, one can identify a significant, if slow developing, methodologi-
cal revolution at work in his investigations. Quite generally, Husserl came to
question the efficacy of the structural model of intentionality which he pre-
sented in his Logical Investigations and Ideas, First Book. The form-matter
model of intentionality described in these works offers, he felt, an adequate
description of spontaneous consciousness as it intends categorial objectivities,
but it fails to account for the primordial constitution of the stream of egoic
consciousness, itself. His focus during the teens and twenties thus shifts to
the very life of consciousness whereby he sought in progressively deepening
investigations to account for the unity of the stream of consciousness, itself.
During these years, Husserl developed a new “genetic” model of intentional-
ity. As T argue, this development arose on the basis of Husserl’s investigations
into the formal temporal structuring of a singular consciousness, which Hus-
serl initiated soon after his encounter with Dilthey in 1905.

In his time analyses, especially those occurring in 1917-18, Husserl
formed the first inchoate articulations of the new genetic method of phe-
nomenological analysis. Very soon after these writings, he came to see a
dissonance between his earlier and later phenomenological analyses. This
dissonance affects all Husserl’s late work and accounts in my opinion for
the discontinuity of a large number of his extant writings. Husserl thus
set about in the twenties and thirties to construct a systematic of phenom-
enology which would coherently articulate the two major frames of his
investigations, i.e., the earlier developed method of eidetic description and
the later method of genetic phenomenology. In chapter four, I sketch out
Husserl’s various efforts in these decades to construct a system of phenom-
enological philosophy. As I show, the work on this problem occurred in fits
and starts and culminated in his efforts—with his assistant, Eugen Fink—
to produce a large scale publication entitled “The System of Phenomeno-
logical Philosophy.” For a number of reasons both internal and external to
Husserl’s work, he never succeeded in completing this project. In chapter
four, I sketch the content of this “system” on the basis of draft plans and
notes written by Fink during the early thirties. This is only a brief sketch
however. Nevertheless, I conclude the chapter by showing that Husserl had
a definite plan by which to bring together the earlier, “ahistorical,” and
later, temporal models of intentional consciousness into a single frame.

In conclusion, T argue that Husserl’s complete corpus of writings offers
the promise of a unitary conception of phenomenology. That Husserl never
published his “System of Phenomenological Philosophy” remains, therefore,
the greatest unfulfilled promise of his philosophy. Yet even if he and Fink
had published the “System,” the work, itself, would have only pointed to
new domains of phenomenological research. As Husserl and Fink suggest,
every phenomenological result is but a provisional articulation demanding
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further work of clarification. It is well known that phenomenology demands
absolute self-responsibility. Hence rather than signifying a failure, Husserl’s
unfulfilled promise imposes a responsibility upon those who follow after him
not simply to complete his work but rather to take up this tasks imposed by
the idea of rigorous science.

This study contains four appendices corresponding in the main to the
four chapters of this study. The first offers a complete listing of the writ-
ings Husserl published during his lifetime. Given that our concern focuses
primarily—but not solely—on Husserl’s unpublished writings, it is useful
to know exactly what he did publish and when he published it. The chro-
nology is also important to dispel common errors regarding the exchange
between Wilhelm Dilthey, who knew only Husserl’s works published to
1911, and Husserl. The second appendix is a complete translation of the
correspondence between Edmund Husserl and Georg Misch. Husserl’s
earlier correspondence with Dilthey has been available in English transla-
tion for many years. Given the significance of these later letters to Misch
in defining an impulse at work from the time of his meeting with Dilthey
in 1905 onwards, it seems prudent to make these available now to English
speaking scholars of Husserl’s work. The third appendix represents the
draft arrangements of Husserl’s Bernau time-investigations produced by
Eugen Fink. These outlines are useful when considering the investigative
dynamic at work in the Bernau time investigations—especially as Hus-
serl’s development of the time problematic informs the vaguely defined
impulse disclosed in the second chapter. Lastly, the fourth appendix, enti-
tled “The Systems of Phenomenological Philosophy,” lays out the various
plans produced by Husserl to articulate a systematic of phenomenological
philosophy. These plans lie at the heart of this study. In this appendix one
can compare the structure of the three major articulated draft plans for a
systematic of phenomenology, the first produced in 1921 and the second
two in 1930.3 The appendix contains a composite sketch of the 1921 plan
and a complete translation of both draft plans of the 1930 “system of
phenomenological philosophy” produced by Husserl and Fink. As chapter
four offers an explication especially of these latter two draft plans, they
are included in full here.

NOTES

1. Husserl wrote primarily in Gablesberg shorthand, a form of shorthand now
out of use. I am not capable of reading this script, but virtually all of his
manuscripts in the Archives are transcribed now. These transcriptions are
available to the scholars who visit the Archive.

2. For a more precise articulation of this dynamic, see the section entitled “Hus-
serliana Reconsidered II: The Bernau Manuscripts” in the third chapter.

3. Husserl’s plan of the systematic of phenomenology dating from 1926
remained too vaguely formed to include in this appendix.
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1 A Question of Focus

The ideal of the philosopher—to work out systematically a completed
logic, ethics, and metaphysics which he could justify to himself and
others for all time on the basis of an absolutely compelling insight—is
an ideal the author has had to renounce early on and to this day.

—Husserl. Epilogue to Ideas 1 (in Hua V, 159f).

Confronting Husserl’s philosophy presents a serious interpretive problem
as one is struck not merely with the question of how to enter into his phi-
losophy but also with the more penetrating question of where to locate the
proper expression of his philosophy. The obvious answer to this latter ques-
tion points to his published writings, as these would represent its autho-
rized conception.! In Husserl’s case, unfortunately, this obvious answer is
misleading. Even Husserl conceded that his published writings represent
only partial and introductory studies and inadequate expressions of the
total transcendental phenomenological problematic. Nowhere in these
works does he adequately articulate the full range of problems which his
philosophy opened up, and in none does he present a complete and system-
atic conception of his philosophy. It would seem, then, that one must look
to Husserl’s unpublished writings for such a conception. Happily, a very
many of these writings are now available in the various critical collections
of Husserl’s manuscripts,? and these indeed contain ample useful materials
in this regard.

Yet this is not to say that his published writings entirely lack any discus-
sion of the full extension of the phenomenological problematic. Husserl
concludes his Ideen zu einer reinen Phinomenologie und phinomenolo-
gischen Philosophie, erstes Buch of 1913 (hereafter Ideas I)? with just such
a discussion. But this sketch, explicated in paragraph 153, offers by his
own admission only a fragmentary articulation of the full transcendental
problematic.* Even so, even if Husserl’s published writings contain only
inadequate discussions of the systematic articulation of transcendental
phenomenological philosophy, these would still represent explicit public
statements by Husserl regarding the full scope of problems opened up by
phenomenology. Before one looks to his unpublished writings for a system-
atic representation of the full field of phenomenological problems, which
we will examine later in this study, it would be prudent, therefore, to begin
here with these. So we will turn first to the explication of phenomenologi-
cal problems in paragraph 153 of Ideas 1, but given that this remains but
a fragment, we will do so with some caution. We intend to use Husserl’s
explicit published statements of the total problem field of phenomenological
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inquiry as an initial guide for further investigations into his unpublished
writings. Our later investigations will aim, therefore, to unearth materi-
als within Husserl’s literary estate—unpublished during his lifetime—that
provide a more comprehensive expression of the “systematic” of Husserl’s
phenomenological philosophy.

In this chapter, we shall examine two things. First, we shall provide
an account of Husserl’s fragmentary sketch of the theoretically rational
problem-field opened up by phenomenology in paragraph 153 while also
laying forth the broader context of the Ideas project which underlies this
discussion at the end of the first book. Our aim in this work as a whole is an
understanding of the complete “system of phenomenological philosophy.”
Paraphrasing Husserl’s words in paragraph 153 of Ideas I, we could say our
aim is an articulated understanding of the full extension of transcendental
problems. Yet, as we have already suggested, this overall aim cannot be
achieved without a foray into the mass of materials Husserl never published
and, indeed, may never have intended to publish. Our second task in this
chapter, therefore, will be to articulate the structure of Husserl’s literary
estate and the composition of the sorts of materials we intend to consult
therein. Since much of our analyses in later chapters will center on these
sorts of materials, it will be necessary to obtain some clarity as to the kinds
of manuscripts with which we must deal in order to achieve the overall ends
of this investigation.

THE IDEAS PROJECT

Ideas 1 represents the first of Husserl’s four introductions to a pure phe-
nomenology.” From his earliest days Husserl spoke of phenomenol-
ogy as descriptive science, indeed at first classifying it as a “descriptive
psychology”®—although he eventually rejected this expression because of
the confusions it produced.

Its descriptions do not concern the experiences or classes of experiences
of empirical persons. It knows nothing and presumes nothing of per-
sons, myself and others, of my own and the experiences of another. It
poses no questions of such, attempts no determinations and makes no
hypotheses. Phenomenological description looks to what is given in the
strictest sense, looks at experience thus as it is, in itself.”

Yet even though Husserl rejected his own earlier characterization of phe-
nomenology as a “descriptive psychology,” he seems nevertheless to retain
even in the Ideas the view that “phenomenological analyses obtain the
character of descriptive-psychological analyses; they function then as the
supporting basis for the theoretical explanation of psychology and the
natural science of psychic appearances [geistigen Erscheinungen].”® By
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phenomenology, then, Husserl means the investigation and description of
essential structures of that which gives itself in experience, that is, in con-
sciousness. But, again, this assertion must be tempered with the acknowl-
edgment that its descriptions concern nothing empirical, nothing worldly
and so nothing individual.

As long as it is pure and above all makes no use of the existential posit-
ing of nature, pure phenomenology as science can only be an inquiry
into essence and by no means an inquiry into existence <Daseinsforsc-
hung>. Every “self-observation” and every judgment based on such “ex-
perience” lies beyond its scope. The individual in its immanence can be
posited and at best subsumed under the rigorous eidetic concepts that
arise from eidetic analyses only as a This-here!—this onward flowing
perception, memory, etc. For while the individual is not essence, it does
“have” an essence that can be asserted of it holding evidently. But to
fix it [objective-intersubjectively] as an individual, giving to it a place in
a “world” of individuated being <individuellen Daseins>, such a mere
subsumption obviously cannot be attained. For phenomenology, the
singular is eternally the Grnepov.’

I can and Husserl suggests the phenomenologist does take as her example
her own experiencing, but this “I” do so only to highlight descriptively the
essential features of that sort of experiencing. For instance, on my desk at
present stands before me a coffee cup. It is a squat, white cup one uses for
cappuccino rather than the longer, broader cups used for standard Ameri-
can coffee. We can also examine this perceptual experience imaginatively
to flesh out the manners by which an object is grasped, attended to and
thematized perceptually in the ways a sensate objectivity quite generally
appears to consciousness.

Before continuing, though, we must pause to note that phenomenologi-
cal reflection, the reflection upon the act of sense perceiving, for instance,
has a unique dual character. As Husserl indicates above, phenomenological
reflection is no mere “self-observation” but rather a methodological analy-
sis of the sense-bestowing acts in a consciousness attending to some sensate
subject matter. Hence, according to our example, the focal point of our
phenomenological reflection proceeds upon the analysis of synthetically
linked appearings of an objectivity in consciousness, i.e., the coffee cup on
my desk of which I am aware, with the aim to establish an eidetic descrip-
tion of the manners by which said consciousness holds that objectivity as
such in its grasp. The phenomenon in question is thus the act and its object,
and the method of phenomenology is a reduction to this correlative stand-
ing of consciousness intending some objectivity. For this reason, Husserl
was apt to say that the method of phenomenology is essentially the method
of phenomenological reductions. However, since we will more fully intro-
duce the notion of phenomenological reduction later in this chapter, our
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present examination remains preliminary here, lacking the methodological
precision we can gain only later.

For the moment, though, let us continue our examination in a simple, or
as Husserl might say, naive investigation of the quasi-perceptual experience
at issue. (We say “quasi-perceptual” since we engage ourselves imagina-
tively in this exercise). As we reflect and examine an experience like this,
that is to say, the current perception of some nearby object, certain essential
features of the perception come into relief. Although my gaze is at present
by and large unalteringly directed to the cup, my gaze can remain fixed on
something and yet may vary with a simple movement of the head or body.
The X at which my attention is directed nevertheless appears before me as
a sort of enduring identity amidst and through changing aspects. Further-
more, the object, i.e., the perceptual object, never presents itself entirely all
at once—to speak in the active voice—though the object stands there before
me as a whole entity. The cup faces me, so to speak. And though the back
of the cup does not appear, it nevertheless is somehow there along with that
which appears to me. In fact, looking around to the obscured side of the
object brings about a new perspective of it, indeed an expected view which
was meant all along in the experience of the earlier imperfect perception
of the cup. Where before the intuition of the back of the cup remained an
empty but generally indeterminate expectation of what I would see if I were
to look, now as I actually turn to look at the back my expectation is ful-
filled in the new perspective. This is not to say, of course, that I had a clear
expectation of what I would see. This is especially true if T had not actually
looked at that other side of the cup. I may not be sure exactly what the
back of the cup look likes, but I expect it to have features T had experienced
earlier and, at least, features in common with the perceived front face.!® As
my indeterminate expectations are fulfilled when I turn the back side to
face me, I can note that the object endures before me amidst and, indeed,
because of the varying appearances. The imperfection of perceptual experi-
ence in itself does not diminish the experience of an object as something,
as, in this case, a coffee cup. Rather, the very imperfection of sense percep-
tion colors my experience of the given X and is the essential condition that
makes possible a harmonious string of appearings which, themselves, form
a particular sense or meaning for me of the given object as such and such.
In other words, if I were to look to the back side and not see the expected
continuing curvature of the other face, for instance, but rather something
altogether unexpected, I would see this X is indeed different from what
I took it earlier to be. The sense of X as I held it earlier in my perceptual
consciousness now changes to X as something else in its sense. Naturally,
I do not disavow my previous experience of the X as meant earlier, i.e., as
a cup. Precisely the opposite is the case. The object now stands before me
as an “X which I believed was a cup but now see is not.” The phenomeno-
logical investigation of perceptual conscious is the analysis and description
of just this dynamic, enduring character of this sort of experiencing—that



A Question of Focus 5

is to say, the ongoing act of attentive perceiving, on the one hand, and the
object, on the other, as this X there before me in the transition of its appear-
ings and retaining the sense of an identical X enduring in my view even as it
is now grasped as different from what I had earlier taken it to be.

We need not continue with this example to note something striking and
essential to perceptual experience as such. In consciousness of this sort,
objects appear to me, and they appear to me imperfectly. That is to say, the
object of experience manifests itself in a synthesis of appearings accruing
in a temporal structuring in which the sense of it as such is instituted. Con-
sciousness thus has a fundamentally temporal character.

Consciousness, that is to say more specifically, my consciousness is at
once consciousness of that which appears to me. Our example has been
that of a sensory perception of something, and we have been analyzing per-
ceptual consciousness as a paradigm example. Under this aspect, we can see
that phenomenology, then, is the analytical investigation and description
of the essential character of this dative/genitive on-going sense structur-
ing occurring in an enduring unity of experience. Husserl famously called
for a return to the things, themselves—zu den Sachen selbst zuriickgehen.
The central theme of phenomenology, die Sachen selbst, is precisely this
dynamic on-going sense-determining consciousness. The aim of phenom-
enology is, thus, an eidetic description of this wondrous dual structuring
nexus. And so, broadly stated, it seeks to lay out in its investigations—at
least as articulated in Ideas I—the structural features of this intertwining
of sense (noema) and sense-bestowal (noesis).

Everywhere we track the forms of noeses and noemata. We sketch a
systematic and eidetic morphology. Everywhere we bring into relief
essential necessities and essential possibilities—the latter as necessary
possibilities, i.e., forms of unions of compatibility which are prescribed
in the essences and are delimited by essential laws. “Object” is for
us everywhere a title for the essential connections of consciousness; it
appears first as the noematic X, as the sense-subject of differentiating
essence-types of senses and positions. Further it appears as the title
“actual object” and is then the title for certain connections of reason,
eidetically considered, in which the unitary X sensibly unified in them
obtains its rational status.!!

So the unitary X stands as an index of unfolding intentionalities building
upon one another'? in the unity of subjective experience. Husserl thus sets
about in Ideas I to clarify the concepts sense, intention, fulfilled intention
as well as corresponding essential differentiations between positionality
and neutrality, and the thetic and material character of intentional acts as
such;® and thereby his Ideas I represents a general study of intentionality.
Indeed, “the problem-title which encompasses the entire phenomenology
is called intentionality,”* though Ideas 1 as we shall see works within a
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self-imposed limitation necessary to its status as an introduction into phe-
nomenological method.

Ideas 1 is the first volume of a proposed three volume work. As we have
noted, Husserl sketched out a field of problems and so a hierarchy of re-inves-
tigations® in the last chapter that were to follow up this first volume. This
fragmentary sketch, then, must be understood within the context of the aims
of the Ideas project as a whole. The provisional explication of the general
structures of intentionality in Ideas I was undertaken by Husserl to provide
the necessary guide for a series of subsequent concrete constitutional studies.

At the same time, not to underestimate the range of necessary analyses
in the most universal rational-theoretical stratum of which we speak
here, we stress that the eidetic descriptions of the last chapters should
hold as mere beginnings. As everywhere else, so here also we only fol-
low through with the methodic aim of working up so much secure
ground for each fundamentally new stratum that should be sketched
as a field of phenomenological investigations to assure ourselves that
the related problems of departure and of ground are formulated on the
basis of it and in which we may cast a free view to the problem-horizon
which surrounds it.!

Husserl hoped, in other words, to present a concrete, systematic presenta-
tion of the problematic of sense-constitution and to clarify the place of
phenomenology as the science of science.

The first book, as we have just discussed, was meant to initiate the reader
in phenomenological method in order to win “the free horizon of ‘transcen-
dentally’ purified phenomena and, thereby, the field of phenomenology in
our unique sense.”"” Ideas T was never meant to be the last word. Rather
it represents a first entrance into a problematic, one that would require
further refinement as later concrete studies came to completion. Ideas 11
was meant to flesh out the constitutional differentiations between the fun-
damental material regions of natural, psychic and spiritual reality, which in
turn delimit the domains of the various factual sciences of nature, psychol-
ogy and the human sciences. Ideas 11, then, was to revive the insight laid
down in the first book:

that genuine philosophy, the idea of which is the actualizing of absolute
cognition, is rooted in pure phenomenology; and rooted in it in a sense
so important that the systematically strict grounding and working out
of this first of all genuine philosophies is the incessant precondition for
every metaphysics and other philosophy “that will be able to make its
appearance as a science.”!®

Thus Ideas 1 deliberately abstains from the task of presenting a fully worked
out philosophy or even an adequate sketch thereof. Rather it represents a
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bridge or invitation, if you will, into the starkly unnatural attitude of phe-
nomenological philosophy.!” In other words, Husserl consciously delimited
the aims of the first book of the Ideas trilogy to that of introduction. It
lacks the character of “a framework <or> comprehensive plan in terms of
which one could systematically link the highest principles of phenomeno-
logical method and explanation with the most manifest and preoccupying
features of real existence.”?

Ideas 1 is thus propaedeutic to concrete analytical work to follow. Hus-
serl always felt phenomenology was an inherently difficult philosophy to
grasp because of the demands it imposed upon the budding phenomenolo-
gist. One must withhold assent to the unthematic presumptions implicit in
one’s scientific and pre-scientific experience, which requires the neutral-
ization of intentional acts as they are made explicit in phenomenological
reflection

In the natural attitude we quite simply carry out all the acts through
which the world is there for us. We live naively in perceiving and ex-
periencing, in those present <aktuell> thetic acts in which unities of
the thing and realities of every kind appear and not only appear but
also are given in the character of “at hand” and “actual.” Working
within natural science we carry out acts of thinking ordered logi-
cally and experientially, in which these actualities—thus accepted as
given—are determined conceptually, and in which also, on the basis
of such directly experienced and determined transcendencies, are in-
ferred new transcendencies. In the phenomenological attitude we arrest
in thorough-going universality the carrying out of all such cogitative
theses, i.e., we “parenthesize” the effectuated theses. “We do take part
in these theses” for the new studies. Instead of living in them, carry-
ing them out, we carry out directed acts of reflection upon them; and
we comprehend these themselves <i.e., the acts reflected upon> as the
absolute being which they are, with everything which is in them and is
inseparable from their proper being that is meant as such, e.g., being-
experienced as such. We live for all intents and purposes now in such
acts of a second tier, whose givenness is that unending field of absolute
experience—the fundamental field of phenomenology.*!

As a methodological treatise which proceeds upon a radical “break” from
natural experience, pre-scientific as well as scientific, the Ideas is a Carte-
sian project. The new science of phenomenology, to which Husserl refers
as a radical “positivism in Ideas 1,”?* seeks to lay the foundation of the
formal and empirical sciences on an apodictic ground of original experi-
ence in this uniquely broad sense. Of course, terms such as “positivism”
and “empiricism” carry a special philosophical weight which Husserl is
careful to highlight and in many ways to distance himself from. No philo-
sophic or scientific theory, Husserl asserts—even that of a modern Humean
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style empiricism, can contravene the highest principle of phenomenological
inquiry: that an originary intuition of some givenness—as it, itself, pres-
ents to consciousness—is a justifying source of cognition.?? The first aim of
Ideas 1 is, thus, to provide a precise articulation of this principle and, then,
the methodological elements by which to free the apodictic ground of the
empirical sciences. In this sense, then, phenomenology is first philosophy,
the philosophy which seeks to ground and lay forth the lineaments of the
kinds of investigation open to the myriad empirical sciences.

The method of phenomenology is one of €noyy and reduction, suspen-
sion and regressive inquiry. “The whole world actually pre-disclosed in
experience and posited in the natural attitude, taken completely free from
any theory, as it is actually experienced showing itself clearly in the nexus
of the experiences, no longer holds for us. It is to be parenthesized without
being tested, but it is also parenthesized uncontested.”?* This sense of world
as in-itself, there, at-present, is precisely that which must be put aside, “put
out of play,” “placed in brackets.” Yet however Cartesian Husserl’s method
in his Ideas may be, he clearly cautions that the phenomenologist does
not, as does Descartes, “suppose, then, that all the things I see are false”
and “persuade myself that nothing has ever existed of all that my falla-
cious memory represents to me.”?* Descartes’ methodological extension of
doubt to the principle of perception, itself, remains foreign to the method of
phenomenological €royn.2¢ Whether or not a perceived object really exists
(as perceived) or not is not precisely at issue here. That we may quite natu-
rally doubt the veracity of particular perceptions, the soundness of our
imaginations, the authenticity of our memories, etc., is not directly rel-
evant to the parenthesizing that we, as worldly subjects, perform. Phenom-
enological descriptions concern the total systems of conscious intentions,
including those whereby doubt becomes manifest. Hence, by bracketing
the worldly station of egoic life, what the phenomenologist initiates is a
very unique performance. In the phenomenological attitude, every objecti-
fying act as well as every judging, striving, valuing or any intention quite
generally which occurs in consciousness is neither denied nor averred. As a
phenomenologist—reflecting on the total life of intentional consciousnesses
unitarily occurring as “mine”—I gua phenomenologist aim to articulate in
this neutralized consciousness precise descriptions of the thematizations of
transcendental consciousness as I gua worldly subject live through them.

By virtue of the epoché, I institute methodologically a split in the egoic
life of consciousness. I qua philosopher?” reflect on that life, also mine,
of egoic consciousness engaged in its living projects, i.e., in and amidst a
world with values already marked out and goals already laid forth. This
suspension, whereby we become capable of articulating the concrete life of
consciousness, is thus of the most radical sort.

This concerns experiences of something worldly, not merely singly,
one by one. Any single experience of something has essentially already
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1334

its” universal horizon of experience which carries with itself, al-
though not explicitly, the openly endless totality of the real world as a
continuously jointly holding world. I inhibit precisely this antecedent
validity <or holding> grounding my entire practical and theoretical
life currently and habitually bearing me along in natural life, or one
could rather say, I inhibit the antecedent being-for-me of “the” world.
I take the force from it that gave me to this point the basis of the world
of experience.?®

2

Reflecting on conscious life, I qua transcendental onlooker—to use an
expression Husserl took up only much later—seek in this reflection to dis-
close and make understandable the total system of conscious intentionali-
ties going on therein—actively as well as spontaneously.

The exact nature of this reflection remains problematic, but Husserl
clearly denies it is a sort of “self-observation.”?” Neither does Husserl sug-
gest that the world is somehow spun out of transcendental ego like a spider
spins its web. Rather, the world is always already there for me. This is true
in both the natural and the phenomenological attitude, and the suspension
at issue here does not alter this fundamental factum. Rather, the “always
already there” becomes problematized in the suspension. Hence I qua phe-
nomenological observer neither deny “my” own mundane existence, the
on-going pre-existence of the world, nor do I qua philosopher assert any
fantastical ability on the part of transcendental subjectivity to create an
outer world holding for all. Putting out of play my own worldly captivation,
“I” seek rather to disclose once and for all the origin of the hold of reality
(in its widest sense) in experience of the flow of appearances for cognition.
“Phenomenology’s telos is not the truth of what we experience, judge, and
declare to be true, the truth of the appearing being, but the truthfulness
of being, being in its appearing, in its display, and therefore truth as it is
inseparable from the revealing life of consciousness.”3°

Opened up by the performance of this suspension, thereby, is not
merely a new sense of this or that reality holding for me as real-for-me (or
even as irreal-for-me). I find that even I, myself, gua real, psychological
worldly subject disclosed by this radical method of thetic suspension have
a mundane sense in principle the same as for every other mundane being.
“Only the intentional structure of the acts whose objective sense refers to
the ontic kernel ‘man’ is more complicated than the intentional structure
of the acts which mean the ‘table’.”?! Even if I may at times accidentally
mistake a mannequin for a person or a person for a mannequin, that I am
essentially dissimilar from a mannequin is, itself, obvious from the stand-
point of everyday experience. Obviously, the mannequin is life-less. Or
perhaps better said, when I realize my mistake, this difference appears an
obvious one. Husserl’s point, however, is that this psychological, worldly
I—which I am—is essentially similar to any worldly being in that it enjoys
its status as worldly being precisely by virtue of a system of subjective
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yet non-worldly intentions. “If we retain a pure I (and then for every
stream of experiencing a fundamentally different I) as residuum of the
phenomenological suspension of the world and of the empirical subjectiv-
ity which belongs to it, then there is presented with it a transcendency of
a unique kind—not constituted—a transcendency in the immanence.”
Everything worldly is, in other words, the constituted end-product of a
system of non-worldly constituting intentions. It is this “reduction” to
pure transcendental subjectivity which Husserl hoped in the first book of
the Ideas to clarify.

The theory of reductions articulated in Ideas I is without question the
most important aspect of Husserl’s phenomenological method, but in many
ways the reduction only initiates the first step within a broad investigative
project. The reduction represents the essential move of establishing the atti-
tude proper to the style of phenomenological investigation by which partic-
ular sense investigations can then proceed. It is for this reason that Husserl
imposed an ambitious dual aim on this first book in the Ideas project.

In the First Book, however, we shall not only treat the general doctrine
of the phenomenological reductions. . . we shall also attempt to acquire
definite ideas of the most general structure of this pure consciousness
and, mediated by them, of the most general groups of problems, lines of
investigations and methods which belong to the new science.?

Not only is the first book of Ideas meant to clarify the precise nature of
phenomenological reflection by a thoroughgoing discussion of the doc-
trine of phenomenological reductions, but secondarily Ideas I is meant
to lay forth the first ground or essential problem-field opened up by the
reductive method. This secondary goal of Ideas I is, as we have suggested,
the necessary propaedeutic to the constitutional studies as planned in the
succeeding volume.

With his Ideas, Husserl seeks to establish a new science of phenomenol-
ogy as a science of essences.>* Hence he initiates the entire project with a
brief but necessary discussion about fact and essence and about the neces-
sity of a fundamental science of essences to ground and make meaning-
ful the systematic relations between the factual sciences. Indeed, without
understanding this prevailing aim, the entire first part of the first book of
Ideas T appears to have only accidental relation to the succeeding chap-
ters.>* So while it may be the case that phenomenological work proceeds—
as Aristotle might say—from that which is most easily known #o us, i.e.,
from “intuitive givens,” to that which is of itself most easily known in itself,
i.e., to that which is of greatest universality, there is in principle no schism
between the two spheres in a phenomenological inquiry. We never in fact
rend ourselves from that which is most easily knowable to us. “Within all
eidetic spheres, the systematic way proceeds from higher to lower universal-
ity, even if the exploratory analysis is tied to something particular.”*® For
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reasons of methodological necessity, every investigation of essence, which is
the subject matter of phenomenology, is thus tied to the sensible experience
of particulars. “Manifestly, the connection of the wider and the narrower,
of the supersensuous concept of perception (i.e., categorial perception or
perception built upon sensibility) and the sensuous concept of perception is
neither external nor contingent but rather a matter grounded in the heart of
things.”?” The concrete sense-investigations of Ideas 11, following upon the
general investigation of intentionality in the first book, refer back for meth-
odological reasons, in other words, to sensibility as the ultimate founding
investigative stratum. Thus the eidetic investigations of nature, psychic and
spiritual reality of the second book could never reach heights of universal-
ity without actual consciousness as ground.

Having some account of the goals and methodological framework of
Ideas 1, we can look beyond it to a more thoroughgoing discussion of the
writings which Husserl originally hoped to publish on its basis. Our aim
here, once again, is to comprehend the full transcendental problematic
encompassed in these writings. Although in the factual course of Husserl’s
publishing history Ideas I turned out to be the first of several published
“introductions to a pure phenomenology,” the entire Ideas project was
always meant to have a much larger scope than the single volume that made
it to print. The three volume plan was to present the complete systematic
structuring of problems pertaining to phenomenology.

HUSSERL’S WRITING AFTER IDEAS 1

Husserl published Ideas I in 1913 as the lead to the Jahrbuch fiir Philoso-
phie and phinomenologische Forschung (hereafter Jabhrbuch), the journal
spearheaded by Husserl and other founding phenomenological thinkers
as a forum by which to present on-going phenomenological researches
in Germany and abroad. By 1913, Husserl was already one of the most
famous German philosophers for his Logical Investigations, published in
1900/01. Where the Logical Tnvestigations initiated a “breakthrough of
a newly grounded philosophy; grounded, actually, as phenomenology,”3$
the Ideas project was to be the systematic presentation of the program of
phenomenological philosophy.®® Sadly, the latter two volumes of the Ideas
project never made it beyond Husserl’s desk—at least, that is, until after
his death.** As with so many of his other planned works,* Ideas IT (and
to a lesser extent, Ideas III) remained an unfulfilled burden of his and his
assistants’ dedicated labors.

Again and again, Husserl would delay the editorial work necessary to
complete a publication, turning instead to new writing projects spurred
by his encounter with his own earlier investigations. The picture is a
frustrating one—both for Husserl and his assistants. Roman Ingarden,
for instance, sympathetically describes the lot of Edith Stein, Husserl’s
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assistant during the editing of Ideas II (among other projects) as she strove
to edit and arrange the manuscripts for publication.

When one reads the letters of Edith Stein, written while she worked
as Husserl’s assistant . . . it is apparent what efforts she took to induce
Husserl to work in a more orderly fashion, and to elaborate the “Ideas”.
But the same thing happens again repeatedly: he promises to read the
manuscript she has prepared for him, and even actually begins to do so,
but after several days he starts on something entirely different—new
ideas, new conceptions have already occurred to him, new plans of
great, unrealized publications.*?

As we know, Husserl never published the second or third volume of the
Ideas project, and we can garner only a vague sense of the concrete struc-
ture of problems to be worked out from an examination of the concluding
pages of Ideas 1. Yet from the vantage point we have today, now that all
three volumes have been published—not necessarily as finished works but
rather as editorial constructions—we can see that the last paragraphs of
Ideas 1 represent an incomplete précis of volume II.

What is surprising, though, is that in all of Husserl’s published writ-
ings, there is no more detailed discussion of the systematic scope of phe-
nomenology than is found here at the end of Ideas 1. Even his Méditations
Cartésiennes, published in 1931 (hereafter Cartesian Meditations or
CM), which has been aptly described as a deeper reworking of Ideas 1,
concludes without proffering a serious outline of such. Interestingly, Hus-
serl adamantly believed that “in the systematic work of phenomenology,
which progresses from intuitive givens to the heights of abstraction, the
old traditional ambiguous antitheses of the philosophical standpoint are
resolved—by themselves and without the art of an argumentative dia-
lectic, and without weak efforts and compromises.” He held fast to the
view, in other words, that a fully articulated and worked out phenomeno-
logical philosophy would obtain the true and absolute ground by which
to resolve the outstanding riddles plaguing every philosophy heretofore.
One is left to wonder, then, just how to evaluate this claim, since Husserl
never published these succeeding studies nor a complete outline or even
what he felt was an adequate characterization of the system of his phe-
nomenological philosophy.

From the vantage point of Husserl’s contemporaries, it seemed Husserl
had virtually given up writing after 1913—at least until the late twenties.
The promised concrete phenomenological studies never surfaced, though
his Ideas I had made their completion possible. Indeed, during his teaching
career, first as auflerordentlichen Professor at the University of Gottingen
and then as Professor Ordinarius at the University of Freiburg, Husserl
published almost nothing. Apart from some unchanged reprints of the Log-
ical Investigations and Ideas I and a number of editorial forwards he wrote
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for the Jahrbuch, as well as a few brief essays—mostly reminisces of col-
leagues or reviews—he published nothing in Germany. In the early twen-
ties, he did publish a series of articles centered on the theme of “renewal,”
yet these came out only in Japan and all but the first of these was published
in Japanese translation.** To this day, even, Husserl’s phenomenology is
interpreted largely according to the conception put forward in the first
book of Ideas and to a lesser extent with reference to the other writings he
published before his death in 1938.

From the vantage point of his close colleagues and students, though,
the situation appeared quite differently. While teaching, Husserl worked
tirelessly toward the concrete fulfillment of phenomenology, achieving
major innovations of method in these years. Yet this work remained out of
the view of the contemporary German philosophical public by and large.
Though, as Ingarden describes Edith Stein’s activity as Husserl’s assistant,
“it cannot be said that Husserl was uncreative during the whole of the
twenty-five years which followed the publication of the Ideas 1.”* Indeed,
Husserl exhibited an intense creativity throughout his philosophical career.
Although perhaps too great a perfectionist, he was a man of great self-
discipline and a prolific writer during his adult life. With at times manic
dedication he committed himself daily to his researches, that is to say, to
his writing—pursuits which were for him practically equivalent. He was so
devoted to his own studies that his personal life atrophied. Malvine Hus-
serl recounts how the young couple gave up virtually all cultural and social
activities after Husserl’s first major publication, the Philosophy of Arithme-
tic.** She understood his personal and professional devotion and allowed
her husband to devote himself fully to his “continuous research on logical
studies” that culminated in the Logical Investigations ten years later.*’ This
all-out devotion remained a constant trait of Husserl’s character. Through-
out his life, even if mood or external circumstance worked against him,
Husserl compelled himself to his writing desk, setting himself to task until
the words flowed. He thus established within himself the habit of working
out his ideas on paper to such a degree that it can be said that he thought
through writing.*® Yet, unfortunately, his publishing history conceals this
fact. To read his published writings is thus to encounter only a fraction
of Husserl’s total literary output and a partial view of his philosophy. To
understand his complete philosophy, then, one must look beyond the work
he published and delve into this sea of his unpublished writings. These
writings, more than anything else, attest to the picture of a great analytical
thinker working out the multiplicious problems of his philosophy. They are
far more than a mere testament of the man, however, for they contain the
most comprehensive expression of his transcendental phenomenology.

It would be misleading to suggest, as might be gathered, that Ideas I is
the last great work Husserl published. As his retirement approached in the
late twenties, Husserl took up the task of publishing once again. As before,
though, almost all of what he would publish would be new introductions
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or special studies.* In 1927 he published an article in the 14t edition of the
Encyclopeedia Britannica entitled “Phenomenology.” In 1928 he published
his “Lectures on the Phenomenology of Inner Consciousness of Time,” and
his Formal and Transcendental Logic appeared at the end of July, 1929.
1931 saw the publication of his Cartesian Meditations in French transla-
tion; and in 1936 Husserl published his final work, one hundred pages
under the title The Crisis of the European Sciences and Transcendental
Phenomenology. Yet in none of these later “introductions” or special stud-
ies can one find a systematic statement or a comprehensive outline of the
problems opened up by his general analysis of intentionality in Ideas 1.

We should pause here, however, to consider two of these later “intro-
ductions” in more detail as their unique history is pertinent toward under-
standing the final developments of Husserl’s philosophy. The Encyclopedia
Britannica article of 1927 is especially interesting not merely because it
was one of only two works expressly meant by Husserl to be a collabora-
tion*® but also because of choice of philosopher with whom Husser] meant
to collaborate: Martin Heidegger. On this particular project, Husserl and
Heidegger, who at the time Husserl considered his spiritual heir, worked
together to produce a single article of introduction into phenomenology
for the Encyclopedia Britannica. Unfortunately, the two men could not
reach agreement, and the collaboration failed. Husserl published a final
draft of his own work without inclusion of Heidegger’s comments or addi-
tions.’? Although brief, the “Phenomenology” article remains one of the
most concise, readable and mature statements of Husserl’s transcendental
phenomenology.

The Cartesian Meditations, on the other hand, is an exceedingly dense
work and the most complete and mature introduction Husserl published
after Ideas 1. It is perhaps the most interesting of all his “introductions” as
much for its content as for its genesis and discontinuation. Husserl published
the Cartesian Meditations in 1931, but only under a French publisher and in
French translation.’? Ostensibly, the Meditations is a publication extrapo-
lated in large part from Husserl’s lectures presented at the Institut d’Etudes
germaniques and the Société francaise on May 23 and 25%, 1929. Of the
five meditations published in 1931, however, only the first four can be said
to be reflective of the lectures Husserl gave two years earlier. Indeed, the
so-called “Paris lectures” contain only the briefest mention of empathy and
intersubjectivity found in the more robust Cartesian Meditations. So even
though the French translation of the Cartesian Meditation has its origin
in the lectures Husserl presented in 1929, Husserl produced virtually half
of the total work published, i.e., the entire fifth meditation, after the Paris
lectures as he was revising these for publication.*

Between these years, i.e., between 1929 and 1931, Husserl became more
and more obsessed with addressing the rise of existential phenomenology
and life-philosophy in Germany. Not only does his publishing spike at
about this time, but also he engaged himself in a series of lectures abroad
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which were intended both to provide introduction to his philosophy and
to highlight the differences between his transcendental phenomenology
and the existentialist philosophies circulating throughout Europe at that
time.>* After Heidegger’s Being and Time came out in 1927, Heidegger’s
reputation catapulted to the highest ranks within Germany academic phi-
losophy. In 1929, Georg Misch, the influential student (and son-in-law) of
the Wilhelm Dilthey, wrote and published his influential Lebensphiloso-
phie und Phinomenologie—just as Husserl was completing his Formal and
Transcendental Logic—comparing the phenomenological philosophies of
Husserl and Heidegger in light of the work of Misch’s teacher, Wilhelm
Dilthey. After reading Misch’s work, Husserl concluded that existential
philosophy—and particularly Heidegger’s existential analytic of Dasein—
all but eclipsed his own transcendental phenomenology in Germany (and
abroad). In response to Misch’s Lebensphilosophie und Phinomenologie,
Husserl reread Heidegger’s major work, Being and Time, as well as three
other works by Heidegger: his Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, “On
the Essence of Ground” and “What is Metaphysics?” Upon this reading,
the earlier feeling of spiritual kinship Husserl had enjoyed with Heidegger,
which was the original motivation behind his attempt to collaborate with
Heidegger on the Britannica article in 1927, faded away. “I came to the
conclusion,” he writes to Roman Ingarden in December of 1929, “that I
cannot place his [Heidegger’s] work within the framework of my phenom-
enology, and unfortunately that T also must reject it completely as regards
its method, and in the essentials as regards to its content. For this reason do
I place great weight upon the full development of the German edition of the
Cartesian Meditations as my systematic magnum opus.”’

Why, then, understanding the need to redress the decline of transcen-
dental phenomenology in German academic circles as well as the misun-
derstanding of his own writings, or at least its misunderstanding as Husserl
perceived it, did Husserl not produce a serious systematic account of his
own philosophy in Germany? We know that he was conscientiously updat-
ing and finishing his Cartesian Meditations between the years 1929 and
1931; and we know that he did engage upon the project to revise, expand
and update these Meditations for the German public.’® Yet after the French
publication of the Cartesian Meditations, Husserl only published his Nach-
wort (or Epilogue) to his Ideas T in 1930°” on the occasion of the first Eng-
lish translation (until his “Crisis” writing).® He did travel to Frankfurt,
Berlin and Halle to lecture on “Phenomenology and Anthropology” on
June 1% and 27, 1931—at about the same time the Cartesian Meditations
appeared in France. This lecture represents a serious attempt by Husserl to
confront the philosophies of Heidegger and Max Scheler, philosophies that
Husserl felt lacked the philosophical rigor of his own transcendental phe-
nomenological philosophy. However popular these lectures were, though,
they were only limited engagements. They were not followed up by Hus-
serl in any systematic way either in print or in person. Of course, Husserl’s
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philosophical isolation paralleled his personal isolation as an assimilated
Jew in Nazi Germany, and thus there are good reasons why he felt it dif-
ficult to respond adequately to the decline of his influence.

Without delving into a detailed analysis of Husserl’s chronology of writ-
ing and speaking between 1929 and 1931, though, we can at least take note
of some of Husserl’s reasons to withhold publication of a German Medita-
tions during this strained time.*” None of his previous writings, it seemed
to him, could stand as an adequate response to the rise of existentialism and
life-philosophy developing at this time in Germany (and abroad). Ideas I,
although always held by Husserl to represent a precise, if limited, introduc-
tion to his phenomenology, remained the only major (introductory) work of
Husserl’s philosophy in Germany. And this—if we are to believe Husserl—
was wholly mis-interpreted almost as soon as it was published. Neverthless,
it was sorely in need of supplementation by the thirties. Written in 1913, it
included none of the developments Husserl made in the late teens and early
twenties. Even the French Cartesian Meditations contained within them
really only a passing assessment of Husserl’s developed views, views arising
from his work on time and temporality in the late teens and early twenties.
Further, the famous fifth meditation, which deals with the transcendental
problem of intersubjective constitution, proceeds from a style of analysis
typical of the Ideas 1.%° Husserl even felt that the French translators of the
Cartesian Meditations had not fully understood his work.®' Hence after
publication of the Cartesian Meditations in France, Husserl decided the
best choice was to commission his assistant, Eugen Fink, to work with
him to create in essence a wholly new and significantly expanded German
Meditations. Each Meditation was to be seriously revised and two wholly
new Meditations attached. But even this idea succumbed to Husserl’s pes-
simism. He felt that even a German Meditations could not stand up as an
adequate foil against the rise of life-philosophy and existentialist phenom-
enology. So he eventually abandoned the idea of a German Meditations
altogether.®? Instead, Husserl opted to embark on a bold new presenta-
tion, a new “System of Phenomenological Philosophy,” that would finally
include the full scope of his unpublished researches and reflect the highest
level of rigor he had achieved in these writings.

In order to understand the importance and breadth of this new “Sys-
tem” that Husserl had in mind, which—we must add—never really made
it beyond the drawing board, we should first examine Husserl’s earlier
efforts to generate a concrete corpus of phenomenological studies. One
must always bear in mind that Husserl’s thinking, that is to say, his writ-
ing, took place in a definite context. Husserl was by no means the solitary
thinker he is often made out to be, just as his philosophy is less solip-
sistic than his published writings would seem to suggest.®*> Though not
naturally gregarious, Husserl conscientiously engaged himself with the
broader philosophical world around him as his career progressed. His
vast correspondence attests to this fact and so offers a virtual who’s who
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of German and European academia. Additionally, as an educator, Husserl
showed himself to be a devoted teacher spending hour upon hour in his
home with his best students. During his retirement, the elder philosopher
made it a point of personal character to get away from his desk each
afternoon in order to spend time strolling in the gardens surrounding
Freiburg engaged with either his assistant, one of his students, or one of
his many visitors. During these walks, which were more discussions than
anything, he would immerse his companion in the matters of his morning
writing. Often times, after his afternoon rest, he would accept visitors
and engage them in penetrating but convivial philosophical discussion. In
these activities, he showed himself to be a philosopher dedicated to the
careful articulation of his own insights, but with the understanding that
if these insights were to have any scientific merit they would have to be
truly communal ideas.

Of course, the German political situation in the 1930s affected the Hus-
serls. Edmund and his wife, Malvine, both of whom converted to Christianity
from Judaism in the 1880s, were designated by the Nazis as “non-persons”.
By the end of 1935, Husserl, the most famous and in many respects still
the most influential German philosopher in Europe, was stripped entirely
of his academic affiliations. Only his assistant, Eugen Fink, and his most
dedicated friends and colleagues stood with him in these dire times. Never-
theless, Husserl stuck to his habit of writing. The manuscripts that make up
the “Crisis” writings,** his last and perhaps most famous publishing effort,
stem from this period, for instance.

Through this sustained creative activity, not just during his retirement
but throughout his entire career, Husserl generated a substantial literary
corpus—the vast bulk of which went unpublished during his lifetime. All
of this work represents Husserl’s thinking through the years, the whole of
which was threatened at the end of his life with destruction as the anti-Jew-
ish policies of the Nazis intensified. And so with his teaching career slipping
further into the past and, then, as his familiar world disintegrated around
him, Husserl, himself, came to realize that only his Nachlass, his complete
literary corpus, contained within it the true, if unorganized, expression of
his philosophy.

Two letters from the early thirties underscore Husserl’s stance toward his
own Nachlass. On March 5%, 1931, he wrote to his friend and former stu-
dent, the then Prussian minister of education, Adolf Grimme: “In fact, the
greatest and most important part of my life’s work, I believe, still remains
in my manuscripts, which because of their compass are barely manage-
able.”® This unwieldy body of work—to which, it must be remembered,
he continuously added until the last months of his life—weighed more and
more on the mind of the aging philosopher. Its significance was outmatched
only by its expanse. He poignantly felt a great burden to transform this
corpus into a living and coherent opus. With no surprise, then, do we find
him confessing his burden in a very personal letter he wrote to Alexander
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Pfinder. This letter is written only two months earlier than the letter to
Grimme cited above. To Pfiander, he acknowledges his own inability to
bring the all-to-many manuscripts of his Nachlass to a proper cohesion
and suggests something of the emotional strain this has caused him over
the years. “This impassioned work,” he writes, “led to repeated states of
depression. In the end what I was left with was an all-pervasive basic mood
of depression, a dangerous collapse of confidence in myself.”*® Understand-
ing that his philosophy lay for the most part buried in his papers, Husserl
struggled until the time of his death to bring forth from this complex mass
a final and adequate articulation of his philosophy. It is an unfortunate fact
of history that he never succeeded in this endeavor.

HUSSERL’S NACHLASS AND ITS PUBLICATION

At the time of his death, Husserl’s Nachlass came to over 40,000 handwrit-
ten and some 10,000 typewritten pages.®” These are all presently housed
at the Katholieke Universiteit in Leuven, Belgium along with his extensive
library®® of approximately 2,700 texts and 2,000 articles.®” During the ten
year period following Husserl’s death, a time during which the archive also
established a secure funding source for the maintenance and continuation
of the Husserl Archive itself, the archive directors put a transcription plan
into effect. The work of editing and publishing Husserl’s manuscripts was
interrupted, of course, by the Second World War. Hence it was not until
the 1950s that the archive actually began publishing Husserl’s works and
selections of his manuscripts contained in his Nachlass.

In 1935, as Husserl was negotiating with the Cercle Philosophique
de Prague and the Masaryk-Institut to transfer his many manuscripts to
Prague in order to save them from destruction by the Nazis, he and two
of his assistants, Ludwig Landgrebe and Eugen Fink, established a pre-
liminary classification system” for the Nachlass.”* “[This] classification
plan worked out in 1935 is of a systematic sort in sections A to E.””?
These divisions are composed as followed: (A) mundane phenomenology,
(B) the reduction, (C) constitution of time as formal constitution, (D) pri-
mordial constitution or Urkonstitution, and (E) intersubjective constitu-
tion. Indeed, this structure makes up the central torso of the classification
system in use by the archives today.”

Regardless of this arrangement, however, Husserl’s Nachlass can
be divided basically into two kinds of materials.”* The first sort, itself
divisible into two sub-categories, includes all of Husserl’s manuscripts
which form coherent wholes. Within this category are the works Husserl
published during his lifetime, revisions and new editions of the same as
well as works and writings unpublished by Husserl which are nonethe-
less self-standing wholes. The second and more extensive category of
materials include the complete set of his (singular) research manuscripts,
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investigations and explorations. This latter class of writings can itself be
divided in two: first are those writings whose investigative paths follow
upon lines laid out in Husserl’s published writings or unpublished lecture
courses, and second are those investigations which provide the leading
foci for further research, writings that go beyond or, better, probe under
the surface area of his major works.” One cannot emphasize enough the
fluid and oft times inchoate state of the investigations within this second
broad grouping of writings, especially those of the sort which delve into
uncharted regions within transcendental phenomenology.

From the beginning there was never any plan to produce an exhaus-
tive publication of Husserl’s Nachlass.”® To date, over thirty-five volumes
have been critically edited and published by the Archive. These volumes
constitute the ongoing series: Husserliana, Edmund Husserl Gesammelte
Werke. The Werke series, in essence, then, represents but a selection of
Husserl’s total literary output. In fact, this series has been recently supple-
mented by the introduction of the Husserliana, Materialien series, initiated
in 2001 and now containing eight volumes already published and two more
in advanced stages of preparation.”” Additionally, a crucially important ten
volume collection of Husserl’s Briefwechsel or exchange of letters, which
Husserl generated over the course of his life, has been published as elements
of the Husserliana, Dokumente series.”® With such a diversity of primary
sources, regardless of the classificatory scheme in place, a certain dis-order
appears in the published materials now available, which is—to be honest—
not entirely uncharacteristic of Husserl’s thinking as well.

THE ZIGZAG INVESTIGATIVE METHOD

Although the classification system of Husserl’s Nachlass suggests a the-
matic partitioning of manuscripts rather than a developmental assessment
of Husserl’s thinking, Husserl, himself, was keenly aware of the develop-
ment of his own phenomenological insights; and he placed great importance
on this development in the very method of his work. He, in fact, referred
to his own investigative style as a sort of zigzag. He meant by this to indi-
cate the manner by which his thinking would begin either from certain
presuppositions or from relatively uncritical insights to further and more
profound articulations. From these later articulated stances, Husserl would
consciously return again to his earlier insights in order to reformulate the
earlier description on the basis of the critical standard established in these
later investigations. As he explained it to one of his students, “One starts
out, goes a certain distance, then goes back to the beginning, and what one
has learned one applies to the beginning.”””

Again and again Husserl asserts that his philosophy is presupposition-
less. How is one to understand this claim? Husserl was a unique thinker
who devoted himself to his own extant corpus at least as much as to the
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works of others as he developed his philosophy. In point of fact, transcen-
dental phenomenology is presuppositionless only to the degree that every
supposed beginning, i.e., every phenomenological investigation, demands
a methodological return and re-examination of that de facto expression of
its subject matter as insights into the very heart of the matter develop and
deepen. This is why Husserl devoted so much time and energy to his own
body of writings. One begins within the natural attitude, for instance, to
return to it again from the quite unnatural stance of the phenomenological
attitude in order to make clear and bring to expression the position-takings
going on quite naturally and anonymously within the phenomenologically
uncritical attitude. The difficulty is to apprehend this movement while
immersed in concrete work. Phenomenology demands, in other words, a
moment of return with every advance.

If this sort of circular regressive inquiry is endemic to Husserl’s philoso-
phy, as I believe is the case, then the content of his writings will reflect in
some measure this developmental process of re-examination and intensi-
fication. Husserl’s very style of philosophizing should thus provide us a
means internal to his investigations by which to discover within them the
systematic development of analyses within the total problem field of tran-
scendental phenomenology. Admittedly, this sort of approach to Husserl’s
writings is no easy task, and it is one that demands special devotion to the
whole of Husserl’s corpus. Yet this manner of interpretation is, I believe,
the surest means by which to understand Husserl’s philosophy of transcen-
dental phenomenology.

Before we take on this task, though, it is worthwhile to examine Hus-
serl’s express assessment of his zigzag method. Two such statements can
be found in his published writings. The first comes at the beginning of his
career in his Logical Investigations and the second at its end in the Crisis
essay. While the two statements have as similar intent, which is to illustrate
the circularity of his method of regressive inquiry, they nevertheless come
from such radically different retrospective vantage points in Husserl’s writ-
ings as to carry with them quite different connotations. Though these dif-
ferences ought not be overlooked, it would be wrong as well to overlook the
striking continuity of style underlying the two claims. In other words, that
the two statements come at the two ends of Husserl’s career, in itself, speaks
to a kind of continuity of approach which is all too often overlooked.

In the “Introduction” to the second volume of his Logical Investigations,
Husserl makes the following claim: “Our great task is now to bring logical
ideas, concepts and laws to epistemological clarity and definiteness.”*® Yet
this great task itself encompasses a special problem which needs address-
ing if the Investigations are, themselves, to complete their larger task. This
problem centers on the very language Husserl must fall back on to signify
and explicate methodologically the logical phenomena at issue. Husserl’s
aim in the Logical Investigations is to bring the concepts and ideas which
make up the content and the sense of pure logic to fundamental clarity.
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In order to do so he must proceed, at least initially, by using a terminol-
ogy which stands in direct need of clarification. He is faced with the per-
nicious difficulty of presupposing what needs clarification before he even
begins his phenomenological investigations.®! Some methodological turn is
needed in order to face this difficulty in its seriousness. “Our investigation
can, however, only proceed securely,” Husserl assures us, “if it repeatedly
breaks with such systematic sequence, if it removes conceptual obscurities
which threaten the course of investigations before the natural sequence of
subject-matters can lead up to such concepts. We search,” he continues,
“as it were, in zigzag fashion, a metaphor all the more apt since the close
interdependence of our various epistemological concepts lead us back again
and again to our original analyses, where the new confirms the old, and the
old the new.”$2

The hermeneutical import of this statement is striking. Husserl’s meth-
odological tactic is precisely to revert back upon his own analyses at signifi-
cant junctures in the sequence of his investigations in order to clarify and
fix those concepts he has been using throughout and which are essential to
his ongoing investigation. Terms such as “experience, ?

» <«

act,” “intention,”
and “meaning,” itself, all have long histories of use and express various
specialized meanings within the field of philosophy. They demand serious
attention, if they are to be at all meaningful within a consistent science of
logic. Quite clearly, however, Husserl rejects the claim that his phenome-
nology can be reduced to the mere analysis of the meaning of words. “Since
the logical element in logical phenomena is given to consciousness and since
the logical phenomena are phenomena of predicating and thus of a certain
meaning, the investigation [i.e., the entire Logical Investigations] begins
after all with an analysis of these phenomena.”®® So the clarification of
terms, which occurs as a necessary element in the logical project, can pro-
ceed only upon the results of the antecedent descriptive enterprise special to
the phenomenological investigation. According to Husserl, then, termino-
logical discussions point to a field of phenomenological analyses, analyses
which bring to evidence the apriori relations between meaning and know-
ing, or more to the point, between meaning and clarifying intuition.®*

The real effort at clarification, therefore, lies not in the analysis of word
meanings but rather in the phenomenological investigation of the inten-
tional acts of signifying and of meaning-intentions in their full scope.
Husserl, of course, had the choice to circumvent this bewitching problem
simply by inventing a new terminology, but he chose to avoid this course.
The answer, he believed, lay not in a new language but in the rigorous anal-
ysis of the logical phenomena to which the terms refer. A new terminology
would only introduce a new level of unclearness and incomprehensibility
to his investigation and, in the end, do little in effect to avoid his central
difficulty.®’ It is for this reason quite customary to find curious paragraphs
peppered throughout his programmatic writings in which Husserl attempts
not merely to fix his terminology but also and more importantly to explain
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why the need to fix terminology is so central to the very nature of his phe-
nomenological investigations.®® Clarity does not prohibit an initial lack of
definiteness but does demand a progressive fixing of sense as the phenom-
enological investigations proceed.®”

While Husserl’s zigzag methodology seems limited to the researches
of the Logical Tnvestigations, Husserl employs and extends its scope, we
believe, throughout all of his later writings. The very notion of “brack-
eting” or “parenthesizing,” so famously brought forward by Husserl as
an expression of the phenomenological €woyn, is closely related to and in
many respects an extension of the zigzag methodology he employs in the
Logical Investigations. Phenomenology, as Husserl understands it, is no
mere intuitionism, but rather a much more complicated attempt to analyze
and describe the essential structures of the variegated systems of cogni-
tions involved in any subjective intending of some objectivity appearing
to consciousness. One must at times break from the systematic course of
discovery pursued methodologically within phenomenology precisely so as
not to fall sway to the naiveté and prejudices philosophical language quite
naturally begets.®® “That signifies that I may accept such a proposition,”
Husserl explains in Ideas I, “only in the modified consciousness, the con-
sciousness of judgment-excluding, and therefore not as it is in science, a
sentence which claims validity and the validity of which I acknowledge
and use.”® No term within phenomenology stands immune from the prob-
lem which the zigzag method is meant to address. Every sentence in natural
(i.e., non-phenomenological) discourse demands re-interpretation. Indeed,
this demand stands at the heart of Husserl’s famous principle of all prin-
ciples that every originary intuition of some givenness—as it gives itself in
consciousness—is a justifying source of cognition.”

“For all that, we see that each <conceptual theory> can again only draw
its truth from originary data. Every statement which does no more
than give expression to such data through mere explication and pre-
cisely conforming meanings is actually, as we said in the introductory
remarks to this chapter, an absolute beginning, a principium, called
upon to serve as a foundation in the genuine sense of the word.”

Every phenomenological investigation begins with a break from our natu-
ral life. Our very language has its home in this situation and appears in this
natural life to be the absolute foundation, the true beginning, from which
phenomenological investigation must proceed. But this natural language,
itself, is only that selfsame stonework of natural theoretical life that must
be carefully taken over in the new phenomenological attitude.

He must take over from the constituting I the habituality of lan-
guage and participate in the latter’s constitutive life, against his own
wish to be non-participant. But this participation is merely apparent



A Question of Focus 23

[scheinbar], inasmuch as in taking over language the phenomenol-
ogizing onlooker transforms its natural sense as referring to what
is existent. If this kind of transformation did not occur, then the
phenomenologist would slip out of the transcendental attitude with
every word he spoke.??

Hence, if one understands this zigzag investigative method as applying to
Husserl’s writing as a whole, this method—or we can say more broadly,
Husserl’s phenomenological method—aims not merely at a return to mat-
ters as they show themselves in consciousness [zu den Sachen selbst]. It also
concerns itself most intimately with the manners by which these matters
find proper expression as they show themselves in a rigorously methodic
phenomenological analysis.

Viewed in this way phenomenology implicitly holds within itself a phi-
losophy of its own language, a conception brought to clarity only much
later by Husserl’s assistant, Eugen Fink. “Phenomenological sentences can
therefore only be understood if the situation of the giving of sense to the
transcendental sentence is always repeated, that is, if the predicative expli-
cating terms are always verified again by phenomenologizing intuition.
There is thus no phenomenological understanding that comes simply by
reading reports of phenomenological research; these can only be ‘read’ at
all by re-performing the investigations themselves.””> Meaning and expres-
sion are, therefore, consciously understood problems underlying the entire
phenomenological enterprise. They at once presuppose the paradox not
only of the circularity alluded to above, i.e., the circularity of employing the
self-same terms in an analytical description of that phenomena to which
those terms refer. But they also point to express limitations of phenomeno-
logical intuition. As every phenomenological sentence is meaningful only
insofar as it is repeated originarily by the engaged phenomenologist herself,
phenomenological sentences will not be genuinely understood prior to the
activity of phenomenological investigation.

It is important to point out, furthermore, that the intuitions arising
out of this phenomenologizing activity, to which Fink refers above, are
not momentary, self-enclosed cognitional atoms. That is to say, they do
not completely fall away within consciousness as soon as the phenome-
nologizing activity itself ceases. They endure as a sort of habitus with the
phenomenological investigator. Husserl discusses this very feature of phe-
nomenological investigation with Eugen Fink, which is recorded in Dorion
Cairns’ excellent source, Conversations with Husserl and Fink. The sub-
stance of this brief but relevant discussion provides important enlargement
on the nature of phenomenological activity which is left generally under-
discussed in Husserl’s programmatic writings.

When I came in, Husserl was telling Fink how, when one has attained
the phenomenological Einstellung <attitude>, the phrase “I was in the
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natural Einstellung” has a totally different sense than it would have
were it possible to be said in the natural Einstellung. Furthermore when
one has once attained the phenomenological Einstellung, one can never
fall back completely into the natural Einstellung.**

The understanding of phenomenological sentences requires at least some
background work on the part of the budding phenomenologist as neces-
sary condition for their comprehensibility. But we are not exchanging labor
merely for transient rewards, if we sincerely engage in phenomenological
investigation. Nor do we seek in phenomenology, however much we do
abstain from the implicit thematizations, strivings, and valuings on-going
daily, to exchange our daily life for an ethereal life of mere observation—as
if phenomenological reflection were a source of inner observation.

The pertinent concrete experiences, let us repeat, are indeed that to
which the attentive regard is directed: but the attentive I, qua philoso-
phizing I, practices abstention in regard to the intuited. Likewise in
experiences of similar sort everything having been meant in the vali-
dating consciousness (the respective judgment, the respective theory,
the respective value, or what have you) is still retained completely—but
with the modification of holding [as] “sheer phenomena.””*

Once phenomenologizing activity has been carried through even initially,
the insights that result as well as the phenomenologizing activity as past are
retained and sedimented in the consciousness of the phenomenologist. As
the activity deepens, current phenomenologizing draws upon sedimented
retentions of old to flesh out the possibilities of discovery insinuated by the
new insights. As phenomenologizing activity deepens, phenomenological
understanding potentially deepens in like manner.

Executing the phenomenological method with the intent to bring out
its télog, i.e., to bring the phenomenological intuitions forward in lan-
guage, the phenomenologizing philosopher faces a unique situation. The I,
methodologically uncovering its own transcendental life “from within” the
abstaining situation, has before it not only itself, that is, the transcendental
I that anonymously constitutes itself in the world as a natural member, but
also the T gua reflecting phenomenological philosopher abstaining from
this thematic constitutive participation. “At the hitherto highest level T have
therefore the third 1, the third I-life, perceiving, etc., eidetically—the eidet-
ics of the I that phenomenologizes, that constitutes the universe of monads,
and that thereby constitutes the world.”*® As such, “I” must account for
this fact in my investigation as well.

If we are to understand this zigzag method Husserl employs, we have to
understand it from within the life-long regressive inquiry which Husserl,
himself, carried through. For Husserl, at once, both enacted phenomenol-
ogy and interpreted it. What is clear, then, is that this express interpretation
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that one finds occurring as early the Logical Investigations, exemplified
by the provisional zigzag style of investigation taken up therein, intersects
with and amplifies the enactment of phenomenological method. There is,
in other words, no non-self-interpretative phenomenologizing activity. The
ultimate télog of the phenomenological method is as such not personal
insight but scientific expression. We seek not merely phenomenologizing
intuitions but expressions thereof which are valid for the total phenom-
enologizing community. The aim of the phenomenological method is, thus,
the understanding of living experience with scientific objectivity and full
philosophic accountability. Phenomenological insight without interpretive
expression is dumb just as phenomenological expression without meth-
odologically guided insight is blind. Phenomenology seeks to be, in other
words, a fully credible seeing-telling.

We can now turn to the second of Husserl’s statement of zigzag meth-
odology which, as we shall recall, occurs in the context of Husserl’s last
writing, the Crisis. At this stage in our disquisition we can as yet do no
more than presume an organic link between the first and second state-
ments of method occurring at the bookends of Husserl’s career. Yet we have
made enough of an advance to see that while Husserl radically broadens
the notion of zigzag methodology in the Crisis when compared against the
Logical Investigations, he does so on the basis of the more profound insight
into phenomenological methodology itself. Where the Logical Investiga-
tions proceed from a reluctant acceptance of the initiating phenomenolo-
gizing situation, the Crisis, on the other hand, embraces this recognition
as a fundamental feature of phenomenologizing activity. In other words,
Husserl of the Logical Tnvestigations seeks to fix his terminology in the
Investigations as they proceed, all the while acknowledging with a kind of
perfunctory acceptance the necessity of the circularity to his proceeding.
But no real historical critique of meaning exists in the Logical Investiga-
tions. The Crisis is on this account radically more profound.

The understanding of the beginnings is to be gained fully only by start-
ing out with science given in its present-day form, looking back at its
development. But without an understanding of the beginnings, this de-
velopment as development of meaning is mute. Thus we have no other
choice: we must proceed forward and backward in a zigzag pattern; in
the interplay the one must help the other. Relative clarification on one
side brings some elucidation to the other, which in turn casts light back
on the former.””

The historical critique that Husserl takes up in the Crisis proceeds from
a much more profound comprehension of the historical situation that,
in a sense, pre-exists and pre-conditions phenomenologizing activity (or
for that matter, any scientific activity). Where the beginning phenom-
enological situation remains a mute background within Husserl’s Logical
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Investigations, the Crisis makes it mark by expressly posing the question
of beginnings, especially in terms of the situation from which phenom-
enologizing activity necessarily originates and finds worldly expression,
as a problem. Paradoxically, I gua transcendental observer find myself
a product of an intentional history that I disclose in a radically “soli-
tary” philosophical investigation. “Phenomenologizing therefore is only
one among the other transcendental activities that are constituted and
apperceived as human by the self-constitution of the transcendental sub-
ject into man in the world.””® The phenomenological I, when committed
to the aims of responsible science, must recognize that an account of the
meanings it takes up in its own scientific activity have a history of origin
preceding that activity. As such, this recognition pushes at the very heart
of the phenomenological method itself. Phenomenologizing, as a coming
to full self-knowledge of transcendental subjectivity, finds itself in the
precarious situation not merely of questioning who is this transcendental
subject but also whence comes to “be” this subject?

Our aim at present is an understanding of the development and system-
atic of Husserl’s philosophy. Husserl’s zigzag method, which presses unre-
lentingly against the limits of language, at one and the same time proffers
a potent tool for the astute reader. This zigzag approach, which was origi-
nally intended by Husserl to redress the deficiencies of the ordinary or
philosophical language, developed into a robust interpretive technique
as he amplified the research field of phenomenology. Husserl thus sets
guideposts along a certain path of thinking for the co-phenomenologist
reading him. His later works, in other words, bear within themselves the
core of his earlier investigations. This zigzag method, since it stands as a
method of investigation which Husserl favored quite generally, sets down
a system of cairns by which the fledgling phenomenologizing wanderer
may follow. Husserl, as we have pointed out, was a thinker that came
back again and again to well tread avenues of thinking. He did this, that
is, retrospectively turning his investigative eye to his earlier hard-won
insights and the manners of their expression, not so much for lack of
imagination, but rather because the matters themselves demanded it of
him. Somewhat disappointingly Husserl does seem to lack an imagina-
tive variation in the manner by which he expresses himself. All too often
he employs worn and weary manners of expression. But these well-tread
phenomenological expressions are ever framed anew with certain “brack-
ets” or valences imposed upon them from within Husserl’s continuing
investigations. Perhaps one can fault Husserl for a lack of expressive
imagination. But Husserl did not lack the philosophical acuity to see the
expressive problem which his method opened up. Every phenomenologi-
cal sentence enjoys only provisional validity, which, on the one hand, has
to be obtained by hard-won investigations into the essential matters of
cognition but requires, on the other, further clarification in future philo-
sophical work. The very zigzag approach Husserl employs, which finds
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expression as early as the Logical Investigations and as late as the Crisis,
points in nuce, we believe, to the larger philosophical problem implicit
to transcendental phenomenology, i.e., the problem of its own language,
which Fink explicates in his phenomenology of phenomenology.

The question we are pursuing at present is not so much if one can find
strong thematic currents running through all of Husserl’s writings, but
rather how to articulate these currents such that in doing so one uncovers
the organic development of his thinking reflective of this zigzag meth-
odology. Of course, we are not completely left to our own devices here.
Eugen Fink has written a wonderful essay entitled “Husserl’s late phi-
losophy in the Freiburg period,” which is quite helpful in this regard.”
Fink asserts, among other things, that there is a very real sense in which
the published writings of Husserl’s Freiburg period, i.e., the Formal and
Transcendental Logic, the Cartesian Meditations and the ‘Crisis’ article,
each pursues themes and extends the boundaries of the major published
works of Husserl’s earlier career. One can say that Husserl published
works focus on but a few main themes, all of which are found in a lim-
ited group of deepening studies. “The Formal and Transcendental Logic
transcends the Logical Investigations as the Cartesian Meditations tran-
scends Ideas 1. The ‘Crisis’ writing transcends the famous essay, ‘Phi-
losophy as rigorous science’.”'? Indeed, these six writings are Husserl’s
major published works. The Logical Investigations represents Husserl’s
breakthrough to phenomenology in 1900/1901. The article “Philosophy
as Rigorous Science” of 1911 represents the extension of the phenomeno-
logical problematic beyond the central concern of logic and critique of
natural scientific methodology to a critique of the methodology of human
sciences or Geisteswissenschaften. Husserl’s Ideas 1 represents his first
real attempt toward laying the ground of the phenomenological method.
As we have seen, though, we find a long hiatus after the publication of
Ideas 1. This occurred as a result of a deep re-consideration by Husserl
of phenomenological method. Finally at the time of his retirement Hus-
serl published his Formal and Transcendental Logic and then, later, the
French translation of the Cartesian Meditations in 1931. Here Husserl
again takes up the themes of his earlier writings but from a new stand-
point. Then again, after 1931 there is another hiatus from publication
until appearance of the article in the journal Philosophia, “The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology.” On the face of
it, this last writing by Husserl seems to institute a break from virtually his
entire earlier corpus of writings. If Fink is correct, however, we can then
trace the development of Husserl’s thinking by a close examination of
these most significant of Husserl’s publications and find in them a thread
of continuity and development. We can and should use these works, there-
fore, as guideposts by which to trace the development of Husserl’s think-
ing, especially as this finds its expression in his unpublished writings, in
order to comprehend the system of his philosophy.
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HUSSERL’S NACHLASS RECONSIDERED
AND THE PROBLEM AT HAND

When we consider the full scope of Husserl’s writings, we note, para-
doxically, that Husserl was at once exceptionally fruitful but also terri-
bly impotent. He seems impotent when comparing the fecundity of his
Nachlass against the body of his published works. Although “it is only in
these <unpublished> papers that one can find a complete revelation of his
philosophical ideas,”!! it is important to understand what Husserl himself
published and when he published it for no other reason than to provide
an open and objective gauge by which to measure the significance of these
unpublished writings. If one thing is true in Husserlian scholarship, it is
the incessant difficulty to adjudge the importance of this or that writing
in regard to the total scheme of his thinking. “A precipitous sortie into the
manuscripts of the Nachlass can lead only to the crassest misunderstand-
ings.”12 However, one can and ought to take the works Husserl published
in his lifetime as a guide to the developments working their way through
his unpublished manuscripts.

As it stands today, nothing Husserl published during his life represents
the hoped-for systematic articulation of his phenomenological philosophy.
Isolated from his peers with the desperate knowledge that his age and his
circumstances worked unflaggingly against him, he clearly felt the demand
to complete his work.

I simply cannot die in peace, if I haven’t brought my work <the “Cri-
sis”> to completion. I must unfortunately furnish still some more re-
searches without which the lately published essay will remain useless.
This will become ultimately a substantial book, a work in itself, which
I also hope to be published later, perhaps after but a year. Of course,
not in Germany. Not a single journal is open to me here (they are all
equally shut off), and as I am sure, also not at Niemeyer or for that
matter any other publisher. And so I must hold out and dedicate every
precious moment to work.!%3

Sadly, he died less than two years later—having published none of these
promised researches.

Husserl spent years of vacillating effort attempting to bring his Nachlass
to systematic order for eventual residence in some sort of archival setting.
But the systematic conception of his philosophy, that is, the systematic lay-
ing out of the field of problems with which phenomenology had to deal
remained for Husserl an ever distant goal. In despondency over this failure,
he wrote as early as 1922 to Paul Natorp,

I am in a far worse situation than you, since the greatest part of my
work is found in my manuscripts. I almost curse my inability to come
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to finality with myself. And it is so late, just now, to be coming to uni-
versal considerations which are demanded in all my particular investi-
gations up to this moment and which also now necessitates them all to
be reworked. Everything is in a state of re-crystallization. Perhaps I am
working with all humanly possible effort only for my Nachlass.!**

Twelve years later, the situation seemed only slightly better, but this is
less from a sense of accomplishment than from the belief he placed in his
ability—along with the efforts of Eugen Fink—to create and publish his
“system.” When these plans dimmed, Husserl could only hope—with the
help of his most dedicated students—to obtain a suitable and secure setting
for his life’s work necessary for further work to continue. He wrote to his
close friend, Gustav Albrecht, in 1934: “Among a small circle of my loyal
students a plan is underway to arrange the international means to establish
an archive (like the Brentano archive in Prague) for my manuscripts (several
thousand pages, stenographic) and these as soon as is possible to bring to
publication after Fink brings the systematic plan to fruition.”'* Alas, even
this plan failed to come to realization.!’® Fortunately, however, Edith Stein
and H.L. van Breda managed to smuggle Husserl’s Nachlass out of Nazi
Germany amidst the anti-Semitic fervor during the late thirties after Hus-
serl’s death. In 1938, Father van Breda established the Husserl Archive in
Leuven, Belgium.!*”

What is most interesting about Husserl’s hopes which he expressed to
Albrecht in 1934, however, is that he only published one work of signifi-
cance after this date. This, of course, is the “Crisis” article of 1936.1°8
Although barred from publishing and lecturing in Germany after the Nazi’s
came to power, Husserl did present lectures in Prague and Vienna in the
mid-thirties. These lectures would form the basis of the “Crisis” writing we
have today.!” The “Crisis” work, then, has to be viewed in the context of
Husserl’s desire to produce a systematic presentation of his philosophy, one
that would provide the framework of the multiplicious investigations con-
tained in his Nachlass. Yet if one can say anything uncontroversial of that
work, it is that Husserl presents anything there but a systematic conception
of his philosophy. He died with full knowledge of this fact.

If we are to take Husserl at his word, to understand his philosophy is to
comprehend the tangled contents of this Nachlass. Looking at his work from
within, that is to say, from the reference point of his ubiquitous research
manuscripts available today, a serious set of problems confront the scholar
of Husserl’s work. Even today after so much work on Husserl’s Nachlass has
been completed, a virtual chaos presents itself when approaching Husserl’s
writings.'!° It is obvious, even to one working with a clear conception of
the classification system and conscientiously attending to the editorial com-
ments within the respective volumes of Husserliana, that Husserl wrote his
Einzeluntersuchungen or individual research manuscripts more for himself,
or better, to himself than he did for an outside audience. By and large, the
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many manuscripts that make up the bulk of Husserl’s writings are neither
connected to one another nor necessarily refer internally to one another.
There is no denying that these manuscripts, the research manuscripts as
well as Husserl’s course lectures and drafts of writings, can be categorized
and thematically articulated. Indeed, they have been, and the organization
plan at work in the Husserl Archive reflects this broad categorizing possibil-
ity. Furthermore, the Husserliana series provides significant contextualiza-
tion of the more sustained pieces of writing found within the Nachlass. But
there is also no denying that the myriad and unique manners of expression
found within Husserl’s unpublished studies have generated a cottage fac-
tory of scholars who seek to trace the history of usages by Husserl. This is
no rebuff against the fine editorial work undertaken at the Husserl Archive
or against any particular writer on a topic special to Husserl’s philosophy.
The many editors of the Husserliana volumes have contributed much to
our understanding of Husserl’s philosophy both by bringing together these
significant collections of writings and explaining why these manuscripts
ought to be ordered in the way they are. Indeed, there is no better resource
for understanding the development of Husserl’s philosophy than the edito-
rial introductions found within the Husserliana series. And the work of
historical analysis of Husserl’s thought is without question important to an
understanding of his development and indeed of his philosophy as such. But
most of Husserl’s research investigations are individual investigations. They
stand and fall as singular investigations written by a conscientious philoso-
pher to better grasp a particular thematic more clearly to himself. So even
a single manuscript may present a variety of investigations, often jumping
from topic to topic with almost no literary connection, sometimes with
little attempt to conform to minimum standards of grammar even. The
proffered descriptions may be considered and rejected with no resolution
obtained or attempted in the manuscript. Within the Nachlass as a whole,
Husserl quite often pursues his theme fragmentarily. To the researcher who
chooses to wade into Husserl’s Nachlass, as to anyone who wishes prop-
erly to understand his philosophy, these works provide little secure ground
from which to comprehend the underlying current to the whole of Husserl’s
philosophy. Husserl’s literary corpus is for the most part dis-integrated. So
although Husserl’s Nachlass literally bursts forth with originality, it also
manifestly lacks systematicity.

One can ask, indeed, one must ask, is Husserl’s philosophy anything
other than a collation of individual investigations |Einzeluntersuchungen)?
Is there nothing motivating Husserl’s variegated detailed investigations
other than the particular aims of the respective writings? Husserl is and
was always highly respected as an analytical genius, but in his myopia of
the issue at hand did he not also lose the forest for the trees? Or were the
plethora of individual investigations meant to fit together by Husserl even-
tually to form a systematic conception, a working though of implications
implicit within the methodology of a transcendental phenomenology?



2 A Unitary Impulse
Husserl’s Confrontation with Dilthey

Dilthey, the completed, debates with Husserl, the becoming, who was
but an in-between form at this stage in his middle age. To the Husserl
now at the final form, the old dispute appears curious. For the people,
though, Husserl is Husserl.

—Husserl to Georg Misch, June 7, 1930.

At issue in this investigation is not a special problem of Husserl’s philos-
ophy—such as the role of historicity in his “Crisis” writings—but rather
the very essence of transcendental phenomenology as Husserl conceived
it. If Husserl’s writings do not encompass anything more than introduc-
tions and special studies, what then is his philosophy for us? What indeed
is transcendental phenomenology? We know by Husserl’s own admission
that transcendental phenomenology finds it most complete expression in
his literary corpus unpublished in his day. Even amongst these papers, how-
ever, there is little that offers a comprehensive framework tying together all
of his most significant studies into a single vision. Indeed the publication
plan of Husserl’s collected writings as well as the organizational structure
of Husserl’s estate itself suggest not merely that a systematic conception of
transcendental phenomenology does not exist, but rather that a system of
phenomenological philosophy may be an unattainable ideal. If one looks
only to his numerous research manuscripts and lecture course materials in
the estate, one despairs of ever finding anything but partial investigations.
Further, these research works are often tentative in their results. However,
if one looks beyond these writings to his letters one discovers an interesting
fact. Husserl not only acknowledged the need to produce a system of phe-
nomenological philosophy but also expressed his commitment to complete
this work in the last decade of his life. That he never completed this project
remains the greatest unfulfilled promise of Husserl’s life and philosophy.

Regardless of Husserl’s intentions, fulfilled or no, we can and should ask
whether it is reasonable to believe that a “system of phenomenological philos-
ophy” can be adequately articulated within Husserl’s total corpus of writings?
This is not an empty question. For although there are materials in the Husserl
Archive in which he proposed and to some degree worked out the idea of such
a system, these are, at best, sketches and incomplete drafts.

In the late twenties and early thirties Husserl with his assistant, Eugen
Fink, worked up a plan and produced a number of manuscripts for a major
publication having the title “system of phenomenological philosophy.”! For
reasons which we will go into later, the two men eventually abandoned
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this project. It appears, though, that in 1930, perhaps as early as 1929,
Husserl wrote up a provisional plan of the system to be published in a five
volume work,?> which he then gave to his assistant to edit and upgrade.
This was a pivotal time in Husserl’s work. He was working at the time also
on a German edition of the Cartesian Meditations, a work in which Hus-
serl sought explicitly to redress the misinterpretations of his new science
of phenomenology. Deciding now to abandon this latter project, he shifted
his energies to this new, even more ambitious plan. The proposed “system”
was to be a massive work that would encompass the full range of the phe-
nomenological problems articulated in his Nachlass. Importantly, it would
tie all of the various investigations into one inclusive whole. This “system”
is detailed in the outlines produced by Husserl and Fink in the early years
of the 1930s.3

Yet matters are complicated here because the revised draft outline of the
“system,” which Fink gave to Husserl on August 13, 1930,* bears only the
slightest resemblance to Husserl’s first draft.” Though Fink’s plan is quite
different, there is some reason to believe that it retains a tie to Husserl’s first
draft. The work appears to be the product of a loose collaboration between
the two men.® Nonetheless, where Husserl earlier described a plan having
five volumes, Fink now conceived a simpler, more comprehensive (but likely
as massive) project of two books. We will closely examine these two drafts
in the final chapter of this work.

The matter is further complicated by the fact that there are two distinct
episodes in Husserl’s career during which he worked to produce a “great
systematic work.” In addition to the work in the early thirties just men-
tioned, Husserl also struggled a decade earlier to produce a major system-
atic presentation of his philosophy.” Naturally, these two projects proceed
from different motivations arising from the different periods during which
Husserl was working. It thus remains questionable how commensurate the
two broad systematic conceptions are together, and this is addressed in the
latter chapters of this work.

However, before taking up this important question, we are first required
to examine why it is reasonable to believe that Husserl’s phenomeno-
logical investigations can be fitted together systematically. We ought not
simply presume that Husserl’s writings present something more than an
aggregate of individual investigations or mere introductions to a vaguely
defined philosophy. The fact of the matter is that Husserl felt compelled
to produce a systematic of phenomenology and failed ever to publish
one. Perhaps he failed because his methodological approach precluded
the systematization of his investigations. As we have suggested, Husserl’s
research manuscripts in the archives present open-ended analyses. Very
many of these lack any internal connection to one another. Indeed, Hus-
serl’s own writings seem to indicate a general abhorrence on the part of
their author against ordering these into a single philosophical frame.
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Perhaps, also, phenomenology is simply anti-systematic. Husserl is well
known to have publicly expressed his deep mistrust of philosophical sys-
tems. In the 1910 Logos essay, “Philosophy as rigorous science,” he char-
acterizes system building, for instance, as antithetical to the proper task of
philosophy qua phenomenology. He would rather, as he was fond of saying,
exchange the large bills of the system philosophies for small change.® But as
important as this sentiment is in Husserl’s work, it is essential not to over-
state its importance. Even in the early Logos essay Husserl points to the sort
of systematic work which he sees himself capable of undertaking one day.

And what is the “system” to mean to us for which we yearn, which
as ideal is to light the way in the depths of our inquiring work? A
philosophical “system” in the traditional sense? As though it were a
Minerva that springs already completed and armed from the head of
a creative genius—in order then in later times to be preserved in the
quiet museum of history alongside other such Minervas? Or [is it] a
philosophical system of doctrine that after the tremendous spadework
of generations actually begins from the ground up with an indubi-
table foundation and rises into the heights like any sound construction
[Bau], wherein stone is set upon stone, each as solid as the other, in
accordance with guiding insights?’

He sees, in other words, his own work bearing a unique and integral rela-
tion to the work of an entire community of scientists reaching back as far
back as the great philosophers of ancient Greece. As Husserl expresses it
here, the ground of any personal philosophical work is co-determined by
both natural experience and historical traditions. Under this light, philo-
sophical analysis seeks not merely to extend the work of earlier generations
but rather more so to achieve a greater clarity of the matters at hand by a
renewal and re-commencement of the ideals which lay at the root of this
earlier work. For this reason Husserl will years later urge a renewal of
philosophical spirit. “But it must still be made clear that a “renewal” of
essential necessity belongs to the development of a man and a mankind
toward true humanity.”*

If we could thus characterize Husserl’s antipathy for systems philoso-
phy, it is that he remains adamantly opposed to the conception of science
or a system of philosophy as the work of any one individual. Husserl
understands a system of philosophy to be an ethos and a community of
striving toward clarification of endless, open-ended problems. This ethos
and this striving have a history and a teleology, and he sees himself a
participant in this intra-historical striving. He remains, in other words,
“fully conscious that science can never again be the complete creation of
an individual, nevertheless <the individual worker> devotes the great-
est energies in cooperation with others imbued with the same ethos to
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helping a scientific philosophy make its breakthrough and develop fur-
ther step by step.”!!

Though the historical progressiveness of development may represent the
ideal of scientific achievement in Husserl’s eyes, this vision does nothing to
negate the fragmented character of much of his own research work. Per-
haps Husserl’s legacy lies, then, in his many individual investigations as
individual efforts. This is a highly appealing standpoint. For it allows the
researcher, when approaching his literary estate, to dip in and out of his
corpus of writings and to mine Husserl’s unique and often trenchant obser-
vations for certain special purposes. Yet this approach, itself, bespeaks a
prejudice regarding Husserl’s philosophy. If one does not actually look sys-
tematically at his philosophy, then one cannot reasonably expect to find
it to be systematic. To assert, then, that there is no system of phenomeno-
logical philosophy without actually seeking to disclose in his manuscripts
a inner systematicity seems patently fallacious; especially since we know of
a number of different efforts later in his career!> where Husserl sought to
articulate his philosophy systematically.

As we have suggested, we are today aware of his attempts in the twen-
ties and thirties to construct a system of phenomenological philosophy. We
also have the outlines of the 1930’ system he and Fink produced. Even if
Husserl never actually worked up a publication on the basis of these out-
lines, most especially the last outline of a “system of phenomenological
philosophy,” we are obliged as responsible scholars to take these claims
seriously and to understand them as fully as possible before either accepting
or discounting them.

Our aim at present is, thus, to examine his correspondence in order to
highlight those statements by Husserl in which he speaks of the inner unity
of his philosophy and in which he articulates the system of his phenomeno-
logical investigations. By looking through this correspondence, we seek to
cut a path through all of Husserl’s investigations without disemboweling
the whole. In this way, we hope to show whether his legacy extends beyond
his individual investigative research efforts to a something more coherent.
We seek, to use Husserl’s own metaphor, to espy the promised land of the
“infinitely open land of the true philosophy”*3 that can be unearthed within
his literary estate.

HUSSERL’S PHILOSOPHY AND PERSON

Husserl has very often been caricatured as a man almost pathologically
indrawn and his philosophy derided as the study of a mere solipsistic imma-
nence. To gauge the truthfulness of this portrait, both of the man and his
philosophy, we can test it against the conception of solipsism Husserl advo-
cated in his writings. As we have already noted, transcendental phenom-
enology proceeds upon the performance of a radical €&royfi or suspension
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of belief. Every “reality” falls to this act of bracketing, including my own
factual psychic reality. Yet nothing is denied by the érnoyf. One does not
deny the existence of the world, worldly egoic existence, or any “transcen-
dent reality.” So in essence the fulfillment of this bracketing is really noth-
ing negative.

Husserl tried what on the face of it appears absurd, that is, as a thinker
to escape the power of the universal faith in being, to break the formi-
dable spell which holds already for everything in the ceaseless impres-
sion of all things and happenings between heaven and earth “to be
existing objects” <seiende Gegenstinde>. The thinking subject does
not effect thereby his power of negation which would in this case be
illusory. He seeks a middle ground between assertion and denial. He
holds himself back abstaining from the goings-on in the faith of being.
He practices “epoché.”

The epoché is thus an opening to an entirely non-worldly or “immanent”
constituting subjectivity. This is indeed how Husserl’s late assistant, Eugen
Fink, describes it. “Here a process takes place in which thinking man loses
his familiarity with the world and a new dimension is won, the dimension
of original beginnings (Ursprungs).”’’ This newly disclosed dimension is at
once an absolutely distinct and autonomous mode of “being.”

Even if performing the phenomenological reduction then gets us out of
the restrictedness of the natural attitude and opens up for us the never
suspected dimension of world-constitution, we gain the insight that
what we commonly understand as the totality of that which is existent
represents in truth only a stratum in newly discovered world-constitu-
tion, that is, precisely the stratum of constituted end-products.'

This “I,” or transcendental subjectivity, or whatever we wish provisionally
to name this constituting “being,” becomes disclosed to phenomenologiz-
ing consciousness, which had remained hidden to natural consciousness, by
virtue of the epoché and reduction. “The ego which is so reduced,” Husserl
thus argues, “performs now a kind of solipsistic philosophizing. It seeks
apodictically certain ways through which an objective outwardness can be
disclosed in its pure innerliness [Innerlichkeit].”"

Though brief and altogether too quick, this explication of the epoché
and reduction suggests that transcendental phenomenology is a philosophy
of solipsism. Obviously, though, it is solipsism of a unique sort. For this
constituting source, i.e., transcendental subjectivity, “is” something funda-
mentally different from every being in the mundane sense. “If everything
existent—according to the transcendental insight of phenomenology—
is nothing other than a constitutive having-come-to-be |Gewordenbeit|,
then the coming-to-be [werden] of the existent in constitution is itself not
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already existent.”'® So, the transcendental I is nothing, i.e., not a being (ein
Seiende). What is most important to recognize at this stage, though, is that
Husserl does not shy away from calling his method solipsistic. In fact, many
times over in his career Husserl argued that the solipsistic starting point is
the standpoint of genuine philosophy. And it is this stance which informs
to a large degree his conception of philosophy as a philosophy without
presuppositions—which Husserl held to consistently throughout his career.
“Anyone wishing to philosophize seriously must ‘once in their life’ with-
draw into oneself and within oneself overthrow all sciences holding any
validity prior to this move and attempt their new construction.”” Genuine
philosophy gua rigorous science can rely on no opinion nor any “scientific”
theory as having epistemic priority over that which is disclosed descriptive-
analytically in this move. The famous principle of all principles in §24 of
Ideas 1 expresses this ideal: “that every originarily presenting intuition is
a justifying source of knowledge,”?* and no theory can make us err with
respect to this. As scientists qua philosophers we may and do live under the
spell of philosophical prejudices which, in fact, date from the intellectual
revolutions that marked the modern era of scientific inquiry and earlier. Yet
we can seek to dispel these prejudices by a rigorous devotion to the matters
genuinely at issue. Husserl was quite insistent that transcendental phenom-
enology is genuine philosophy insofar as it begins from this radical starting
point, that is to say, from that which shows itself in “intuition” originarily
and within the restriction of the manner of apprehension within which it
shows itself.?!

But is it not the case that Husserl contradicts himself when he demands,
on the one hand, the overthrow of all science as one begins to philosophize,
while calling his own philosophy, on the other hand, a neo-Cartesianism and
a truly rigorous science in the tradition of Plato? How can philosophy be at
once radically self-responsible and the exemplary of a factual philosophical
tradition? This is a conundrum Husserl acknowledged and addressed early
in his career. In “Philosophy as rigorous science” he explicitly accepts that
philosophy, as a human endeavor, never take place from a standpoint on
high, so to speak, but rather necessarily begins within humanly developed
means. This recognition informs his concept of system put forward in that
essay. Though phenomenology finds its impulse in Descartes philosophy,
the phenomenologist misconstrues her proper task if she takes it to be the
historical analysis of this or any extant philosophical system.

Certainly, also, we need history. Naturally not in the manner of the
historian, losing ourselves in the contextual development in which the
great philosophies have matured, but rather to allow it to stimulate us
according to its own spiritual content. In reality, out of these historical
philosophies philosophical life streams toward us as we delve into them
to understand the spirit of their words and theories in the whole rich-
ness and force of living motivations. . . . <But> the impulse for inquiry
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must proceed from the matters and the problems at issue, not from
philosophies.??

Rather than escaping from the greater context of philosophical life or
the tradition of modern science generally, Husserl sought to understand
it. Unlike the historian of ideas, the philosopher ought not to busy her-
self solely with the vicissitudes of any particular philosophy as its factual
inquiry develops. This may be a valid field of study, but it is not one, Husserl
argues, for the philosopher. Rather, as philosophizing subjects we ought to
disclose and make understandable the matters that ground any and every
factual scientific inquiry. The idea of science and not the factual develop-
ment of science is what guides us as philosophers.

We naturally obtain the universal idea of science from the factically
given sciences. If they have become for us in our radical critical at-
titude merely presumed sciences, then their universal goal-idea must
also in like sense become one that is merely presumed. Thus we do
not yet know whether it can at all become actual. . . . We take it as an
anticipatory presumption, which we give ourselves over to as a kind
of trial from which we allow it to lead us in a tentative way in our
meditations. . . . Quite naturally we fall at first into alienating circum-
stances—but how would we avoid these if our radicalism were not an
empty gesture but rather is to become actual.?

Husserl sees his own work, therefore, as a project in step with the tradition
of science rooted in the work of philosophers going as far back as the time
of ancient Greece. For this reason, he begins his 1927 work, the Formal
and Transcendental Logic, with a discussion of the origin of the idea of
science rooted in the work of Plato as impulse to his own investigations.
“In a new sense, science arises first from the Platonic grounding of logic,
as a place for the research of the essential demands of ‘genuine’ knowledge
and ‘genuine’ science and therewith the emergence of norms in accordance
with science aiming consciously at the universal justifiableness of norm,
one where its method and theory can be formed in a warranted manner.”?*
Thus, for Husserl, to deny history would be absurd. Science has its roots
in this Platonic grounding of logic; and transcendental phenomenology, he
believes, has its place in the (intentional) history of this science.

Though Husserl was a man who placed enormous demands upon himself
qua philosopher, he in no way denied the philosophical tradition in which
he worked. Just as one does not deny “reality” with the performance of
the phenomenological éroy1, one does not deny the tradition of science by
this method either. We need this tradition! As he says, “we find the seed of
transcendental philosophy historically in Descartes.”? To construct science
anew—as Husserl demands one must do in his Cartesian Meditations—
is precisely to allow the spirit of Descartes’ inquiries—or Plato’s, for that
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matter—in the whole richness and force of their living motivations to act as
impulse to a genuinely philosophical standpoint. The factual composition
of these philosophies only speak to our personal responsibility to bring to
actuality the striving for the supra-temporal truths which motivate these
inquiries.

Though de facto, as science must ultimately see, it does not attain ac-
tualization of a system of “absolute” truths and is required to modify
its truths again and again, it nevertheless follows precisely the idea of
absolute or scientifically genuine truth and lives within this idea ac-
cordingly in the infinite horizon of approximations tending, tending
toward this idea.?®

Seen in this way, Husserl’s “philosophy of solipsism” pretends not that the
world is but a shadow of one’s own being. Rather it suggests an imperative:
the imperative to see for oneself and to construct a system of knowledge
expressed in propositions established ultimately on authentic (i.e., less and
less inauthentic) manners of apprehension.

Husserl was a man of such intense concentration on the working out a
transcendental phenomenology that he seemed at times almost incapable
of extricating himself from his own research. His publication history, for
instance, when compared against the total output he produced over his life-
time, attests to the fact that he found it difficult to find proper expression
for his insights. Further, the very notion of a philosophical epoché, which
urges “in respect to doctrinal content [that] we abstain completely from
any judgment of every pre-given philosophy and achieve our demonstra-
tions in the boundaries of this abstention,”?” sounds on the face of it almost
troglodytic. Yet Husserl was a man deeply engaged not merely with the sub-
stance of his tradition but also with philosophers of his time. The so-called
monological Husserl left a voluminous Briefwechsel*® or set of collected
letters which evinces this engagement. Ironically, given Husserl’s publica-
tion history, this repository stands as one of the best, if not the best, source
by which to follow the inner development of his investigations. Here we
find not a solitary thinker but a man of wit and wisdom sincerely at work
with (and against) his contemporaries in an effort to make himself and his
philosophy comprehensible. It is to these materials, then, that we now turn
in order to understand Husserl’s philosophy. Not only did Husserl docu-
ment his own vision of phenomenology in them, often in contradistinction
to the position of his correspondent, he also examines very many of the
pressing problems raging in contemporary German philosophy in his many
detailed responses to colleagues, students, friends, and family members.
“These documents evince the individual as an intersection of effective pro-
ductivities which he both exerts and experiences.”?” One discovers in them
a unique picture of the man unobtainable in his scientific writings. Where
in his scientific writings Husserl sought quite consciously to eradicate any
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expression of his own individuality, one finds in his correspondence the
picture of a full bodied man grappling to fructify his vision, to address the
deficiencies of its expression and to confront the developing cultural crisis
in his land. And one encounters a determined man expressing himself in
ways not found in his published writings, pointing to areas of development
in his philosophy he never made accessible to the public. So our concern
now shifts to this treasury of materials.

What shows itself in these letters is Husserl’s growing discomfiture with
the reception of his philosophy as he grew older which spurred his urgency
to articulate a comprehensive presentation of the transcendental phenom-
enological problematic. In his letters we find the suggestion, in other words,
of a systematic comprehension of the transcendental problematic which
remained inadequately addressed in his published writings.

HIS CORRESPONDENCE

The ten volume collection of Husserl’s Briefwechsel or extent letters ranges
over almost fifty years and is nearly exhaustive in scope. This is a truly
enormous resource for the scholar of Husserl and so poses special difficul-
ties. Its very breadth demands a special study—as of yet unrealized in the
secondary literature. Do we not find ourselves, then, sinking beyond our
depth simply by entering into this variegated collection of letters? We do
not believe so. If we limit ourselves to uncovering a thread that leads us
through the maze of Husserl’s research in his letters, then we can safely
answer no to this question. We do not enter into his correspondence, in
other words, to survey its vast breadth. Rather we delve into it to discern
within it a number of interconnected letters whose subject-matter concerns
the special distinctiveness of Husserl’s philosophy as a whole.

If the letters are to provide an authoritative portrayal of Husserl’s views
over time, they should span a sufficient number of years. Looking at but a
single year or set period in Husserl’s development would be too restrictive.
This kind of chronological constraint may work if one seeks only to clarify
the development of a particular problematic at some point in a career. For
our purposes, though, the ill effects of such a move would be all too appar-
ent. Not only would it run counter to our declared aim, i.e., to uncover
Husserl’s own views regarding the nature of his philosophy as a whole,
but also it would likely present a skewed portrayal of his philosophy by
couching its point of reference to a single frame in his development as a
thinker. The letters should thus span a good portion of Husserl’s career.
They ought additionally to be connected in some way together. Rather
than jumping from problem to problem, the letters should—when taken
together—revolve in their essential thrust around a single motif—even if
the articulation of this is presented as a contrast to something else. Fur-
thermore, Husserl’s interlocutors—as there may be more than one—should
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bear a strong philosophical kinship among themselves in order to maintain
consistency among the letters. As we have said, our aim as we delve into his
letters is intensive focus, not exhaustiveness. Perhaps we shall discover in
our examination that Husserl, like “every original thinker [Selbstdenker]
must properly change his name after every decade since he himself has
changed.”3? Perhaps, also, we shall discover that in this fluctuation there is
an unchanging impulse shaping Husserl’s investigative path.

HUSSERL’S CONFRONTATION WITH
WILHELM DILTHEY AND GEORG MISCH

There is a set of letters—in reality, two sets—which have the brevity, rich-
ness and range we seek. These are letters, first, between Husserl and Wil-
helm Dilthey, the famous philosopher of the human sciences. All of these
were written in 1911. Second are the letters between Husserl and Dilthey’s
student, Georg Misch, written almost twenty years later. Although sepa-
rated by many years, the two exchanges stand well together with the fol-
lowing caveat. The Misch-Husserl correspondence can be subdivided into
three distinct groups: (i) two letters by Misch written in the late teens and
early twenties, (ii) a collection of six important letters from 1929 and
1930—all written by Husserl except one, and (iii) one very brief letter to
Misch written in 1937.3! The two earliest letters are of but parochial inter-
est.>> However, the seven later letters reflect a genuine Auseinandersetzung
or confrontation and mutual acknowledgment between Husserl and the
school of Dilthey. As such, these seven letters bear direct thematic relation
to Husserl’s earlier letters to Dilthey.

In Husserl’s later letters to Georg Misch, he and Misch explicitly frame
much of their discussion in reference to Husserl’s earlier letters to Dilthey.
To make clear the context of these later letters, we will, then, begin with
a sketch of the earlier exchange between Husserl and Dilthey. As we then
compare the later to the earlier, we will see Husserl reflects on the devel-
opment of his philosophy in a way impossible in the earlier. Indeed, in his
later letters to Misch he explicitly identifies an impulse—originating with
Dilthey—which has worked its way though all his major methodological
developments through the years.

You do not know that the few discussions with Dilthey in Berlin of
1905 (not his writings) signified an impulse that runs from the Husserl
of the Logical Tnvestigations to the Husserl of Ideas. The phenom-
enology of the Ideas, which was incompletely expressed <as published
in 1913> and only properly perfected from 1913 to sometime around
1925 has led, by a differently formed method, to a most close commu-
nity with Dilthey. That must become somehow cleared up. I don’t yet
know where and how.”33
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As we can see here, the encounter of which Husserl speaks above is not the
exchange that took place in letters between the two men during the sum-
mer of 1911. The 1911 letters must therefore be understood in the context
of this earlier encounter between the two men. Yet Husserl’s identification
of an impulse in his philosophy going back to 1905 allows us to understand
why the confrontation of 1911 resonated so deeply with him. Husserl’s
admission here, in other words, makes it clear why the two sets of letters,
i.e., the letters between himself and Dilthey, on the one hand, and Misch,
on the other, are so intimately connected. One can only understand the
import of the later letters to Misch by reference to the earlier exchange with
Dilthey, and the significance of this earlier exchange is in turn ultimately
made clear by the role Husserl assigns it in the later letters to Misch. For
the significance of the earlier exchange had only been worked through and
understood by Husserl later.

The Letters to Dilthey

The Dilthey-Husserl exchange is well known, and its place within Husserl’s
development as a thinker has long been established. In editorial remarks
preceding the letters, Walter Biemel explains that they have importance
“not so much as a personal exchange of views, but rather as a discussion
between both thinkers, in which their respective conceptions of the essence
of philosophy come to light.”3* This assessment is equally true of the Misch-
Husserl correspondence. For in these later letters Husserl takes great pains
to reiterate his conception of the essence of philosophy along lines consis-
tent with the views he put forward in the earlier dialogue.

The letters between Dilthey and Husserl revolve around criticisms which
Husserl articulates in his Logos essay of 1910, “Philosophy as rigorous sci-
ence.” In this essay, Husserl appears to disparage Dilthey as an exponent of
historical relativism and casts his philosophy as a representative of histori-
cizing world-view philosophies generally.

Dilthey . . . likewise rejects skepticism of historicism, but I do not un-
derstand how he believes to have won decisive grounds against skepti-
cism from his very instructive analysis of the structure and typology
of world-views. For as we have detailed in the text above, an empirical
human science can argue neither for nor against something that asserts
a claim to objective validity. The matter differs—and this seem to move
immanently in his thinking—when the empirical attitude, which aims
at empirical understanding is confused for the phenomenological es-
sential attitude.?

After publication of the Logos essay, Dilthey wrote to Husserl in order to
defend himself against what he deemed an inadequately considered critique
of his philosophy. This letter initiated the exchange between the two men.



42 Husserl’s Constitutive Phenomenology

The extant exchange consists of three letters total: Dilthey’s first letter,
Husserl’s reply, and a follow up by Dilthey. The correspondence unfortu-
nately ended between the two men with Dilthey’s death in 1911, not long
after he penned his last letter to Husserl.

Dilthey, for his part, argues that Husserl has missed the central mean-
ing of his work in his Logos essay. “I am not without some guilt in this
misunderstanding,”®® he explains. For the work cited by Husserl, i.e., the
“The Types of World-View and their Formation in Metaphysical Sys-
tems,”?” had originally been a larger work, but considerations of space
compelled him to publish only the first half. Hence it appears in the article
that his views as published represent the whole of his thinking on the
subject, which is not the case. He then refers Husserl to another published
work, “The Essence of Philosophy,”?® which would clear up the confu-
sions regarding his thinking in this matter. “From this treatise it becomes
wholly clear that my standpoint does not lead to skepticism and excludes
your interpretation of my sentences.”’ Although his method is histori-
cal, Dilthey held that the analysis and formal articulation of historically
determined world-views has its place in the systematic effort to establish
a vital but universally valid theory of knowledge. “So you see, we are
actually not so far apart from each other,” he urges. Dilthey aims in his
“Types of World-Views” essay to disclose the living ground of fundamen-
tally different philosophical world-views that have developed historically.
In this effort, he seeks also to show that it remains impossible to construct
a purely logical picture of the world’s coherency. However, the conflicts
between philosophical world-views articulated in this sort of typology do
not thereby deny the very possibility of metaphysics as such. “The con-
flict of systems and the hitherto existing failure of metaphysics occur <in
The Types of World-Views as historical facts which have led philosophical
thinking to the dissolution of metaphysics but does not serve as the basis
of their impossibility.”* The proof for this must be sought instead in the
nature of metaphysics itself, he argues.

I, of course, certainly believe that, in the context of the foundation of
my philosophical thinking which is represented in <my writings>, the
method which makes use of the historical analysis of world-view, of
religion, art, metaphysics, the development of human spirit, and so on,
shows the impossibility of such concepts and <it> can solve the ques-
tion of the truth-content of world-view philosophy.**

The two men, in other words, share an important goal of establishing a
“universally valid science which should produce a secure grounding to the
human sciences” and they both agree that “when viewed quite generally,
there is a universally valid theory of knowledge.” It appears, then, that
their disagreement centers on the possibility of metaphysics.
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Yet Husserl eventually agrees with the main thrust of Dilthey’s argu-
ments. “Naturally,” he says near the end of the letter, “the impossibility of
a metaphysics—namely in that false, ontological sense in particular—can
only be illustrated by such “analyses pertaining to the human sciences.”*
But Husserl’s assurance does nothing to resolve the central debate between
them in Dilthey’s view. “Our difference as I have indicated in my previous
letter may remain in place until I obtain from you new publications, which
I only hope will not come too late for me.” Unfortunately, such supple-
mental writings never arrived, as Dilthey died only months after writing his
last letter to Husserl.

His student, Georg Misch, however, takes up the central disagreement
between the two men in his letter of August 9, 1929. The problem, he urges
Husserl to consider, is less the question of the possibility of metaphysics
than the eidetics of Husserl’s phenomenological method.

Surely you are correct: that against which Dilthey struggled as meta-
physics is not the same as what you recognize as metaphysics.* This
is an easily resolvable equivocation. But then the difference, which
Dilthey pointed out near the end of the first letter (p. 4 in the copy)
and also again in the second—is obviously meant in the sense as <the
criticism> in his handwritten note to your Logos-essay concerning the
Platonic turn. And here arises yet again a principle difficulty regardless
of the particularities of explanations in your response, i.e., the sense
in which apriorism ought and must be grasped thanks to your new
phenomenological ground laying, how the constitutional analysis of
the “conditions of possibility” are to be squared with the supplementa-
tion [Nachtraglichkeit] of the idea seen hermeneutically. Yes, these are
difficult questions. */

What is this “Platonic turn” to which Misch is referring here? Obviously,
it is an opinion by Dilthey of Husserl, but it does not seem to have been
one publicly admitted by Dilthey. The first citation of this expression that
we can find occurs in the editorial introduction to volume five of Dilthey’s
Gesammelte Schriften, which Misch authored. Discussing the development
of historical consciousness in Dilthey, Misch identifies the influence of two
competing sources in Dilthey’s thinking, i.e., the tension between a tran-
scendentalist essentialism whose origin is traceable to Plato’s thought and
the “confrontation with the Christian-religious form of transcendence in
which the knowledge of the historicity of life was awakened.”*® Dilthey’s
struggles in his writings to give articulation of the structure of life com-
pelled him, Misch explains, to fight against a transcendentalism which
identifies the structure of life as the underlying conditioning ground of life,
itself. And here in his editorial introduction, Misch inserts the handwrit-
ten criticism—though it is not made clear that in this context it is meant
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to be directed against Husserl. “Genuine Plato! who first moored fast the
flowing-becoming things in the concept and then posited after the fact the
concept of flowing.”*

This is an ancient opposition, as Otto Friedrich Bollnow suggests, reach-
ing as far back as the opposition between Heraclitus and Parmenides.*® The
charge of Platonism by Dilthey here could even be, in other words, “Genu-
ine Parmenides!” rather than Plato.’! In essence, Husserl denies life, Misch
suggests (for Dilthey), in favor of the non-living concept. However, Dilthey
never published his remark, and Misch resurrects it here in his letter likely
knowing that Husserl would be aware of the reference.’? Only now the true
object of the charge is made clear.>

While it remains unclear if Dilthey considered Husserl’s phenomenology
a metaphysics in the traditional sense, he did feel that Husserl’s “descrip-
tive psychology” exemplified a specious logicism—if Misch’s critique is an
authentic portrayal. Indeed, Husserl’s eidetic phenomenological “psychol-
ogy,” at least as it was expressed in the first edition of his Logical Inves-
tigations, might be construed in such a manner. But we must be cautious
here, for the question has to be understood in a historical context relevant
to Dilthey, which it is all too often not. That is to say, we should seek to
avoid adducing more to Dilthey’s understanding of Husserl’s philosophy
than was really possible. To this end, we shall turn again to the letters
between the two men while remaining cognizant of the express character
of Husserl’s phenomenology available to Dilthey at that time.

In his editorial comments to the Dilthey correspondence, Walter Biemel
is indeed correct to assert that both men sought to articulate their respective
conceptions of the essence of philosophy in their letters together. Much of
Husserl’s reply to Dilthey focuses, then, on explaining the intent of his Logos
essay in this context. First, he reiterates the fundamental role of pure phenom-
enology in the system of sciences. Phenomenology is not one science among
others, he argues. It is rather the one science in which every particular science
finds clarification. “All natural knowledge of actual being <Daseinserkennt-
nis> . . . leaves open a dimension of problems on whose solution depends the
ultimate definitive determination of the sense of being and the final evalua-
tion of truth that has been already presumably acquired in the “natural” (1%)
attitude.”* With its investigation into the constitution of being in intentional
consciousness, phenomenology offers the means to provide this ultimate clari-
fication of the roots of all knowledge, i.e., of nature and “natural” spirit.

Given that the subject of phenomenology is intentional “conscious-
ness,” Husserl remains adamant that pure phenomenology is unlike any
empirical science. It is neither a psycho-physics nor a psychology in the
usual sense, for its subject matter is neither any factual process nor any
factual ego. Intentional consciousness investigated by phenomenology is
rather the essential structures of consciousness as it intends an objectivity.
Here, however, we must pause to point out two things. First, Husserl does
not assert this last point clearly in his letter to Dilthey. He only mentions
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consciousness twice in the entire extant letter, and in these instances he
merely frames his discussion of consciousness in terms of its constituting
function. His most robust discussion in his letter concerns the great task
of a phenomenological theory of nature.

It is the task of a phenomenological theory of nature to submit nature-
constituting consciousness to an investigation of essence with regard to
all of its forms and correlations. In this <investigation>, all principles
under which being—in the sense of nature—stands apriori are brought
to ultimate clarity and all problems, which in this sphere concern the
correlations of being and consciousness, can find their resolution.>

Husserl obviously conceives intentional consciousness as “sense-constitut-
ing consciousness” in this passage. And just as obviously he characterizes
phenomenology as a science of essences here. To this extent, his statements
in the Dilthey letter stand in agreement with the first edition of the Logical
Investigations. His manner of expression, in other words, does not suggest
that he conceives the ego at issue in these investigations to be a transcen-
dental ego. Although Husserl’s position on the transcendental ego is well
known today, we must bear in mind that Dilthey would have been unaware
of this development. Husserl’s transcendentalism only became explicit with
the publication of Ideas 1, a work published after Dilthey’s death. And
Dilthey would not have recognized Husserl’s transcendentalism from any
of the writings Husserl published to that point, most especially the Logos
essay. Husserl, himself, admits that the phenomenological reduction is nei-
ther mentioned nor put to use in this essay.*® Lastly, given that Husserl
only began to develop his ideas regarding a transcendental ego after 1905,
Dilthey could not have been apprised of these developments during their
personal conversations.

We know from Dilthey’s published writings and unpublished manuscripts
that he had studied Husserl’s Logical Investigations with greater intensity
than perhaps any non-phenomenologist at the time. Nevertheless, he only
ever saw the first edition of this work. Between 1901, the publication date
of the Logical Investigations, and 1911, the year of their correspondence,
Husserl published very little and virtually nothing which would have sug-
gested a new orientation in his thinking. These works include minor logi-
cal studies and the Logos essay. Yet between these years, he introduced
some of the most important innovations of method into his phenomenol-
ogy, most particularly the phenomenological reduction. Although there is
some evidence to suggest that Dilthey knew Husserl no longer thought of
phenomenology as “descriptive psychology,”” it is highly unlikely that he
ever became aware of the methodological development of the reduction,
let alone, the “transcendental” turn in Husserl’s thinking. At the time of
the Logos article, Dilthey would easily have believed that the intentional
consciousness at issue in phenomenology was an empirical consciousness
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considered eidetically. Even these words from the Logos essay would not
have shaken greatly this belief.

As long as it is pure and above all makes no use of the existential posit-
ing of nature, pure phenomenology as science can only be an inquiry
into essence and by no means an inquiry into existence <Daseinsforsc-
hung>. Every “self-observation” and every judgment based on such “ex-
perience” lies beyond its scope. The individual in its immanence can be
posited and at best subsumed under the rigorous eidetic concepts that
arise from eidetic analyses only as a This-here!—this onward flowing
perception, memory, etc. For while the individual is not essence, it does
“have” an essence that can be asserted of it holding evidently.*

Every statement by Husserl during these early years made it plain that he
thought of phenomenology—as an eidetic science—in close affinity with
mathematics. As such, it remains absolutely distinct from any science of
factual matters. The conceptual content of its theoretical statements finds
confirmation not in any worldly example or in any worldly process but
in the intuition of the essential sense-constituting structures of pure con-
sciousness. Hence its truths are relative not to any epoch or point of view
which anchors a particular ego but instead have universal validity for all
times and settings for any consciousness whatsoever. It is no wonder, then,
that Dilthey would have thought Husserl a modern Plato.

It is essential to the proper understanding of Dilthey’s relation to Husserl
that one bear in mind the fact that Husserl never proffers the explicit state-
ment of his transcendentalism in the Logos essay. In §33 of Ideas I, Husserl
indeed articulates a distinction between, on the one hand, the eidetic analy-
sis of consciousness, which by its focus on the essence of any consciousness
whatsoever delimits the pure field of consciousness as a “a fundamentally
unique region of being which can in actuality become the field of a new sci-
ence—phenomenology,” and, on the other, the phenomenological éroyn.
