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_ g Abstract :
;r ‘ , . . . _— \
/ - The. problem of intersubjectivity was one of Husserl 8 pre—
/

eminent interests .

L.

a

This essay. attempts to discern the guiding t'hemes '

“and . something of ‘the final import of his a.ccount of ‘the. issue.

‘The

guiding \themee are r_hat

al’though one can experience the same things

Ty

as does another, one cannot have his expe'riences themselves, and

notwithstanding this limitation, pne relates to the real other himself

not to sume indication of him which one 19:free to interpret--the

£ *‘.” :

characterist'ics' '

have conte.nts, b‘ut ie related to aln obj ect not identical with ite
. ,\‘- -

R

contents, .and it 1is’ temporsl or - in\ceashless flux.

—_—

- have for it.

w -
how can he be an :Lntended object wi,thout losi-ng hie freedom" '

unity:

And supposing this to be solved._

same world as oneself 3

.

sense?
. ¥

- /

the- coneciousnese of the other.
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it is :Lntent:[’onal that 15, :Lt does not simply
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Further the. -
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the other person experiences the

v

The focue is the w/orld e objectiv,e

structure of conscioueness itself determines what sense' an object"‘hall

‘: P

!

how can this be pert of the warld 8 objective

Chapter I finterprets Hueserl‘s analysis ofx the Eoundations of

. o . . o R
. . But one object stande out among ot.hers as having & special >
-~ staths' the other person. He :I.s free\ to determ:{.ne his own mean;ng and -
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deuates frOm the logic o,f the issue even ag he presents it at these

p01nts both the text a.nd the, tt)p:Lc become diff:.cult - perhaps ,because .
“of the seeming con}lict I have tried at these points to interpret

fHusserl's viievs reasonably accurately, to explain why I ﬁnd them

‘ ‘;nista.ken' and to outllne what I belleve 'to be a more a.ppropr:.ate

o
& .
N appr'oach to the problem. I ¢an only hope that this -w1ll ma.ke nv qw'h
[ REENLE S TR

RO ,"J;‘mlsta.kes clear enough

) ;-._,- N )
T
B A . '

5 References to Husse}rl s works are usua.lly 1nc1uded J.n\

:

:,'A}ﬂ._text.. Carteaia.n Meditatlonsl 15 a.bbrev:.ated as’ “(} M " Ideen. ..Zweitea
- . . ‘v' \ .

o Buch2

':"isra.nslatlom of the Cartes:.a.n Med:l.tatlons mdlca.tes thls pagm.ation 1n :

the margin ) Arabic.,nmera.ls preceeded by "§" refer to “the corresponding

. R

sectlon, roma.n numera.ls to the corresponding ,Meditation.

Except as. 1nd.1.cated, I have accepted Caims s ‘tra.nslation of g

%

A“,’.the Cartesia.n Med:.tations.‘ The translations o:t‘ the Ideen II are my own.l.

) “
- . ‘

1

.o

Czairns s Guide for Tra.nslatmg Husserl3 often p:riovided. valuable ’."':

_ Edmund Husserl, Cartesianische Medn.ta.tionen‘ Ei.ne Einleitung in dLe" 3

i} - Phﬂ.nomenolog_e in:Husgetrliana:” "EdmundLgserl, Gesamnelte Werke,

¢+ .Band.1: Cartesianische. Medi tationen und Pariser: rige ,, ei. S,
. Strassér (2nd edition; -The Ha.gue Ma.rtinue NijhofE;, 1973), 7 ' )

asi. Csrtesian Medita.tions. - 'An Tntroduction to. Phenomenologx, trans. .

. Dorion Cairns (The Haguer: Martinus’ Nijhoff, 1973) . L

. . Edmnd Husserl, Husserliana., .Band .IV:' Ideen" FAN einer reinen .

“Phinomenclogi'e ‘und phhnomenologischen Philosophie: . Zwéites Buch:. l

_'PhEomenolbglsche ‘Udtersuchungei zur Konstitution, ed. Ma.rly B:Lemel

... (The Hague: ;Martinug -Nijhoff,:1952) s ) R

Nldhoff, 1973)

the ‘ ’

: 3 Dor on Cairns, Guide :Eor Tra.nsla.ting Husserl (The Hague~ L -Me.rtinii‘s'..ﬁ .
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J-' o ._'.“-,” o editlon COmes first. For subsequent references, I ha.ve used the ‘,
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a. thor 8" su.rname a.nd a. short title. ,Where two editi ns : of & work .
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_ . " " The problem 3t other subjectlvity. has et,tracted ever B
: ) , [ i v L. . . .
B 1ncrea51ng atten‘blon from modern philosopg(ers. But 11'. seems oddly C ‘
P : resmtfmt to convincing analys:Ls-"‘ e.nd this faot ca.nnot eimply be et o
' . \ L ‘ . I [N
.a,ttnbuted to wrong approaches, but also to the intrlnsic difficultles S
. ] . : -.4' L N Lo ~.._|‘ B S e : ) .» ’\’.'_|.
; ’ a.nd complexlties °of the problem. Not 1eest of the difficult:i,es are
R those of focus. the problem ca.n be approa.ched from ma.ny dlfferent ::‘.:.' . SR
s ¥ ‘ : N R DR "

- ,-;~ dlrections a.nd however it 1s treated ma.ny 1mpor£a.nt philosophmal
- ; '..‘.:.:.u ; e ‘.." ,; o
A problems preaent themselves as

\thus unlque amoug phllosophlcel problems but it 1s harder to' ‘

st
s . e

CAT e .0 the socu.l sc:Lences\r a: conceptua.l a.nalysis of all -l:.he problems of .

.,. e 4 . ;: . 1- D ‘-‘ L L. oy R

Ny , :
. " [ . ..“~ I S . \

Ceen LT our day-to-de.y rele.tions to our fellows a.re so close a.t ha.nd a.s to

. 4 . 'u.-,t a‘ . . -

’ be utterly opa.que. . Nothing 15' or ca.n be done \outside the eocial s

d.:unensmn but ,just what constltutes soclality i'B difficult to dec1de. ; PR

I

B

- o It ia therefore hardly surpr1smg tha;t Hussarl a.sJ the founder o

of one of the domlnant schools of contempore.ry philosophy, should na.ve c:i ‘

paid cons:l.derable atten-tion to the 'l:op:x.c nor 15 it surpriz:.ng the.t Y LRSI )

EXS . \ .-v -

his accou.nt shou_‘l_d be hlghly problemat:.cal a.nd dirf:.cult to 1nterpret. .

But two published ' :

it is not E 90 prominent in the published works.
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‘L 'I'he problem of other sub,jectlvn.ty presents spec1a.;L d:L icu.'l_tles ' :

..bemg for consciousness, a.nd 85 ewdenced only‘ in the COgl'bO- ~Hov'r'ca'.xj1_“ S

i :-such. a. comprehensive conscloueness, which Qherever 1t looks, sqea only" :

‘find be a. genuine other suﬁject ha.ving all the righ

""';1'.'.,",_..-0n1y the Medita.tions we.s pu‘bllshed 1n;jHusserl's J.ifetime, a.nd thep L4 S
.. “onlyin French tre.nslation. But ‘both: were, ote: way or a.nother, L R ,

ERER ; S .
. S - ] . v NI
L, N W e . . - "
-t e - '
: e : PR
' -‘ ' r. * ..‘.- - LR ”
- - " , a '
. T : ) - [
H ’ ..
Ll o T i
. . . M L,
B Men . . AT
\ L A v sy e
. ,A Hl
-\

e works - the Ca.rteelan Med:l.tations a.nd the- second volume Qf the Idea.sl . . "?:$~~/:' '

N . . . IR I

dwell on the t0p1c. It‘ is princ:l.tpa.lhr w:.th these the.t this esaa.y 15 el v

Yo,

Y concerned.' Husserl spea.kg of the pre—emnent status of interSub,ject:.vlt#

N - o

‘ :ln the Medltatlons, but does not go on to explaln fully why 1t is so

) S

»importa.nt Therefore, I sha.ll here offer some general reflectlons on

.':‘Ithe topic, in the hope «of ,ma.king 1ts sta.tus understmdqble. e,

e / e ( . ".:

. '_'.' q’evidence of the coglto. . If there fg° to be a.ﬁother sabJect, 'theh it e ;4;;; _}-‘,

w"

o "'7775.rishts must be evident to the self But the cogitO is utterly private .

- _how ca.n 1/;“he rlghts of an alien cogito be gre.nted vhen there 1s, apparently, L

: :.' ._x_no evidence oi‘ 1t? Alternatively, aﬂ idealism wlll see all being as : ‘

-
P

.“

- " l

. :'f"its an prod.uct, ever find ite eq_u.a.l? How ca.n theé Ozher tha.t 1t can B :

s entalled by

L * Realmms have the opposrt difflcult:.ee. 'I'he oqtologlca.l a.nd : .
T eplstemologlcal rights of the cogi o'are denied All that 1s 'will then )

.- intended for publica.tion. : Husaerl's own working Totes on -the pro‘blem,
= never 1ntenc1ed for publicat:.on, haVe recently been published in three

.

volumes in the Husserl:[ane series.; A
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" . sees yu.ll be mere appea.remee lecklng the vz.tallty of the Other S
¢ Sl N . BT AR Do S,
s ey unatta.lnable essence, and 1ntera.c1;10n hetween seli‘ e.nd Dther “will VS N
e A A become a process of more e.nd morie clever 1nterp tﬁnon of the s:.gns oot Y f
SN Of an u_ltimately absent el:.en life..A , A o 'q..
P S N R It need hardly be sa.:ld tha.t these “‘ﬁre not app'roa.ches but -
L L ) ‘.‘.“ e I *’h'u N .- ; \.
) : R carlcat.ures, 'they do however, serve to 1ndica.te the sort of‘ r:.sks S .
LI R . R Lo LT LT
o .. o L N
'T-g,ﬁhat our present problem in%lves. Ideal:.sm nsks ne.k:lng 1t too
) -A s \. Y - ' ‘;‘l M
easy to know the Other, indee& so easy e,tha.t he would loose hlS

.,,, G - ,\'

:',. J

3 Lrather than what he determnea hlmself to be.. Realiem, contra.rlwise,"v- ‘

f‘must be evidenced :Ln the cogito.A As he ma.kes clear at the bedinning of Ll

A I
g 'Vthe Fifth Cartesim Medita.'bion, his vorry is thet phenomenology might

,E. .' '\

fi a.ppear ‘qo be a solipsism, _unehle to aceomodate in” its world a. genuine]y

‘n,.u

4 7v«45‘:";1ndependel Ot‘her, bound to uncover e. tra.nscenden-tal ego tha.t- ha.s no

» ’peers. Bu‘b Husserl mehes 'to accept the *%vidence of ord:mary llfe that

_) ‘\

‘-'.,one does encounter genuinely independent Others, vho detergﬂ.ne then—

,Sel\ves, ,and yet are encountered in the flesh, 1n pereon, a.s they rea.l.‘ly

’peeulia.rities tha.t‘ 'bea.r on the present 'pro'blem. . His a.na.lysis is in 'J-
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terms of being for consciocusness, or meaning, and is hence essentially

.

- bi-polar: there is on the one hand the objective meaning, or that

—

which is intended, and on the other, the process by which it is meant.

These two are egsentially and internally related, and are‘systematically

‘co-varient. His thesis is not that all being is mental, that the odly

substance is subjectivity, but rather that all being is the meant of a

»

‘heaniqg, and that there is no sense to the notion of a being outside the

I . ,
realm of tﬁe/ggaﬁf. ‘The meant ig- the intentional correlate of the process

. of meaning. er transcendehtal ego, having épodictic acé;ss to his.

process of meeningy bea}s within himself the structuré of all being:

it is_strietly ig this sense that. Husserl is an iddalist. The problem
of the Other, thén, is not-(as the opening of the Fifth Catrtesien

1 . , . — B
Meditation indicetes) to free\phencmenology from the. bane of solipsism, =

or to refufef?olipsism, but to demonstyrate the process by which experience
) . ’ :
relates the ego to an alien subject. T . -

-

1

. In part Husqefl's great intefest is explained by the peculiar

nature of the obJect of thls experience. All.objects but this one are

1nert. ﬁzre, in thls’unique experience, the.subject is faced wit‘/—-

e

obJect'that'is essentially what he«himself is: . another subjectu The
- g . X X

Other, alone amongfobjecth‘qf'consciousness, is alive in the same ibrld_

»

of the self. Moreover, the'experiencen Other is at once autonomous and
SN : -

there in person - two characteristics which are not eaeily held together.

* NEETEN - s 4 ) «
. But this is only half of the matter. There is no intended

<~

meaning without a correspdnding.procees?of meening. The meaning "Other"

is to be'analysed' the analy31s fails if it only describes the
»

peculiarlties of the bbject. Perh&ps some of the impprtance of our




topic lies in t?e ego's act of relating to the Other; and not purely in
the fﬁct that the object itself is rather special. For by means of the
relation, the cogito loses the uniqueness of its grasp on objectivity,
and becomes what it could not be - one among others.

This can be more easily clarified by taking a rather more oblique

i
~

view.‘tThe problem of other subjectivity is susceptible of severai sorts
of analysis. Tt bap, first, be considered as an gpisteﬁolqgiéal problem.
It would then pe-eppropriate to briticize the veracity of the experience
of the Other, or to look for a criterion of valid'judgemenﬁs.cqnderning
him. ﬁgo and alter egé would thén be considered as knower and known,
3

and they wnula be related in true and false Juﬁgements.

Or sec;nd, if can be considered as'an ontological problem. We
should then have to consider what sort of being the Other is - a real .

psychic substance, an irrggycible and sbsolutely private self-consciousness,

% behaving organism, or the like. We”%héuld then go’oh to enquire whether

{
~such an entity is possibley or actual; or necéﬁsary.

.

These approaches would focus on the object of the experience in

question, snd only secondarily on the conscious process of experiencing it.
’ 1

Such & focus can only with difficulty grasp the full measure of the

.
N S

experience in question, which, as claimed, not only intends its spec{fic

.

object {the alter ego) but also radicelly changes the rnature of the cogito,

Hence, I suggest, g third approach to the problem must be considered, ome

" that will straightway complicate th® matter.

I suggest that we ask not just what sort of being the Other is, .

oy s

o

LAy

= T
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]
s

or how he is known; but how self and Other are related in a more
comprehensive wvay. We must then take'the expression “Other" with
u&most seriousness:’ -Other with respect to what? How and when Other? -

" An al?er ego is what he-}s'surely not purely in himself, but in the
gyesence of the ,ego; and this fact is essentially priof to his

ontological or'epistemological-status.

The Other is another subject, and,:mpreover,.is a subject

intentionally related to the same world .as the self. The Other strips

the ego of ﬁis exciusive right to determine witﬁin the pfiv&cy of his
. . . ‘ .
“"own cogito the stgucture of the wbrld. The world is essentia}ly-suchAas

” . ) . . L . . .
can be experiepeed‘by~all. Becuase the experience of the Other requires

¢ ) .
such a fundamental transformation of .the own consciousness, we cannot
N . . . ] x .

rest contend with either aidescription of the Othe;fas a rather special

sort of entity, or a criticism of knowledge of him, ] .

Tﬁe_expe?ience of the Other, then, has a dynamical aspect: it

transforms the world for cons¢iousness into something more than a unique,

cogito can ever know, into & .common property.

-
.

By virtue of the experiencé of the Othqr, eonsciousnebs is
reiated to Bo@efhing alife,‘to Another consciousness, to soﬁething.
essentiéliy:identical'with itself.” But precisely by being related to
fhis thet is "f#entical”, it looses its exclusive hold over what was -
most its own - the objects of its exp;rience. But what {s a loss in ~

" one fespect is & gain in another, for the objects gain a'new\and broader

sense, "accessible to all"; and they thus give the self. access to a-

conscious life other than his own: <they bring him t6 transcend himself

S vy Bt Md ] g A e B e W5 20




"" .

in a new and radical sense. . .
Intersubjective experience provides for a sort of creativityi

v

_The world heretofore hasbeen the ego s own by belng the 1ntentlonal
/

correlatq of his consc1ousness, by being objectlve for him as the meant

bed

of hls meaning.” But it is still present as a-glven: that its’ meanlng
as-intended is uniquely a meaning for consciousnéss, and not an adventitious

meaning in itéelﬁ, isnot part -of - the object'é sense or of’the subjecfiven '

processes rélating to it. Consclousness llves 1mmer5ed in its object

and does not attend to the process of 11V1ng 1tse1f.‘ oo O
. R ™ 5
But here, in the 1ntersubJective réalm the situatlon is qulte :"h

différent; The object 1s prlmarlly not & glvena but an instltutlon' i%s
sense is to be there for all, a_oommoq posseSsxon. With the appearance A

of the Other, consciousness becomes capable of tonstituting a world . .

4

specific to the interaction of éélf.aqd Otﬁer, a social world. Together
self and Other constitute social imstitutionms, obJecté whose objeétive{
sense ~)a medium for the interaction of self and Other - is figured in

the précess by which they are intended - the aotual“interaction. Sociall

‘obJectivitles are. exp11c1tly what they are meant to be; and they thus

reveal the creatlve 1nner dynamlsm of conscxousnéss.

. ~
L]

,

It is perhaps «in this gense that intersubject1v1ty ﬁfijranscendental
Vs .

i

and that-the appropriate waw to approach the phllosophlcal problems of the
objgctive world is by analysing 1ntersub3ect1ve experience. The world is .

1ndeed the product of the free 1nner dynamism of consciousness. Butf‘

It

a cpnseiousness that succeeds only in intendlng a natural obJegtivity

has not set up gh‘abi&ing product. The world genuinely transcends cohsciou37

' ' , b E -

ness only when.its very sense is not to hé owned, but shared. ..
. ' “ro P . ’

N - . . \ ’
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Chapter I

.. - Preliminary €onsiderations

The problem.of the alter ego or other self exhibits at first

.
-‘ N

. sight two grammatically distinct eleme:fsid/gniéﬁgective, Yalter",

which falls under the general title otherness or alterity; and a

 noun,_ "ego', which falls under Subjectivity. A useful introductory.
device is ta present thg elements separately, so that after the

. ':” o abstractive propaedeutic we shall more, eagily find our way among the

(SN

iy { very great complexities of the concrete problem.. Therefore 1et us

here, ‘at the beginning, presentneach element in turn. ’

L C .
Let us first take the noun, ego and,examine subjectivity as

. ¥
'

T Co e, - N
oL ) intentionality -and duration. The pure ego is the suBJect pole of

acts of consciousness, and lives continuously through the temporal
stream of consciousness.' it is seLf—identical through time, and

~intentionally'related to its objects in time, Let us very briefly
) ’ ) . -.“A' . «
consider ‘these, each in-turn, in order to' evoke some-important themes °

“ ° ! - ” !

for the interpretation of Husserl: a detailed analysis is outside
the compass Of. the present éssay.

Consciousness is. intentional, or all consciousness is. ot
. . N N\

consciousness of somethingl[ This observation, now so much touted
2 "~ as Husserl's major discovery as to have become almost trite, comprehends’
. ’ ) L D . 4.

E]

f ‘ ‘ '

. . : Y

1. C.M. 71., See the Second Cartegian Meditation for a fairly compact
and detailed discussion of intentionality.

,such the pure ego which (for present purposes) has two characteristics, .

heo megrn t

T e het el ey

h

- e . ———t, . Lo B USSR S
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. .o N . o . .. o
in its ginplicity several vital cha.racteristics of cox}sc'iousnes.s. As

a purely formal descr1pt10n of consuousness, it is importa.nt for -

4 ! »
comprehenchng and hence unlf‘ylng the severa.l aspecte of Husserl 5

interpretation of consc1ousness. Let us -now in outline dlfferentiate-

-
.

the doctr1ne of mtentlonallty

-~ ’.‘

F1rst the ob,ject is neither conta.inéd as &8 pa.rt in nor identica.l o
with- the consc1ousness of 1t.‘ There is no questlo? for Husserl of

T adopt;.ng a. sensualism whlch would cola.im that objects -are. 1dent1cal

[T ’ N . l'; . T SN
R . . Iy . .

(A Wl‘th the Sensatlons of them, perhaps together mth the order a.nd

R I
L . :

: 'conflgura.tlon of the sense da.ta (C M. 76—77), for whereas the Object

’ -

e Ty
- . p

.remains 1dent1cal through tlme the sense da.ta. are evenescent? .t""\' -
1 R .. N 1.. : . :

equally, the object 1s not :nmply externa.l to consc1ousness but is,” .- o R

T S NS S Ny 1 S
. E R ST e T ‘

immanently "in the consciousness of it ’out immanent 1n a distinctlve < o
way as the."objectlve.sense of the - experience of it (C M 80)
Consuousness, then, is not merely a: self—contalned su sta.nce;s

but related to somethlng, but that to which it is rela,ted is n t 51mp1y

. d1fferent frrom consciousness, 'but 15 an essentlal correla.te of. 1t.
. C
e . ' 'I‘h:Ls can be made 1ess vague by turnlng to the second issue of’ - L
A ' ,~jﬂ‘..‘.‘. )
"the 'diff.ere,ntiation, of 1ntentlonallty-. Ob‘Jects-are 'experlenc'ed'a.s Sl e e
. . i [ . "A‘ . _ . i ,‘I , . .

2. Gu:witsch develops thls themev a.nd the doctrine of 1ntentiona11ty in

- general, by criticizing Humé's sensuallsm in detail. See., ‘Aron .}
Gurwitsch, “On the Intentionallty of: Consciousness" in Philosophical

 Essays in Memory of Edmund Husserl, ed. M. Fa.rber (Ca.mbridge, U.B,A. 37

' Harvard University. Press, 1940). ‘Reissued New York: . Greenwood' Press, o

" 1968); -pp. 65-83. Also published in. Phenoménology:’ 'The Philosophy .
of Edrund Husserl and its Interpretation; J.J. Kockelmans, ed. : (Ga.rden ,
City, New York: Doubleday (Anchor Books), 967), pp 118-137.( D

=
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¢ v

,a.b:.d.lng through the exper1ences of - them, yet the experlences pass away

. wh:Lch would present Other a.spects, ere possible, a.nd 11‘ one changes
_-..)one s perspectlve, the prevmus'* exper:,ences "flow away" a.n.d w;.th them .

o e.lso the aspects they presented._ It 1s easy to see, on somewhe,t closer

o

inspectlon,' tha.t they do not flow awey 1n ,)ust e.ny a.rbltra.ry order = m

' dlsorder, that 1s L but withm the unity of synthesis" such th\at

Co successive experience, that eech a.spect belongs ,to the sy'nthetic unity

.of the die a.nd tha.t the order of the successure appeara.nces is,

. determined by that unlty (c M 77—78)

"EndlstinctiOn betWeen two tempora.litles on the oue hand there 13 the

’ tnne of the intended objeét : or ob,jective tlme' a.hd‘on the other,

‘ i .appea.rances of the object flow a.we.y 1n 1mmanent tlme, but this m no

. way invg‘lves 2 flowing a.ve.y of the ob,ject itself wh1ch ra.ther is P
. EN {\‘F " -t y " -t . .

. , - R \ al "o -.‘ " .

':mtended as e.bldlng through 1rt:s appeera.nces (C M. 79) e uendurimg -

"dlfferent a.spects or eppea.re.nces of the sa.u%e die a.re presented in eech_,

. |
in simple terms, th:l.s is so by means of a umfylng of experience wrth

experlence aceord:mg to tlle laws of synﬁhesls. Consider Husserl'

' example: One looks at a d:le This looking is a perspective on ‘the -

d_1e, a.nd eccordmgly presents an espect. of it Now other perSpectlves,

L

Y

S aew e

. L

.

Iy Co PO = : -
Pa.rtly 1n——order to clarlfy t'his, Hueéerl 1ntroduces the "_ ’ A

B

mmament or J.nternal tlme the\tlme of the experience. The cha.nglng

B 1 R S

- A,ob.ject; 1s the 1ntentlonal’effect" of the synt.hesls tha.t 1dent1ﬂes

o 'vr" . C . ."I‘~-‘f'~'.3"A'>“
the - severa.l‘ evanescént appeare.nces as a.ppea.ramces of one Qb,ject (C M 80)

te » _5.‘ : .",.x»A:

The ma.tter ca.n now be considered m a elightly different we.y. .

,.'-‘_ '

fEa.ch experience of &n ob,ject a.ctua.lly' presepts one a.spect of the ob.ject

PR D ‘,.;:‘

-
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b
o Strict‘lj"épea,kixrig', experiences présenting the other a.s',_pe'”c;ts are not

"In Husee'rl's view;

: me'i-elyfpossible 'out are concfetély‘ potential.
. “

i

: {
predelinea.ted in respect of’ content = namely, in the a.ctue.l, presently

occur‘ring sub,jective process itself - and, in addition, hava.ng the

u3.

cha.ra.cter of. pOSBlbllltieS actua-l:.sa‘ble by the Ego. : An a.ctua.la :

:_ﬁ ’ expenence, then, is 1n5epe.ra.ble/from experiences tha.t are potentia.l 5 .

-:‘w:.th respect to 1t a preseht experience is prelent only w:;th respec\t
. / .

)

; ‘to i‘uture experiences that wo -d. aotualiza 1ts pOSBlbllLtleS- 'I'he\

;gpotentialitles tha.t pertain t a.n actual experience accordlngly a.re

not Poes:.ble mez;e]y 1n rea.lity\fh but for consclousness, a.nd thus make .
- _— L S . PR
"'-."up the F’horizon of the experience For eka.mple, only one sule of & N
S ":-i'spatia.l ob.ject is present to consciousness at one tme, ‘bh].S does not .
e ~fmes.n that the other sides a.re a.bsent"rather they a.re also mea.nt" in.
T oL T -'the experlence, a.nd in the course ’of the cha.ngiug perepectives on the U
N .__:lobject e.re a.ntlclpa.ted or, co-1 tended in "‘protention" (C M. 82) A,'
R "side is a s:.de only inasn*uch ag- there are others The appea.ra.nces of :
A N R A ‘ .
oL S ;-a.n ob.ject then, a.re not insta.ntaneoua, but by meams of p:rotention -
. , 'intentmonal‘a.nticipation‘- are continuous, e.nd flov into ea.ch other -
- L 3 r,C M 81— T ha.ve emended Ca.n'ns &3 transla.tlon by the addltion of '
o Tpresently. occurﬂing The phrase’in question reads: "im. jeweiligen
Ca e a.ktuellen ‘ErYebnis,"’ Cairns tranglates both " feveilig!. and . aktuell"
e U With actua.l,“, which. is. perfectly legitimate because. “the actv\.m.l o
T procesa ‘can’ bé none:other. than the. ‘(temporarily)’ preseént ore. ‘Yet o
DAt o Husserd i ‘pains to use the temporal adjective. "Jeweilig," ‘and. there:
4 oy T detho reason not “to- tra.nsla.te it. into pla.in English. This also ma.kes L
L .:".the passage: easier o, [1nterpret L
R b The- topic of. the rela.tlon ‘of: potentia.lities of consciousness to the e
P -.;‘ R . :-:‘notion of rea.lity will be.: discu.ssed briefly in’ Cha.pter III under the -
R f"h.tle ver:.fica.t:.on".: See below pp 81-82. S I

ot . f A K TN :
e LY e Y IS . e e .
L 4 - . Lo . AP . A : e - foo on e
R Ll . PRI . . . R LRI, [ T o .
2 S P . . Lo T e A A . . oo
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" , pOtentl&lltleS 'are not empty possibllitles but posaubilltles T A A

Lo
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The full: determinations of the object are im@licit in the horizon of

. potentialities, and are uncovered by explication of the horizon (C M 82)

Immanent time is the time of sctualiﬁiﬁﬁnd concrete potentiality, snd is

-

constituted by prctentlon, 1ts order is that of the explication of the

Il
{

horizon of potentialities.‘ .

' N ThlS brings us to perhaps the most 1mportant~aspect of the doctrine

". of intentconality, namely, that an act cf consciousness 1s specific to

A ™ - o Q" . \\ . . ‘x
its obJect, 1t is here that the doctrine becomes 2 method —"intentional

'“., an sis"—rwhereby subject1v1ty and the world 1t 1ntends csn be criti al :
o . ?

exsmined and mede 1ntelligible.' As already noted, the objeqt of

\:- N ...

bOnsciousness has a. definite determinstion (the die, for example, 1s &

A

1 ) .
cube of certain colours, with indentations on its faces) and correspond-

ingly, the course of experiencihg the obJect ha%be deflnite order (perhaps
one looks at(one face first, andithen slowly~turns the die, seeing other
profiles in succession) These two necessities are . not 1denticsl but |
are related, yet not srbitrarily ori- somehow" relsted but according to
essentlsl laWs thst determine how the object 15 mesnt"sﬂy consciousness
(c M. 8& 85) - In Husserl 8 view, ordinary conscious life is un&ware or
this relationship; but ‘so to speak, 1ntends its objects through or by
means of it.4 In other words ‘sn experience enects the intentional
relstlonship,,and by follow1ng the nece381t1es of its own‘order, makes
determinste the ObJect that 1s present to 1t, or, by actualizing its
potentlalities 1t uncovers thb determlnatlons of its ubject. Intentionsl
analysis serves to make clear how this works, how the structure of the

potentialities implicit in an sct of consciousness, and. the necessity of
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L

Eiitorder of their actwalisation together determine the ¢bject as it is .
H . N . \:‘ ‘ ]
meant by consciousn&®s (C.M.) 83-8L). ‘ By so doing it reveals that

N ) consciousness is a teﬁporal stream flowing according to a determinate

3

‘order ngt as a-mere matter of psychologlcal fact (which could always

be otherW1se) but as-a mstter of conceptual nece851ty, and correstndlngly,

that dbjectlvity - reality - is what it is. not simply in itself and by

Lo = -_der1Vﬁtlon from sdme ontologlcal neces51ty thst somehcw descends upon it

oo

. . . / .
S ‘from outslde cOnsclousness, but 1n v1rtue of the necessity of 1ts b81ng) . ,

. f o 7 ::.‘ . “. <: R _"v L L ‘ v i 1'l

<'} Co e : objective-for\consclousness. T e T f . o
R , ] . - O e - I L . - )
:fﬁﬁ' C Let this serve as a rough outllne of Husserl's doctrlne of R

C

} »
N _l i

‘ Y. .,ﬁb,intentionality. As here Interpreted, it commits Husserl to a transcend-: fooo T o <3“

e N

S . ental iﬁealism.s. It is 1dealism inasmuch as obJect1v1ty ‘or- reallty 15 /u,'
. . o
I
not conceived as a substance absolutely dlfferent from subﬂectlvity, butJ

l

as the unlque correlate of conscloushess "and ss structured accordlng to . o
. / ’

V~T the requlremeuts of this correlatlén., It is transcendental inasmuch ag/ s ‘

reallty 15 hot substantially identlcal with subjectlvity, but is the

veoo L B! . -

'product.oi.‘-thewself'-transcend-lng:of,'consciousness:6 Nelther “the world -

-, R v s L v IR PR S ]
. s T K
X - AL o
“ o 0 v

’ " 5;’1Husserl sctually makes the 1dealist turn only at the end of the Fourth
S . -f%ﬁditation(ggho—hl, D, 1lh—l2l) for. only there'.can its mesning be .-
R e 1y cléar. ~'Levinas, however, clalms < ag'L. do - that' it 1s implicit _ S
. . ‘the thesis of’intentionallty- see Emmanuel Lev1nas, "Intentlonallte AR Phe

P et Sensstion," Revue internationale de: philosophie, ‘yol. ' XIX (1965), S
W pp..3h-35 Ricoeur, contrariwise, suggests that’ this, ideallsm is
Husserl's 1nterpretation ol 'his method and that ‘more: moderate Zh,
. ) . "1nterpretations are possible:. ' see’ Paul’ Rlcoeur, "Etudes sur- “les
e . -"Meditatlons Carteslennes' de Husserl," Revue pgilosophxque de Louvain, .
L. . yol. LIl (1954), pp.96-97.. Trensldted as, A Study of Husserl's . .
,{ Tt o ﬂCarte51an ‘Meditations, I—IV" in" R}coeur,_ﬁusgggk ‘An Analysis of hlS
t . 7. 7Y ‘Phenomenology, trens. anded. E.G.-Ballard and L.E, Embree Evanston,
o . ' . UiS.A.: Northwestern Unlversity Press, l967)u TD- 102-103

. .6.-0Cp: Levinss, ‘Théorie de ‘Tiinténtion. dans' la phenoménologie de e Husserl
k _ N-Parls Alcan, 1930 Vrln, 1933, Pp. 68-69. Translated as The- Tﬁeogx of
. - ﬂijIntuitlon in: Husserl's Phenomenology; trans. Andre Orlande-TEranston,

- “U SiA.: Northwestern Univer51ty Press, 1973), pp. 39-h0 L
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) objectivity - nor censciousness - subjeqtivitj - is for Husserl a static
r . : : - \
’ reedm of.being. Rather, consciousness is eontinuously in the act of
> - |

producing its world, of exploring its horizons; a.n'dk in doing this, it
produces itself. - .
4?1 '

| ) » , Let us now turn to the second descriptive cha.racte’ristié. of
. T . '
consciousness, .temporallﬂy. Here agam, I cannot pretend to offer & .

e ., detailed. analys:.s but only to evoke a. theme for the interpreta.t;l.oh of "','A, .
~Husserl Most of wha.t ig: importa.nt to this essay ha.s e,lready been BRI R

o~

mentioned, a.nd need only be put 1n its proper order. It 1s by now,
. . "‘" :'.‘ . v . - '_.‘ .
obv:.ous tha.t the concepts oi‘ tlme and of mtentiona.lity are 1nseparab1e. o 4/ .

. 1
s .

Inner time is the time of (urtentiona.l) acts of conscmusness.A All -

mtentlons essentla.lly ha.ve their pos:.tion in this tlme, -ared the:.r

"

4

: cha.racter is determlned by. thelr place. . ; o -
: . N T oo

\ 5
as 1dentica.l through its severa.l ap‘bea.rances.- We: must now ‘pose the .

- . N o

The previous rema.rks posed the quest:.on oi‘ how the oﬁﬁ@.‘\end@es - N 5 .,

| correla.t{ive question of how the puré ego rema::.ns ident\ica.l threugh its ects. : I

Acts of consclousness, Husserl cla.:.ms,, qome to be (entstehen) and pass

' , . i n, LN . N \

e.way (ve rgehen) but the pure ego endures 8s: identical through its acts,

Co - PR B a.nd in them, go- to, speak ma.kes en appeara.ncE" or "presents itself" .
~ . {

(a.ui‘treten) (Id II 103) Here a.ga.m We -ha.Ve a.n a,pparent conflict between

a. cea.seless i‘lux a.nd an abiding 1dentity, which yet are- essentially R S 1.

.

T re-la.ted. ' ‘The immediately o'bnous way to obvia.te the confl:l.ct is %67 -

' o N

espouse a "transcendental rea.lism," the’ doctrine tha.t sub.jectivity 18, l

) ‘a subota.nce upderlying the cogito a.nd related to a.nother d.ifferent

- . ¥ . >l - N . N o . .
SN e o '

H

s
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3 .substa.nce rea.lity,‘ 1nits éx];;-erience'( C. §10) But Husserl refuses
| thls optlon, for he would then “be obliged to prove. tha.t exp)erlence is |
' valid, is a.dequete to its -puta.tlve ob.jectt and such-\e proof ce.n .ha.ve no."
’ I 1ssue, for even if it sa.tlsfy a theoretician of consciousness, it ca.nnot, -
.' sa.t:lsfy conscmuSness itself, sn.nce the latter's ev1dence of ob,jectlvit};
‘;‘T’, #»' is experiential a.nd not deductive "‘Such.a realist doctrine is: a.bsurd )
5. ;)“\__..;";/ “»‘-“ bece.use one who holds it mis¥ at onc.e slaih. that ‘c.onsc{ouSness does -not «{' ‘
" BE bear” w1thin itgels’ the’ endence of: 'ml oleect:Lve vallcilty, a.nd, w1thout LR
' QIS ceesmg to be (;erely) consclous, ma.g:.cally prove thls valldlty ( Cp C M. \. 7. L
' : h \. §1+1) Husserl 1n51sfs-, therefore, that the unlty of consclousdess L
' ., cannot be ‘deduced from a. metaphysicel principle because ‘this dem.es the\\.
N : o . rights of sub,jectivity, it must rather be exhibited as a. fuhctlon of A , ‘ ;
s ’intentiona.llty a.nvi tempora.llty, tha.t is ,- as. a function of vhe.t consc;.ous— a ,
R ness knows s.tself to. be, a.nd not of whet it must be7 L : ] :
P . 'l .' i . Th‘.LS requlrement can be approached by cornslderlng the réﬁa.tlonshiph o | ; s
o o between tempora.lity e.nd reflection@%It is posslble to ma.ke a.ny act of :,:"_"
. "L-. consclousness the ob,ject of(a second .reflect1ve e.ct, .but both occur . ‘- i
, ‘ o | withln the strea.m of"con;crousness, and therefore a.re not simultaneous ' : : ,
T -f (Id .II 101' 103 Thf{y B ERRR b
) : J separa,te a.cte.,.» The:re 1 a .;’ \ h?
o / " 1ntentiona.11ty :I.n e.ot, ror it ha.s\a.lready ceased to be a.n act, when it a.s
| gras;ed, axid is therefore ess‘entlelly mod:Lfied by the gra.sp (Id. el 101-102) l‘:'
L | Ng_w'how 15 this to be” mterpreted? 5 Dl e 1

. ST .
e . P ) . ; '- PR -
. ,\ : L . ' »* z_ e . Q o I
b R . 4 i - ke “ / P P ST
H '..-,4..-, T, ——— v e o 1. . . .A. ', BRI

. ¢ f Ve Wiy o

: L N T.b‘. Husserl claims the.t Descartes is, the founder of "tre.nscendenta.l L
s ree.lis : whether he is right in’ 'this is, or course, quite 1rre1evant ‘
to the present considerations. e L T N R :’-_-‘:.'
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o presént‘l of"é'onEciOuSne'ss is to be llved onot o be reflectedjio. e e
v ’ o 1 - - , . ;.:.“.-
Ny oL ST Let thls sufi‘ice B.S a.n outllne of the tempora.llty of S
A“‘n - . 0 L S ' ,‘/——4 T - I
. -consciousness. ‘ Here*a.galn, by, way of these considera.tions, we a.re led * T
: _— L .to Huaserl's transcendental ideallsm},or, 1i‘ you w:l.ll to a tra.nslat.ion . L
»‘ - "I‘ o ‘ R ,
) : of it.. Wha.t before wa,s the free constltution of obJecgsras 1ntentn.ona.l T .
' = . 'effects is nox..r free gelf—constitutlon 1n time.f ‘There- is’ nO fmal
c T R s ot ’ . ' . “\ "'. A . .
K . "' ' "' S J“ “' - o . 0 |. Y
O e‘xperlence of a.n objeat beca.uSe .expenence .essep'blal]y ha.s ’h"- L
.;.':.'"‘ x“ " :‘:..‘.'.‘, ::;‘ -.‘. -..:Q . ‘ N ‘x ‘ ”‘ . d . “'.',' ¥ , ! X
Ce e hor:..zou, and 9. hcrlzon 15 a.lwa}g some‘thlng 'mére

hor;zon , .:Lt would 1a.ck~ unity a.nd differentlat on. i

ey .‘ :
;_‘ 3 '\ "\
IR impllcation of selﬁhn‘ ‘-i
- f o
‘2.‘:_\ Y g, aga.ln Landgre'be, 'Konstltutlonsl re, E‘éééiﬁ.. La.ndgrebe notes \
I L t mady . "of, these issues were- no’b learly dealt with: by’ Husserl, - 5
T . »although ‘his: work ‘preépates the way ' for them\(P.- 46T)5c Bis a.rgument EL

CVw e Do e isyTbriefly s - The, constitution'of ;tim# is 'a creative: process that. R
tLinuT s eacapes reflec'tlon ve. e, therefore; bound.to- a.ceept the. "a.bsolute
CTTe L ULl T facticity™of theiego - ‘and its time. 'But becaise this factrcity "i8; not
. -alién -to: conscmusness -but: 1ts very na.ture, Husaerl's is a- phllosophy R I
AT .. of, "absolute, responsiblllt:} - Cpb- alsg’ Lemnas, \"Intentiona.lite et o wn Y
R ° ;-sens&tion,". passim; whith, trea.ts similar issue!.' Both. suthors stress PR
o oot "; - .-+ the- importa.njsot the body a.nd of sensatlon 1o “the 1ssue of ‘time, . . ' P
N D (The Body" will be discussed in ‘Chapter ‘II below, 'pp 43,-45) *.Both -~ -
e graphlcally sta.t\a one ¢ommoh theme, that consciousness: ca.nnot in; a.ny of
" its aets, g{asp {45 own "living present!: "Consciousness is e’ senescencs
s a.nd 4 -remembrante®of thlngs pa.st" (Lennas, p.. 7). Or:- . there- s X‘
el K more of, the world and ‘of. our positlon in rthe 'worla.. to understaqd tha.n
L . ccam be’ reflect;vely ‘retrieéved" (Landgrebe, p. 478).7 Note alsc that:
oy t‘ Levmas defineg "life,! a cm;g pt t0. whxc@allusion ha.s alrea.dy been Coe
SR made, ‘and which: will become qui"l:,e ~1mpotqtan1: to this ‘eaply: . "The term’ ’.'.»». ~_" i
Lo s igh 1ive! | (! vivre'): desig;nate‘s “the' pre-reflectme relation of'a’ cotrtent
) with® 1tself: It can become- tra.nsltlve {to 1ive & spring) but is L X
G T e T . brimarily reglex'ive}(but here there 18 no‘question’ of explicit reflection)
B RV TR ? ‘& ¢onsciousneps which™is comsciousness’ of an’objéct.is a non-—ob,jectirying
RSN UNEIT I .- conscioushess’ of self it 1ives [elle 8€, vit], 11'. 13“‘Erle‘bnis [a. 1inng ',:
throushl" (P 38) . -

"o

-
-
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As the final point of this preliminary consideration of subjectivity, let

us now c¢consider concrefe consciousness. -

Husserl's elaboration of the concept of the pure ego reveals that

it is necessarily concrete, what Husserl calls a "Monad"*t.  For the moned,

each intention is an acquisition of an abiding way ¢f intending, a
. - - .

Ha.bitua.li'tyof consciousness {C.M. §32). The moned, then, is the pure

a

A\ ) . . -
ego considered as hg.ving a personal style or a character (th.ough, of course,~.
. this vocsbulary is not s,t.ricﬁly accurate). More properly, it is the pure

ego.ina'smuch ds it comprehends its past in 1ts present. . o
At first sight, it 15%Gdd, even startling, fhat Husserl should
. ! LN & l

ascribe personality to the pure ego, for it is pure precisely of any

nature or substantiality, a purely intentional and temporal subjJectivity.

The very notion that consclousness has a personality - éyen that there is

an ego that is conscilous - has been trenchantly and persuasively criticized

- £ »

by Sartre in The Transcendence of the Egolza Altho;ugh I believe that his

1+ objections are not conclusive, a consideration of thefn can help to make
Husserl's meaning clearer. Sartre's fundamental consideration is the
4 thesis just previously discussed, that reflection essentially modifies

' : an act of consciousnessl'?’, but he takes it, I believe, far beyond its

b - : 11. My discussion of the monad is based principally on the Cartesian
Meditations §830-33 and the Ideen II §29. . .
12. ean-Paul Sartre, La transcendence de l'ego: Esquisse d‘urfe.description
phenomenolcgique: ed. Sylvie Le -Bon—TParis: Librairie Philosophiq'ﬂe J.
. Vrin, 1972), Translated as: The Transecendence of the Ego: An
- Existentialist Theory of Consciousness trans. and ed. Forest Williams

B whe and Robert Kirkpatrick (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux [Noonday
- 13. Toia g 19;{)3:2/ N o ' ’ - |
. . '_, Pp. 31-32/pp. UT-49. N )
. . .
' N ) i - . . i . -
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legitimate bounds. He claims that acts of consciousness are instantaneouslh

but any endpring unity - a state of consciousness or even a transcendental

“Cego - is in his view a transcendent or intentional unity, a unity for

-consciousnéss, but itself not consciousnessls. T

éartre analyses hatred as an exesmple of a state. One's hatred for
another is given in a feeling of revulsion. But clearly, he argues, this
feeling is instantane?us, whereas the hatred itself endures. Now, at the
sight of Peter, one feels revulsion; one hates him now, but.hated him also
last year, and will haée him next year. The hatred transcends™ any single
feeling of repugnance, and even eny finite set of feelings, however large

But the momentary feeling of repugnance is an appearance of the
hatred, or the hatred.is given in the feeling of repugnance. Hence,
reflection on this one feeling, the one experience, can objectify two
things. First, it can take the feeling itself as its object, end of that °
it will have certein knowledge. -Or it can take the state of which the
feeling is an appearance as its object, and then its knowledgg will be
dubitable, for in pésiting the hatred, reflection commite the ego to a past
of having hated &nd an open future of hating, tHat is, to poteﬁtiplly

infinite moments of revulsion. The hatred thus transceg&s any experience

that presents it, end doés this, morecver, in the manner of any other °

transcendent'bbject:. It is real, and not merely.a hypothesis Invented to

explain a set of experiences’ and knowledge of it is dubitible because it

-

is real, because the infinity of experiences to which one is committed by

1k, Sartre, Transcendence, pp. 46-4T/pp. 62-63.
15. 1Ibid, pp. U ££, 57-59/pp. 60 ff. 7h-76
16. Tbid, pp. hs-hs/pp 61-62 —

16

PRI
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positing it may well be unfulfilled. One can, for example, claim in a
mcment of anger to hate someone, and later realize that in fact one does
not I;ate: the anger seemed to present an enduring hatred, dut pa.ssed,.
leaving nothing behindl7'.

With x?oét of this I have no quarrel:” it is quite e;ridexit that
one can be in~ error about one's states or emotions. But I believé that
Sartre has been overzealous in the purification of conscicusnésa. In
virtue ofﬁntentidnality,' t1e argues, consclousness is self-transcending;

T>the 'é‘.everal expefiences of one transcendent ob,jecta.re unifie“d by that

‘ object 1tself. There is no need of another, apecia.lly constructed unity

of consciousness; and indeed such & unity weuld be a core of opacity at

the centre of consciousness, impeding the essential openness to obJectivity18

SBartre's argument is elegant; his parsimony is costly., .
oy .
Note from the start that Husserl clearly den:’tes, that any such

empirical personallty, any such states, accrue to pure consclousness as .
'such. 'I’he pure ego is tra.nspa.rent te itself, whereas a Personality is an
intentional unity, and thus presumptive or dubitable (1d. II §28). But he |
claims that there pertain to pure" consclousness unities tha.t are to be

<

distinguished from such intentional unities. Acts of conac_io,usness

institute "abiding meanings" (bleidende Me:lnu::{g.erix)lg, meanings thet remain

the ego's and retain his thesis after the instituting act has passed (Id. IT

. IIT; C.M. §32). ‘ Inasmuch as the stream of consclousness is the self-

w

17. Sertre, Transcendence, pp. l&6-'51/131:\. 62-68. .

18. Ibid, pp..20- zsfpg 37-h2. )

19. The term "meaning" is ambiguocus, referring either to noetic or
subdecti%e meanings, acts or processes of meaninga, or to noematic
or objective meanings (Cp. Cairns, Guide for Translating Husaerl"
p. 82, sub meinen and Meinung). ‘Huaserl is clearly using the

R N
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constitution of the one ego, the meaning of the instituting act remains
his, there can always be another act intending it, it continues to be
accepted until revoked 'by another instituting act. But this p'ersistiné
of the meaning "manifestly is not & continuous filling of immanent time *
with subjective procesées": . the‘mea.nin‘g is the ego's even when i:xe does
niot attend to it (C.M. §32).
By institﬁting -such abiding mea.nings or "hebitualitiesg", fhe ego
'?'cznstltutes hlmself as a 'fixed end a.biding personal Ego" E a.nd though the A
¥ spec:.fic habitualities may cha.nge the ego retains throughout a pergonal
character" (C.M. M. p. lOl') I
| What distinguishes habitualities from Sartre's states is ﬂ%a.t }
\

they are not intentionel unities at all. Suppose that, ha.vihé considered

e matter, one ma.kesla‘ ;jﬁdgelmbnt: The_ act of judgin’g pa.s\ses, but there-
“'a.f.te;', one continues to hold the corresponding conviction \(Ub'erzegﬂg'),
even 1f he forgets the grounds' of his- Judgement, even if be only dimlyf- N
emembers the judgement (Iti. II llG;ch' C.M. §32). 'The cqhyict:!.on is a
potentiality, which can always .be made actual. But meking it actual does
/not co’nsist merely in ;i'esenting the eontent of the Judgement sgain; ra.tl;z.er,
the ego, in fhe seme act that presents this content,. a{;i'a'.ightmyleada his
\ . .
'thésis to the \judgement In & sense, he agrees (zustimmen)lwith the former

Judgement yet there is no separate act of agreeing, but a "joining in"

Smi‘tmachen) with the previous act of Judging (Id 11 ll"{)

j . N
) sub,jective sense here: and therefore the mea.ning in question cannot
N be an.act or process, but something else, which- I -shall attempt to
define. ‘ .




' 'présenf fhe;o‘ne 'ob‘jec':t,‘a‘ ‘p;"'o\'re‘d‘ theorem. , In other v_rord:s, .in"proving the '

52

-

Consider, for example, someone who learns & geometricsal proof:

The theorem bBecomes hi:f:onviction, and it abides not by his proving it

. i
on many subsequent occgsions, but by his "taking over" (L‘Iberna.hme) the

conviction (Id. .II 118-119). That is, when he again considers the '
theorem, he need mot wonder, Is this true?, and even less, Have I proved
this before? 1In intendin_g ‘th‘e theorem; he intends it with the the:sis:
proved; :ﬁhis act is unitary, and ;191; suséez;tible of .aj.na.lé‘fsis 'intc'; two
parts,.t_,h-e .i'n‘te.ntion o’f\ the .theorem itself, ‘a.ndvthe thesis: I kave proved . ;
1:'1115.' Cg:("t';_ainly th_é_se'two acts ";_.'re "possiﬁie‘, byﬁ;" they do not c'ombilpe to .
theorem; one is cons¢ious of it in' e certain wdy, as _problgna.tical; ‘and

thereafter one is cohscious of the same theorem as heving been proved. Or

3

: - . . . N N
i a.ga.in, to state the issue in Husserl's own terms, to be of a certein

conv1ctlon is not to remember that one made a dec151on sometime in the

past, it is not to remember an event tHat occurred in 'tra.nscendent tlme ,

but rather to remember something that occurred in "immanent time. As he
w , . . -~
explains, this memory is not Just a "reproduction” of the decision, "but 1

.8 'positing aLgain' (Wieder'setziung), or better, e.n actual positing with.

(M1tsetzung), a taking over of what was prevmusly' pos:.ted" (Id. II 119).
Hence, 1t seems tha.t HuBSerl B detalled a.na.lys:.s of. ha’tgltuallty

undercuts Sartre's crltlclsms. The unity is not for reflgctloneo, ‘although

. N
v . L3

20. Sartre mentions the ‘doctrine of the motiad of the Cartesian Meditations : -4
as subject to his criticisms (Transcendance pp. 25-26/p. 142), and that {
work admittedly couches the notion of habituality -in the vocabulary *f
reflection: e.g. "If, in .an act of\ judgement, I decide ifor the first
time in faveur of a being and.a being-thuay the fleeting act passes;
but from oow on I-am abidingly the Ego who is thus and sb dec:.ded, 'I
am of this convict®on." But eveln here, tpe very next geztztence ence indicates’

' + . i
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1

reflection can objectify it - end in doing so will have "all the

difficulty Sartre says it will have.. But whether one can or cannot

become aware of them, there are éért&in convictions that 'ai'e.now oﬁe's
own even though one does not now make the correspoﬁding‘ decision, When
one actualiz:es the con-viction, that act ‘does not sltm\xd a.l'one' as
msta‘.nta.neous but 1mplica.tes 1ts past and its future 1n its very, ‘

1nztent10na.l structu.re '+ .To ‘be sure, when once this 1mpl:\.ca.t10n is

B tra.nsformed‘ 1nto a re,flectlve thesis - what I now A, do:Lng I ‘have doné -

L

g

" before a.nd can do a.galh - 1't becomes problema.t:.cal But the actuahznlg . 1‘91 o
of the conv1ct10n does not as such pog\it - past but rather ta.kes over b

the past a.nd “the 1ntent10na.l acts of the past a.s the ego s(own because

"y

" his-

X P I RON SR TR U0t b g -
e -

act of owning is not the reflectlve thesls that he OIS ,. 11: esca.pes

' Sartre s strictures. 'I’he monad or the subject of hebitualities, is as »

such self—-consciously identical w1th its own llfe whlch is not to/say .
that this identit,y cantbe 's"!:raightw%y retrieved in reflection (C.M. §30).

Habitualities, then, alre_pr\e-th'etic unities. They reta®n the L.
. T } A . . . ) .

past not as something objective, to be remembered‘, but ré.'Eh_er as a ., . -

-history. A past decdision is still preéent. .in the “'conjri‘ction:' rememberiﬁé : -~ .
the decisidn doés riot nske it & conviction, failing to remember does not '~ - . E
impede. one's bemg convinced. . B T o

Ve N
The streem of consc:Lousness of & pure . ego - 1ts conscious 11fe -

o . '

that the- ‘conviction is pz;e-reflectlve-~ "Tha.t hovever, ‘does not ~
signify merely that ‘I remember the act or can- remember it later. o -4
Thig. I can do..." - but need not do (¢.M..§32, pp, 100-101). The- o g
Ideen I, which presents a i‘uller .analysis. of the doctrine, ‘Wes slmost T .-
certainly unavailsble to him when'he wrote Transcendence (1n 1936) .
, Although wrltte'n well before then, ‘it wss published only in 1952. _

. i . A}
4 . . . . .

>



. condit:u.on of experience, 1t 1s the structure by v:.rtue of which thg

- -experlence ot not const:ltute :Lts ob,ject 88 & déterminate)unity witht)ut .

"'-" tranu?ent but 1s an a.bldlng a.cquisltion.

.'2)4’

is its history. Not by being-a supstenceé:nderne\vafh consciousness, but

by being identical with its history, 1s the ego identical through its
cons¢cious life. | )

. “ . )
Husserl's entire argument turns on “the relationship between

. . v
intentionality and tem\porality. Experiences do not merely take place in
. N ~ ) N ‘

imm‘a.nent 'ﬁime; -rather 'they "constitu‘te it. Converselyé- time is the

-

ma.nner of intending the obJect determines the ob,jec’t itSelf An

at once constltutlng itself as’ a. unlty.r Hence, a.n experience 15 not

i

The monad, then, is not Just an abstraci‘.ly :Lden‘tical pol
stream o;f consc:.ousness, but rether a concréte "ego, and as’ sqch- it is

-

crudiali to Husserl's idealism: -

. 'I'he ego can, be concrete only in the flowing‘ multiformity
of hJ.s intentional life, along with' the objeéts meant - and
in 'some cases constltuted as existent for him - in that: llfe.
* Manifestly, in the case of ‘an object. 8a constituted, its

" ablding existence and belng -thus ‘' ‘gré a correlate of-the
habituality constltuted in: the Ego-pole himself by v:lrtue of L
hls position—taking. , . . L. .o

L v+ Thisy my a.ct:.'nty oi‘ positing a.nd explicatmg 'beJ.ng,

sets up a habltuallty of my Ego by, virtue of which the. o‘bject
aB ha.v1ng its. ma.m.fold determinations, is mine abiding]y Such
ablding a.cqulsitions make up my surrounding world, soO far, as ‘I a.m

‘ a.cquainted with it at the time, with'its hor:.zons ‘ofldbjec cts

© with which I.am. unacquainted -, that - is: o‘bjects yvet:to be
acqifired: but already a.nticipated w:.th. thls formal ob.flect—

_strcture;, | - »

L es .'Since -the mona.dically concrete ego mcludes al (e} the cL
- whole - ‘of actual ‘and potentiml conscious life, it is. clear that -
the problem of explica.ting this mona.d:Lc ego phenomenologlcally
(the ‘problem of his’ constitution for himself) must idclude a.lll}
" constltutiona.l problems without exceptlon.. Consequently the
phenomenology of this gglf-constitution coincldeé with phenomen—
ology as a.vhole (C:M. M. 102-103) R R S

. . . .
O - ‘o , st
.ot .. Pos A T . . -
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‘ The concept of the monad - the concept of the totality of actual and

possible experience’ - ié the concept of the totality of all being.

There is no being other than meant or intended objectiwity, or, in other

vords, the world is the correlste of the life of conscfiousness‘)g 1,
" This, then, will serve as en outline of the concept "ego". I
have ettemp'ted to provide only the thread of an °a.rg:1m'ent, rather the.n a .

detalled dlSCUBSLon of a.ny issue. The main pLLrpose ha.s been to evoke
. .7

Certa.m domna.rrt themes of ]-Iusserl's thought as a context for the work to

7 be - dor\e 1n the following eha.pters 5 in the course of thls 'work We shall

o '-',\v.-v . /‘

N

essantial characterlstms of cons c1ousness s.nd the neans whereby 1t

\22

_transcends 1tself ’ohey might be called ltS "dlmensmns Co

o -By mea.ns of thlS outlme, we ha.ve teen led to the apbarent cr:.sis

w;Lth whlch ‘the Fifth Ca.rte51a.n Medltat:.on beglns It a.ll poss , e

o

a.nd being are for the 880> then is not anothe\r ego nonsense? There seems:

" to be & ree.lm of 'belng that is not merely coqstituted by ‘the ego, but by

AN 'x
1tself, the. Other. But. this problex!‘ is exceedingly complex, let us,

(

o therefore, i‘irst consider it on a simpler 1evel

<O . ) R ) . . Vo

“'21:. "'The attempt to- concelve the uiverse of t.rue being-as’ somethlng 1ying

outsn.de the" universe of p0351b1e consolousness, possuble knowledge,
. poss:L'ble evidence, the two being related to one® another merely
: ‘~externa.11y by & rigid la.w, is nonsensic They belong: ‘togéther
. essentially, a.nd, as belonging togethei' esentia.lly, they are 'also.

: concretely one, one in.the only- absolute “eoncretion: “transcendental

subjectivity. -If franscendental subject.lvity is’ the. universe of
1 hposs'lble sense, then an outside is preéisely '~ nonsense® (C.M. I17).
22. Gurwitsch uses such, &a: vocabnla.ry See’ C—urwit.sch "Intentiona.l:.ty of
“,. .Consciousness," €.g. P.: "{l[p,..125.,-. ; o ¢

':‘I;eturn to! most of these themes, a.lbeit 1n modlfled form By fa.r the most "‘(.‘_

s - .'.'~‘-

C 1mportant 'theme is. that 1ntent1onal1ty' a.nd temporality are together .

N
A

.0

3




. whiqh i“t 1a=0ther but ra'bher 15 m actugl or potehtial communion with

the structure of e)cperlenqe a3

'assert tha.t they exiat, or third tha.t\ the concept of a.nother ego is

. ‘mea.n:lnglessah.i . Now wh1ch concerns Husserl? The flrst being the sort of

26
We may now turn to consider the concept of otherness or alterity:
I shall here offer a mostly ‘negati\*e 5efinition, distiﬁguishing it from
the notion of difference; and leaving the positive definition to be

. »
elaborated in the main body of thisA essay. The issue of this discussion

is the claim that an Other eigé is not merely a loéically'possible or even

an actually existing ego numerically .distinet from the ego' with respect to

i

the" ego a.s intentionally rel\ated to a world common to bo‘th. The fact

- Vtha.t other egos a.'re poss:Lble or even rea.l does nqt by itself esta.bhsh

\" L
that they do or can know each other, .or that they experlence the same world
1 .-
much less does 11; establlsh tha.t they know of each other, or know that

tney .jexper:.eme the same WOrld. Yet’ exactly thls sort of actual or ¢
. , - R . @

" potential community is implicated in the sense "Other". In order‘ to -

- - ) B
understand it, therefore, Husserl must not present a proof of logical

possibility or of reé.l exiateﬁce, but .must look rather more deeply into

.o B
(R

- Now the F:Lfth Ca.rtesia.n Medi'ba.tiop begins with a crlsis at the . :

hesrt of.phenomenology' it is suggested tha.t Husserl is committed by the »
)

: results S0 fan! attained a.nd ‘py his method to sollp51sm {c.M. §h2) But

: there are many semnses of solipsiSm. first 1t can be the t,hesis tha.t there -

exist no other selves' or second, that there is not sui‘ ent evidence ‘to
[

s
A

23. cia Da.vid Carr, "The 'Fifth Meditation' and Husserl's Ca.rtesia.nism,
o Bhilosophy and Phenomenolog:.cal Research, -vol. JC(XIV (1973-71&) s p. 19.
24.. Chin-Tal Kim, "Husserl-and: the’ Egocentric Predicament,” Idealistic’
Studies, vol. 11 (1972), PP 6-117 'Cp. also, Ceri, "Husserl's
strtes:lanism, pp. 15-1 . D R

P
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dogmatic claim forbidden by Husserl's approach, is obﬂously out of the
question. Of the others, by far the more likely difficulty for his
o doetrine is the question of whether there is & sénse "Other" susc‘eptible
of intentional s.nelysis, and there fore consistent with Husserl's transcend-
ental idealism. '_Thi.s'ip(_ieed is a serious difficulty, for inten}:iona.l

analysis se_eké"to*show how the obJject has sense as en intentione.l prbduct

- ’
: . . I8

of consciousness, but the alter ego. 1s as_ such a.utonomous and self-constltut—
i_ ‘ . Co 1ng, and hence - it seems - i essentla.lly recalcltra.nt to this sort fof
| ' a.na.lysis (Cp CiM. M. §h2) This is the first of our problems. .
- But suppos:mg this problem to be solved a.nother stre.ightway
I . . ‘ presents itself The sense of any ob,ject 1s determmed by the manner in
wh:.ch it presents 1tself to cbnsc:.ousneSs, ha.t.ls, the COurse of

= experlences 1ntend1ng an object deterines the detalled, sense of the object

- .
-and whether it is given the status existing 5. Hence, in subjecting the
gense "Other™ to intentional analysis, Husserl is required to lay bare the
structure of the verifying evidence of the_existenée of the Other. That is,

he is ‘committed to respond to some version of the second of the three

a T

'diffi'culties%.

* . Now .it nu.ght geem that t‘hese'p.rdble}ns are specieus, for phenomen-

.

ology is an eidetic science (C.M. .§3h), and the structu{e of consciousness

it uncovers is therefore not peculisr to the "med.{tating'ph"i’ldsopher'.', but
. i M

is universal and iristanti'ated'in'infinite possible e'gos. The e:.detic method
X N e . c oy

C- trea.ts the pa.rticula.r as an insta.nce of -the unlversa.l, and this, 15 no less

i

" L 25.' ‘This wlll be more Pully discussed below, pp. 81-82;
’ 26. Cp. Kim \"Egocentric Predicament," Rassim, esp. pp 131-132.

’ N N .
: . , |
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rtrue of the particular transcendental ego. Perhaps, then, there is no

¢ .
. !, '

serious question of phenomenology being solipsistic, and no. préssing need
to inveéstigate the sense "Othexr".
The suggestion is spurious, for it ignores the problems specific

“to sub.jectwlty. The method of eidetic intuition j& free variation: the

phenomenologié'b can uncover the esse_nc‘e of pefc'eption, for example, by
N

-

‘startlng'w:.th any perception whatever - say 'bhe present percept1on of a

table - and flctively chs.uglng it He thereby d.lscovers what va.rlatmn is

mcons:Lstent w:Lth 1‘bs remaming perceptlon, a.nd is tl;\us ena‘pled to mtult -

m, f'

' the essence of percept:n.on The part:l.cular perception is now seen to

“_:I

1nstantia.te a pu:'e p0531b1»11ty, ‘an -eidos. Simla.rly, in epca.mm1ng the

ego,. Hu,sserl seeks not idiosyn'cracies or particular psychologica.l

propertles but "the structurex of subjectlv:.ty as such., The particular ego

is of ‘interest only l!s ar instance of the unlversal. But the universal
» '

(cg(eidos) is in this case discovered by self-veriation (C.M, 105~106).
X : - o - o
Hence, although the phenomenologist.will discover -himself to We an-
ix‘ngnce of a pure possibility,- he will'not thereby discover how he ¢an

enter into conscious relatl{;ﬂs with. other 1nstances. Or, as Husserl says,
o .

"...in the trans:.tion from my ego to an ego as such, nelther the a.ctua.llty..

nor the possﬂ::.llty of other egos is presupposed. I phantasy only myself

as if I -were othervise; I do not phantasy others" (C M. 106) ‘An Other,
then, is not merely a different ego '7. ) c .o ."

! A plura.lity of. egos is in pr:l.nciple poss:.ble, and is indeed

-

actual; but, knowing this we do not know how they.are aware of e_ach other."

— ) . ‘

27." Cmrr, “Husserl s Cartesua.msm, P 18—19;‘Kj.m, "Egocentric Predica- -

ment pp. 128—129

) . . P . [y




I Bther to “pe a logical posaibxllty An object is the unity of: inflplte .

L - | . ' . A 29

Ego and alter ego do'not simply exist side by ‘side unavaress nor is it
o ! , i :
. : o, \ '
‘sufficient ‘tha.t they in fact ea‘cperienee the same world. Rather, they must

know, or at least be able to know of each other, each recognizing tha.t jhe
28 ‘ '

" other experiences the same world-

It is helpful to consider briefly a 'ra.ther more subtle attempt to

obv:.ate HusserJ. s a.nalys:.s of the Other, but one the.t stiil: takes the

: 'possible experiences, a.nd it is cla.imed there is no essentiel rea.sont .

e SN ...\

' why! these must occur w:n.thm one strea.m of consc1ousneSs. Others who would”‘

‘experience *the sa.me object m dlffe\rent perspectives are a rI_gr:.ori p0331ble,

.

"-whether in fact they exlst is a.n empirical question that phenomenolog,' ha.s

29‘

no business consulering

The critlcism is. a:rgued through a.n a.nalysus of the givenness of a
!

spatiel th:l.ng. Such an ob.ject is not fully presented in any one perception;

r&ther, each perception is & perspectlve on the object and - presents a’
1 1)

‘aide”of’ 1t. The ,total\ity of t.he .1nf1n1te possible perspectlves on the ob.j’ect: )
is its "inner hor:Lzon ¥ the outer hor:.zon 1s made up of those ob,jects

contiguous with it in the visual field, end presented along vith i't. in the '

,background,, 80 'to spea.k. Now one in - principle can a.ttam a. new: perspectlve

Ve

) ‘oh ‘-t"né ob.ject" biit'this 'will.not be a_newv isolatedexperience, bu-t sy‘nthes,—‘

1zed with the previous as e.n experience of the sa.me ob,ject. A spat:ia.l

object 1s fexperienced in contlnuous syntheses of thls kind. Corresponding

i 1

.i'..g each perspectlve is.a unique bodily poaition of ‘the percener, which

. L e e e

28. Cp: Ca.rr "Husserl's Ca.rtesia.msm," p. 19, and K.:Lm, "Egocentr:.c
Predlcament " pp. 128-129.. .-

29 ." Bemard P Da.uenhauer, U Comment™ on Husserl ‘and Solipsism - ’I‘he
Modernlschodman, vol. LII (197&-75), pp. 189-193 NTTT




w

s "which the object is 'the 1ntentiona.l um.ty need not- occur ih one. stream of :

e grlori by the object's bemg an 1ntent10na.1 unity™

- : .

ii;.self varies with variation of the perspective. . But since there are

infinite possible perspectives correqunding' to infinite bodily positions,

there is no final and apodictic experience of the ob,ject:jo. - *

’

: >The crii:ic further a‘néues that the act of pei;c.eption is anomymous:

the sub.ject is immersed ;m the quect and therefore is not thetlca.lly

n

. present to himself 1n the experience' only 1p reflection is it recognlzed -

'that there is- a perceiving: sub,]ect Hence, .an experience is s:.gnalled as:

"‘.fperceptio:t of tha.t ob,ject but not as. by ‘this sub,ject‘ there is noth:.ng in -

«

T experience tha.t \ties 1t to e pa.rticula.r stream of conscmusness " q’
' \ "" .

}E:rom 'bhis the critic concLudes tha.t the severa.l experiences of

K .

RO K _".

. consc\lcuspess. It is essentially possible 'bha.t a.nother pe,g‘ceiv:.ng sub,ject}

—-—re

be 'so sittia.ted as to sée the sa.me object t,ha.t the first-sees.' By know:mg

e s

that many perspectlves are poss1b1e we know. tha.t his w1ll be -9 perspective

o the,same obJect. H\ence flnally, the elabbra.te a.na.lyses of' the F_‘Afth .

Carteésian 'Med‘j.tetion gre otiose: - the possn.bility that maqy experience the ~ '

Pl

" same. world a.nd that objects are intersub.jectively accessible 1s guara.nteed -

32

It is not ha.rd to see the mista.ke. 'I'he critic has failed to
/recognize the full s:.gniflca.nce of lntentlonal ana1y51s ~which reveals that
the perspect1ves on an object are unisled not just by a real pr1nc1ple “of

\
‘the object in itsel:t‘ but by a principle imma.nent in each experience of 1t.

To perceive a spa.tla.l pbject is not simply to see'a.- cer‘bain congeries .

3

'30. ', Dauenhauer. Husserl and Sollpsism,. pp 186-;190,“‘ S ‘ e

32. - Ibid, p 191—192\ Lo

. .i—‘

" 31.,. Ibid,” PR 190509k R
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of colours, tactile qualltles, anq; the lilce, rather, the congeries is ] ;

) , . .apprehended as an a.ppea.rance o_f, ,sa.y, a die? And this a.pprehension S . ~

stra.ightway commits consc:Lousness to the possibihty of’ ha.vmg other,

-
-
—

" definite appea.ra.nces. ¥t ls not ‘suffic1ent that the pew appea.ra.nces be
"really" _sppearances of the same ob,ject they must be - sy'ntheeuzed as v =
1dent1cal in accorda.nce with the pred,ehneatlon (the commitment) impllc:Lt

) , L g '-,m the apprehension. The a.pprehensmn pos:Lts more tha.n is fully gresent « l

" ‘t:a.n be ma.de ’present. Only

. ., N
v, ~ .;"".

thus dOes the o'b.ject remain the sa.me for consc:.o'leness through 1ts

- .to 1t but 1n such\ a ma.nner that thlS mor°

'mult:.ple appeara.nces. : The apgrehenszmn 15 e.s such a. prepumption, a.nd
8 \ .

‘-tln t.h:.s sense the object 1s said to tra.nscend the perception of :i.t (C M. .
P . \ ) s \_

. -.§ 28 ';‘ ThlS u.nity of the o’bject, and :Lts consequent transcendence ca.n Lol ~‘:

“be- said to be the a.chievem.ent of cOnsclousness. -
. o i

- . NE

» . » . ) ‘- N . . 4.

. L 'l'hls is exactly\fe point tha.t our cntlc has mJ.ssed. The‘ ob,ject - o~ .

L. .. o 1ndeed transcends cons::lousness by 'being the unrty of :Lnfinlte possible,/ L

. P ol N IR

.experlenceb.‘. But thls tra.nScendence is reflected in the presumpticm oi‘ ) j 3

B - oL ~consclousness A by mea.ns of its own presumption, copsclous%ees .15 able to i

‘ posxt .the unlty tha.t defmes objectlve tra.nscer;dence. ; No appearances“at‘(e
e e .

e a.ppea.ra.nces of one ob,j ct until conéciousness ca.n un\ﬁf‘y them as euch. @

R ' . I T .'-‘,The. op,jeqt, then, 'ot Just a rea.l tra.nscendent tut is con.scio"_"‘

- . . .t/rans'cending 1tee1f. T s # \//_

But this bnsiness of perspectives does not explain how the \mity.

AW . e Lt 1‘-;'-

'of an ob,ject for severa.l egos can be ach:.eved._ The crlticism is vitiated

by a surreptltious real:\sm' the _se.me rea.l ob,ject ca.n surely 'be percelved q

: , ~//bcy meny egos 3 but how ab they go a.'bout pOsiting 1t as! the' same? »How do -

L. N . 1-' "~y. ! ."'
L LN [ - s -




" the object, and therefore it is in no\way expectaﬁtly meant in his own

32

t

they achieve the unity of the object? A rather new sense of transcendence
is at work here. Our critic has perhaps pitched on the right idea, butxhe

4
has failed to analyse it. f

|

The object as an intentional unity transcends consciousness 11
the sense that a new perspeceive-is always possible.” One perspective is
actual, the rest are potential, presumed, also-meant, or expectant: but
they can be made actual, the expectancy can be fulfilled. Husserl seeks

to make transcendence intelligible by analysing the concrete relationship

between expectancy and fulfillment. .

’

N i

_*» The :Z%ersubgectively accessible object is transcendent in an

entirely diff ent way. The ego cannot. have the Other'e perspective on

&
o

L L TY

‘ ;‘g‘. - . +
experience. . Yet each experiences the object as the same for both.33 By b

. 1 - N
what right do they make such’a claim? This 1s our problem.
[ ]

. These considerations suggest that the Other is not just an
intended object of a special kind, ﬂﬁt that it is rather what I have called

] -

a dimension of consclotisness. If the consciousness of tlie Other 'is indeed a

prgeeéh of self-trahscending;with its own spec¢ific structure, then clearly ?

i
* N -

\ 1

33. Cph Carr, "Hd%serl's Cartesianism.. PP. 26—27. Carr refers to the two:

. +sorts of transcendence as»a "weaker" and a "stronger" sense (the latter
.being the intersubjective transcendence) He notes that they are
analogous (p. 26). Butlhe claims ~ I think falsely - that\the Other is
"weakly" transcendent: 3...while thle alter ego makes it possible that
the "rest" of the world exceeds my actual ual and possible consciousness; .
the alter-e >ego does mot himseif exceed my actual and possible consciousness."
This ig 80 because "he is described...as not reducible to the particular
)act or -acts in #%hich "he is given to me. 'He is not so reducible
"\ 'because he’'is. the objective unity of "actual .and possible acts of my own

" lin which he can be giveni" (ps 27). Thds cannot be true, because the
Other is still an «ego, and as such is aelf—constituting “and self-unifying;
and this operation- most surgly exceeds the ego's possible consciousness.

. This whole question will be argued -at length in Chapter III.

< f 3

- . - s




- 33
it is more the kin and the equal g;;intentfbnaiity and of time-conscious—
ness than a specification of intentionality. But this requires careful
examination and arguiént, for Husserl often speaks as if the consciousness
of the bthef is just a specification of iptentionality.

Now if this hew sense of transcendence is to become intelligible,
it must be subjected te intentional analysis; the transcendence must be
\\\ shown to be an achievement, a sélf—tianscending. The Othenr, then, cangot
be straightway acceptgd as a really éxiéting~subjectivity, but must be
ffigured in the ego's own subjectivity: * .
o/ . . " )
< In this pre-eminent intentionality [scil "the intentionality
' _directed to what is-other"] there becomes constituted for me
the new existence-sense that goes Beyond my monadlc very-own-"
ness; ‘there hecopes constituted en ego, not as"I myself", but .
] . ' as mirrored in my own Ego, in my monad. The secon% ego, -
- however, is not simply there and strictly presented; rather
is he constituted as "alter ego" - the ego indicated as one ,
moment by this expression beihg I myself in my ownness. The
) "Other", according to his oyn constltuted sense, points to
K -me myself; the other is a "mirroring" of my own self and yet
‘ not a mlrrorlng proper, an analogue. of my own self and yet

again not an analogue in the usual sense (C M. 125)%

THe sense’ Other implicates the sense self, and thereby bécomes'the"meang
of the self-transcending of consciousness. Even here Husserl is dble to
‘ N 1 ‘ "

preserve his idealism™ .

Neither ego nor alter ego ceases, on entering the intersubjective

reldtionship, to be a monad - a totality that implicates in its ver&
: T ) : . '
34, Contrary to Ricoeur's claim. Ricoeur "HusserI's Fifth Cartesian’
\ Meditation" in Ricoeur, Husserl:. An Analysis of His Phenoménology,
, ' trans..E.G. Ballard and L.E. Embree (Evanston, U.S.A.: Northwestern
s University Press, 1967), p. 130. (The essay was prepared, espec1ally

r for this collection, and to the best of my knowledge Ricoeur's ‘French
) version has not been published. -See Translators' Preface, p. xxii).
’ It Rlcoeur only means that Husserl‘s idealism is transformed, then
. , e ° he’ ‘is surely right. .But it is not &bandbned or in Ricoeur's words,
, " - 'brought up short, for even here Husserl insists that nothing
' transcends qonsciousness without the cooperation of consciousness.

ottty L
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subjectivity all that is or can be objective for it, and includes it in

.

its essence. But on entering the relationship, the world for each ceases
to be only his, and becomas shared. By entering the relationship the
monads -can be said to build "windows" for themselves35, but they do not

look through these windows onto scmething external to them, but onto

their own achievement, albeit an achievement that always escapes thelr
full fecovery.

- Let us now turn to the detailed analysis of' this new sense of
. o \

transcendence. As our first step we must examine the'intrinsically‘first .

¢

{

. \ )
.object that is the s ame for self and Other:. the body. ‘1 propose now to }

«

consider the bodily encouﬁter‘with the Other.

v - \ ‘ ¢ N
35. Jercmir Daiek, "Mditation Husserliemne sur 1'Alter Ego," Laval _
Théologigue Philosophique, vol. XXXI (1975), p. 155. .

-
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Chapter II

L4

The Encounter with the Other

[ ]
According to Husserl's idealism, no objective transcendency is

conceivable unless consciousness, so to speak, ''cooperates'" with or opens
itself to the objecét. The problem for this essay is to analyse the
transcendency peculiar to the alter ego, and in particular to analyse

the manner in which it is achieved in conscious 1ife. This transcendency
is preJem;nently the theme of conscibusngs; in the encounter with the

Other: accordingly, let us examine this encounter in detail.

The Fifth partesian Meditation begins  abruptly with an apparently

fundamental crisis. The.monad, or concrete transcendeﬁtél subjectivity, .
ihtentionaliy comprehends all actual or possible»objecﬁivi{y as the

product of its own movement of self-transcending. But one intentional

». '

sense - other subjectivity - is essentially recalcitrant to such analysis;

for as a subjectivity it is autonomously the source of its owm sense, and
. 4

*

refuses to be comprehended as the product of an intentionality alien to
1t.’ Now if phénomenology is to make all that is experienced. into the

monad's own, how caﬁ it accommodate something so radically-alien as an’

autonomous Other (C.M. 121)? .If the consciousness,of which Busserl spéaks
can intend only its own product, théd surely there will be no real other
subjectivity for it, but onlﬁ a hthnculus, avvain image or iferatioh of
itseif; and it is doomed to leipsiem.~jﬂut just as surely, the conscious-
ness of ordiharyllife claims to reacﬁ‘oVer t; a genuipe 0ther, an Other

!

that transcends the self more fully than any object yet ‘encountegred (C.M,
. . ‘ . . e

123). . L,
. [
Lety us try to make this clearer.” Husserl's reflections have so-
r B . i } . '

35
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far proceeded on the basis of the phenomenological reductions, the
deliberate .refusal of the claim of ngiﬁ? experience to present objects
that are more than what they are experienced to be, that are independently
real; phenomenology is the decision to conduct philosoghy as a p}ocess of
consistent self-explication, or egology, accepting as valid’only what i;

evidenced in conscious life (Cp. C.M. §§ 6-8). But if the phenomenologist

is to aeéept only what he experiences as evident, how can he accéept that

another ego than himself experiences the same obJept§ as he? How can he,

consistently with the'dgmand of eyid§qce, gccept that there is a
consciousness - & :conscicusness of evidénce -:thaﬁ is not his, bdbut other
than his? Again,.in maki?gihis'initial éeciéion fﬂﬁﬁ the world is the =
correlate of conseious life, and iﬂ finally interpreting phenomenology as
transcenderitaL idealism (Cp. C.M. § hl)‘,.d'oes e hot commit himself to

being in theory (not possibly in fact) & solus ipse, unable to understand

how the world is objective for others as for him, unable to be a menber

-

7 e _ '
of a community of egos intentionally related to a common world? He,

ingtead condemns\h{géelf, Husserl's iﬁag&ned critic accuses, to accept
. . \ .
that sihce’all'thaﬁ is objective for hin is his own product, the presumed

Other is not a conscious ego at all (C.M. 122). S
The criticism pretends to come from outside phénomenologyl, from

transcendental realism (C.M. 121); and from its externality.derive its

meaning and vigour. Phenomenology seeks to be “transcendental philosophy": -

that is, it claims to be able to-solve by its own methods all'problems'of

the origin, meaning and obJectivity of the nalvely accepted world, of all

A

- ’ o

1. See Ricoeur, "Husserl's Fifth Cartesian Meditation," p. 116.

-

-

-




subject, somehow related to reallty In its‘presen‘c form, its first '

N . ) . : ,
Aunbi"idgeable ontological gap between self and Other, and therefore makes

. misintérprets the reclproca.ty of . the relationship by affirming a one—sided

3T

/
that claims to be transcendent (C.M. 121). The critic challenges
phenomen_ology by suggesting that it is do}gm'a.tically u.ne.ble to formulate
even the sense "Other", that it cannot consistently with itsvown principles
accord the Other the independence essential to him. If indeed he 1;

right, then phenomehology must resign its pretentions, and' accept that

it is at best a consis'tent theory about‘ & restricted region of conscious
life, bu{; not complete 'a_.n.d true. ' .

We have already briefly encountered trenscendental realism. Its

tHesis -was that behind the sti'eam of consciousness therd lies a substantial
poo

]

premlse is the.t‘, the Other e?cceeds any poss:Lble c0nsc1ou.sness of him, and
. > ~
) - f

1t easily conqludes from this that the ego's. exper:.ence 1'5 only a sigm

or representation of ‘the Other's reality (C.M. 122). Thé job for phllOSOphy )

T e e L3 b e W‘ i e

would then be to cr1t1¢1ze ‘the vera.c1ty of the sign. This realism

contrasts itself with the idealist viev that the Other is "a mere intending

and intended in me", an immanent part of the ego's own conscious life (c, M.

122). . .

The alternatives are specious. The first proposes .& fun]da.mentally

i't unin'teiligible how they depend upon eaich other ‘for‘theii' oo'nscious

- KN

bemg, unlntelllglble, that is, how the acce551b111ty of the world to . {

everyone is an experientla.l and not a dlscursive sense. The second, toco,

dependency of the Other on the self thus pre—emptlng any notion of the

AN




r

fapprec1ates the spec1al transcendence.of the Other,pbut at the e;pense

. mislead the reader by presenting “the - problem of intersubJectivity as a’

‘2. Cp John Sallis, "On the Limitation of Transcendental Reflectlon, or .
© Is IntersﬁbjectrV1ty Transcendental?" . The Monist, vol. LV(1971), p. 31k,

) g 38
self's also- being Other for his Otherz. Both transcendental realism end
naive idealism, then, are solipsist&c; each in its own way.

Husserl dismisses the -entire dispute as "metaphysical" and

dogmatic, and' rejects the alternatives as labsurd (C.M.- 122) But why -
i [

" are they even suggested? Perhaps because each graphlcally expresses a

fundamental desideratum of a philosophy of 1ntersubject1v1ty In the

intentionality relating to other subJectivity,‘both the subJect (the

t

ego) and the object (the alter ego) have spec1al rlghts. Each is

autonomous, -but equally each depends upon the'other's subject1v1ty to
.7

ensure that the world is experlenced as accessible to all,l Realism

-
]

of the ego; the ngive idealism with Which it is contrasted makes the
reverse:mistaké. - .

Now the opening pages of the Fifth Cartesian Meditation'perhaps

doctrlnal difficulty for phenomenology they suggest that- phenomenology\

\must escape SOllpSlSEB. A number of essays have therefore been puhllshed

sPeculafing on whether the Meditation succeeds i refuting solipsism, or
in prov1ng that phenomeﬁology is. not sollpsist- or on whether there is any ’

need for sueh‘proofh. The 1ntroduct10n of the problem undenlably has an

DN

‘ '

3. .'Cp. Carr,."Husserl's Cartesianism," p. 15:.. "Husserl.. misled hls
readers by usidg the term 'sollpsism' in.a: pecullar way"

L. .For example: Dauenhauer, "Husserl on Solipsls Harrlson Hall
"Idealism and Solipsism in. Husderl's Cartesian Meditatlons, Journal of
,the'Brltlsh‘Socieyy for Plienomernology, vol. VII(1976), pp. 53-555°,

M.M. van de Pitte, "Husperl's Sol1p51sm,' Journal ‘of the Brltish Society; o

for Phenomendlogy, -vol. VIII(1977) p. 123-125. ¢ !

-
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agonistic or polemical tone, and thereby gains v1gour and vividness. But
the Meditatlon itself is far more, than an &pologla for phenomenology;
Husserl's concern is to address a real issue,-not to escape & doctrinal
incongruity, or to eolve an artificial conuncrgm, or to invent a theoret-
ical novelty. And ais introduction must be interpreted in this light.
Hence, although Husserl rejects the opening polemlcs, he retains
their apparently confllcting de31derata as v&lid for his own analys1s of

1 1ntersubJect1v1ty.. These are, agaln that the Other utterly transcends

the self, and is autonomous and.yet that he ig 1mmanent and is seen
‘ 1,.

[ .
to experience what the eelf experlences‘ But hls effort 1s not 80 much

[

. to accommodate “these - w1thin one theory as to show how conscious life

: 1tself works them out. \ N .
- . , o

Husserl therefonektakes’thé naive or unre flected consciousness
of other subjedtiv1ty as the "transcendental clue" for his analYSlS, as
that which is to be understoodl The stralghtforward consc1ousness of the
Other has two aspects: First, the Other is himself objectlve as having
7___body standing among other worldly objects- but he is seen not only to
. . be in’'the. world, but also-to experience it. Second, the world 1tself
} is glven as. not Just the ego 8" pri#ate synthetlc formation", but as

accessible to all (G M. 123)

. \
‘ Naive conscious life takes the Other for granted. It is accepted
thet‘there is a plurality of co—equalfpersons ~_among them oneself - who
all experience and live in one. uorld (C M. 123, 125) The naive sabject
. trusts that his fellows See the same things as he, -that. in cOnversation

[ ey
they have ‘or can have the same thlng 1n mind as he, and so on.. §gt;thla_. —-

—

- . &
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trust hides a wealth of implicit meaning that it is our business to
explicate. (

Naive consciousness makes no fundaﬁental distinction between self
and Other®. But with the Pirth of philosophical reflection, tite subject . .
arrogates to himself the pre-emtnent status ef the cogito. ObJectivity R
becomes obJectivity for tge/subject, meaning becomes meaning for the
.subjeét‘?aed the'reletionship between the subject and his feilows becomes

i

asymmetrlcal for thelr .experience does not for him have the warrent of -
the coglto. The philos0ph1cal problem -of" self and other is borns, end
" our, questlons ere legltimated. how does one go about acceptlng'that
~.the Other, too, 1s a subject that one objectlve world is acce531ble to
all? It ig speciflcally to these questlons that Husserl dlrects hig - / :
2attent10n o - o e . 4 Sl ‘

, . 1
! . '

R . PN
e s by bt s T

...Imperturbdbly.I must hold fast to the insight that every ‘
_ sense that any existent whatever has or can have for me - in
respect of its "what" and its "it exists and actually ig" --is
a sense in an(q arising from my intentional 1life, becomlng
clarifled and uncovered for me in consequence of my life's
congtitutive syntheses, in. sYstemB of harmonious verificaetion.
~Therefore, in order to provide the basis for answering all _ . .
1mag1nable questions that ‘can have any sense: (here) - nay, in . |
order. that, step by step, theseé questlons themselves may: be oy
propounded and ‘solved - it is necessary to begin with a )
systematlc expllcatlon of . the -pvert and implicit 1ntentiona11ty
. in which thé being-of others for me becomes "made" and |
expllcated in respect of its rightful content ~ that is, its .
Mfilment—content (C.M. -123). , ‘ x b
. . | \ . ' . 4
But the problem Husserl\sets himself is more comprehensive even than : k

this: 1t is in virtue of the Other's being 8 consc1ous Bubject that the.
1
world has the pe ulier transcendence of 1ntersubjective accessiblllty.
\

.
To place the int ntlonallty relatlng to other subject1v1ty in question

R

- - i v . ' \‘
5. Ricoeur, "Hus érl's Fifth Cartesisn Meditation", pp. 119-120.
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is, then, to place the entire range of conscious life im ‘question (C.M.

124).. " ‘ .

The intersubject".iVe accessibilj:ty of the world is ordinsary enough
:'Lg itself, but it involves two moments, the self's expefience and lthe
Other's experience, which can be isolated for analysis only by
extraordinar& means. If Husserl seeks to know how the ego has acceps to
the alter ego' then he clea.'riyrmca.nnot. pfesuppo;é tha.t access. He: must

attempt to dlscern the cqnceptual order of 1ts orlglnatlon. He must,

that is, dellmit a stra.tum of c0n3c1ous llfe, from which it is absent ’

. - . RN

-but withln which it a.nses _He therefore transfqrms, the introductory

&\

obJection into an argument by proposing' a reductibn to the "sphére o}

ownness" (Elgenhelts%a.re) He suggests that we methodologically

exclude from consideration-all that range of obJectivity now in question:
-
th\e\ meaning "alter ego" itself, and all meanings referring to or

-

originating from the.alter ego. For exa.mple,‘ all cultural. obJectivities

are excluded, for these are products of Others' comstitution; sciéntific

objectivity :i.s efgccluded, for it~:'|.s essentially intersub,jectively é.cce‘ssible.

Generally excluded are "a.ll constltutional effeCta of 1ntent1cma.11ty
th
relating immedl_ately or mediately to other subjectivity (C.M.. 12h)

This thematic and abstractive reduction has & very specific

purpcse. The> Other ik not alien in himself, but with respect to the ego;

AN

some'Ehing is alien ohly with respect to what is own. ‘Henc‘e, in order to
grasp the status of the Qj:hei', Hus';serl must elaborate a concept of self-

!

3 S A . y .
6. Ricoeur’s expression: see Ricoeur, "Husserl's Fifth' Cartesian
Meditatioms", p. 118, : : , ‘ S
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hood7. But, in light of the preliminary interpfetafion of the problem,
it has a mpre fundamental pu:g-pos’e‘: the Other transcends consciousness
in a unique way, but nonetheless in a way that essentially involves the

structure of the ego's own experience. The Other is the vehicle of a

transcendence more radical than any possible for the ego alone. The
i .
Other experiences what the ego himself experiences, he takes as his

own what is the ego's own: he encroa.che's (ﬁberschreiten) upon the. ego

'(C.M.'128)'. We must first withdraw the reflected ego from this

| v

. tra.nscendlng a.nd encroathng in order to\ underste.nd hlS role in theé .

\ 8 : o .
‘ mOVemen“t - : . . -

7. Cp» Ricoeur, "Husserl s Fifth Ca.rtesian Med;tation , p. ‘119, .Ricoeur ~
P

Clea.rly, then, the reductlon to the sphere of ownness, or, the

premordlal reduction, ig not simply the natural:.stlc hypothes:.s that all

L4

o:bhers hax‘i dJ.\ed., perhaps 1n a un;.vers,a.l.plague. - They would then be
merely factually absent, but there would remain a coherent sense,
"Other". The reduction is more Fadical: = the primordial sphere or sphere

of ow)nness is the. ego 8 prlvate sy'nthetlc :E‘ormat:.on » somethlng that no

possible Other'could experience (C.M. 195). pE

» . [

That which is own is nOn—aiien (C.M, 126). The primordia.l gphere

is no part of the objeective (intersubjectivelm acceseible) world.’ Yet it

is & coherent stratum of;the. world; accordlngly, primordial” experlence

‘\i's‘ a gpecific ma,nrier of self-transcending in the sphere of ownness. In

4

speaks of a "parentage of sense" that which is alien is another's o

;own; hence the senge "Other" or "alien" is derived from the sense "

8. Cp. Ricoeur, "Husserl's Fifth Cartesian Med:.ta.tlon", PP 119-120, a.nd
9a.lso translator's footnote, p. 119, na. 6 .

"
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being an organ, the body bears the ego 8 subjectlvity, an@ in virtue of

N

L3

4

other words, to primordial experience there corresponds.a.n "own" nature,
its intentional product (C:M. 127).

Now among the objects of this own‘neture one stands out as unique:
.the ego's body-or arimate organism (5959)’ an organ of sensation and of
kinaesthesias. It is the only object in which the ego "'rules and
governs' immediately"; and by means ofuth'is/ governing, the ego\hlas

sensory vacoess to his primordisal world: he can see ’a.n'd touch something,

.and by, mOV1ng, see a.nd tonch other ob,jects, or the other side of the

same dbject' and.he has klnaesthetlc power to move objects w1th1n the'

own sphere. All of this he- does), a.nd all is subject to h:[s g ca.n" (C M.

" 128).. The body e.s an orga.n (or system of opga.ns) is ‘1ot one obJect

-

:'co-equa.l w:.th e.ll others but is a. powerg. The organ is not the theme

\ o
of sensation: for example, when one touches an obJect wi{c.h one's ha.nd,

-

one does not feel one's ‘hand, but the object, and the tactile qualities . .\ )

are qualities of the object, not of ‘the hand. The sensory or kinaestl;etic

pover of the body ddes. not‘\;intentionally termina.te in the orgsa, but in
. . ;

the object that it appropriateslo.. In other words, the ha.nd is absent

y from the touchn.ng in much the  sédme way tha.t the ego is sbsent from -

y

unreflected . experience. N

, The .primord?a.l reduc'tion, of oourse, é.o'es- not in%rentlth’e body ,t'

’\ R

'but ra.‘hher ma.kes it sta.nd out or br:.ngs it to prominence. In virtue of
\ .

[

' 9. Cp..M. Merlea.u-Ponty, La phenomenologie -de 1a. perception (Parls

Gallimard, 1945) p. 406, ; The Phenomenology of Perception, trams.
Colin Wilson (London: ‘Routledge.& Kegan Paul, 1962), p+ 353.
10. Husserl more fully explores:the issues of the subjectlvity of ‘the
body, and .of its role in the constltutlon of objectivity in the Ideen
- II, Cha.pter III. oo o T
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_attitude, ‘and dlscovered therefore the manner 1n whlch the transcendental

Ly

-

Y

being subjective it is itself .unnoticed in experience. The primordisl

R

living body, then, -is not a "didactic fiction," but is the ve}y pover of

experiencing, the central organ of the movement of self—trgnséending -
that is essential. to coﬁscioﬁsness. The reduction to the body is not

an impoyerishmenp of consciqusness, but is t@e.revefation of héw it
enriches itse1ett.’ c '<

"This brlngs us to the notion of incarnate transcendental subject—

1v1ty As matter of course, the emplrlcal ego or psyche has a body

.

‘it 13 a pay ophy51ca1 unity, & man- Wlthin the experlence of this man

is to be dls erned a sphere of &hnness - an 1ncarnate psyche ( % 131)4

But thls 1ncarnat10n is. 1h Husserl's view "transéendentally secondary

o

3
a

.ego himself experiences (C M. 130-131}« Oun attentlon was drawn to the

body ndt as a constituted object but: as g constltuxlng organ-of experlence.

-Transcendental subjectiv1ty is incarnatelgz- this does not mean that ‘the

’ C ‘ 3 L ‘ ",
‘- ego @nd the body are linked as co-o;dinatewrealities, but rather that the ¢

primordipl body is eSsentially anpéxpérienéiﬁg body . By means of its

1ncarnathﬁ, consclousness is enahlednto ass1m11ate the. apparent :

transcendent facticlty of sensatlon to its owu operatlon.
1.

2 We.have'thus returngd to - the results of otr first reflections on
. . . ' . : L4 . .

1. ,Rlcoeur, "Husserl's Fl.fth Cartesian Meditation”, pp. 119- 126
12.- This is perhaps one of the most intensely problemapical areas of -
‘ Husserl's work. What 'is required is.a qptlon of the body as C >

Ll constituting; rathér then as constituted, See Landgrebe,

"Konstitutionslehre™; cp. also Lev1nas, "Intent1onalité et sensatlon .

- .

-

' the reductlon to the sphere of ownness was performed within ﬁhe\transcendental

w
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© subjectivity in general; at the same time we are led to a "positive ' . i’
. : - }

: ) characterization of primordial experience. The’acts of the owﬁ Body,

.
L] B . .
® inasmuch as it is a subjective body, are experiences, a.nd therefore have

]

their place in .iinfns.nenf t:f.me. The tbtality of aetual a.nd possﬂ:le . .

‘ consciousness is the concrete egoj the pr'oduct of the,selff'transcending':

movement of bodily coziScibusn’és ' nature, or that stratum of .’

. ) the ob,jectlve world that is- bodlly acce551ble, &nd is! potent:.a.lly . ' R v
. v . B '(N. ;
strlctly presen‘l;,ed (C M. ShT) By m‘éa.ns of the prlmordla.l reductlon, PN

we have a.rrived~at ST feo e . ;\ L b«;:' N e IR A
Sy - E
. .\.a. Nature. (1nclud1ngr an a.nlme.te orga.zusm [Le:.bl:.chkelt])
that is. const:l.tuted to ‘be su:re, a5 &, unig:.y of spatlal obJects
. "tra.nscending “the. stream of sub,ject:.ve ‘procésses, -yet, L
-;"'constltuted a.s merely a multlpllclty of, ob.)ectp of poss:.ble (RPN .
: experience -.this experience being purely my. own life, and what EERPRRNER:
-is- experlenced in this experience: belng nothlng more than a’ T S
synthetlc anity: insepar&ble ‘Trom. this llfe and 1ts potentialltles .

(C.M. 134~ 135) e

Prlmordml na.ture is that wh:.ch transcends the body by v1rtue of the body'

e . » oot -
R T YT TR T LY A T A
- .. ‘. : R R

own sensory and kinaest}.}etic pover. Now, wg seek the origin of tha.t o

£

h‘igher-order tra.nscendency that escapes the body's potential

N [y
ne - -

approprla.tlon the, world that is access.lble to aJ.'l Pr:.mord:n.a.l nature

- "

- 1s the "fou.ndmg stra.thm" of thls tra.nscendency, for "I obviously ca.nnot

P have the a.l1en' oi‘ "bther as experlence, a.nd therefore_ca.nnot have the
ey ‘ o N L e
LR sense 'Ob,jectlve world' as an experlentie.l sense, mthout ha.vmg-this

: o | - -l . .
: ® : {acll. own] stratum in actua.l expenence (C.M.' 127).— I-Iow ‘the own feungs, :
o - S - \ E Co

the 1ntersubjective remains yet to be explp.:.ned v\

« & g
v

o Sa . . ‘4 . . e “,

T S - R Before proceed_lng we mlght flrst consider an ob,jecthn to Husserl'

T 'proposed.p_rlmordlal ~re@uct;on. John Sall1s suggests tha.t it»ls e.n .

©a

R ¢
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full ontological relation between self and Other - end by this

\

L6

attempt to recover the constitution of the flt'er ego as purely the ego's
ownv activity; and that the reduction is impossible, for there is no

levei of consciousness from which any contribution hy other subjectivity
is abspntlB. He argues that total \x.'eflection, #f possible, would reveal

i

a monad that is itself responsible for‘ all that is objective for it;

.

that is, nothing external can impinge upon the reflected monadic
consciousness, for reflection - when total - would discover, the

conditions bLo‘i‘ the externality, and thus gﬁpropriate it as a-constituted

]
i

productlh. Now a total]l reflectiodn on the consciousness relating to the

\
* e

Other can have-only one 'o.i‘ two resuits: ‘either reflection‘ discovers
within the reflected consciousness the "mark" of an external Otlher,
himself, as is the first, & complete} self-contained conscious totality,
a windowless monad; or it discovers within the .reflec1;ed sﬁbject;.; the
discovery it will make the,rei‘iected éubject alone responsible fc;r
intersubjectiyity. The first is specious becduse it makes it inconceivable
that there be any reéiproca.l 'depen'denéy between ,self and Other;_the
second because it denies the.autonomy of the OtherlB.

'I:his dilemna arises, Sallis further a.rgues,vbecause it is too e:asily
assumed that total reflection is possible; and that the teftected eéo is

o

absolutely responsible for all that is objective for him. This

.

assumption logically leads to an account of the Other utterly incompatible
3 . .

Wlth the unreflgocted giveness of the Other. "Hpsser.‘“l.'s own effort at a

primo\rdial reduction must therefore be ,,shownibg be impossible, by showing

~

13. Sallis, "Is Intersubjectivity Transcendental?"
14. Tbid, pp. 312-313.

- 15. Ibid, p. 314. Note the similarity to Husserl's polemical alternatives.'.
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that there is nc level of conscious activity that is purely the ego's
own, and that the alter ego is always already there, involved in :ﬁhe
ego's conscious activitylé. There can then be no toté.l reflection on
conscious life, for the reflecting sublect is.not a:‘Jlone responsible
for his o.wn activity. Only thus can the peculiar nature of the

transcendence and the immanence of the Other be correctly analysed.

4 °

The critic accordingly claims that the Other is involved in the

total fébris:_ of conscious life: .
The result of the reflective regress which forms the

first and necessarily anticipatory stage of the project.of

a second reflection 1s that the other Is always already

implicated even at the most primordial levels of constitutive

activity and that, consequently, it is impossible to delineate

a coherent sphere qf ownness as constitutive origin of inter- .

subjectivity. My own reflectively re-enacted activity prowves

to be always operative within and inseparable from a context

of already constituted meanings of which I am decidedly not

the originator; it proves to be such as to have always already

taken for granted elements which could not have originated

from my own resources. There are always meanings, taken up

into my own constitutive activity, which bear a reference to

a constitutive activity other than my own, and this presupposed

reference to another is the limit which reflection encounters

when it seeks to gain a sphere of ownness from which to exhibit

the constitution of intersubjectivityil. ‘

Reflection reveals, then, an ego that is essentially situated among

others, and that constitutes the world only as thus situwated. The
A} _ »

- Al
fundamental levels of constitution ere therefore not recoverable by

reflection; or, in other words, the attempt to reach a level of pure
self—activity reveals & subjectivity r;li.eadb; tainted by ref_erence to
a.r!éther.

' The results ,oi‘ this regress are to be tested by a movement back '

1

from the ndi's“cove.red origins to that which is putatively originated.
. 2 , :

AN

1l

16, Sallis, "Is Intersubjectivity Tra.nscendental?", pp. 314-316.
" Ibid, p. 320. ‘

The
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purpose of: Sallis's first reflection was to discover the conétit ive
origins of the intersubjéctive' world. The resu.lt‘ was that the gense
"intersubjectively accessil;le" is not originated by the pure. constitution
of a single ego - for no level of consciousness is pure of others’
impinging activity - but by a consciousness alréady situated among its
f;allobs. This'; discovery is tested by a return to thf higher constituted

& \

levels, that is, by a reflective constitution; it is confirmed when it

is shown thet the product of the reflective constitution is identical

with the theme of the orxginal px‘o.jec‘cl8

.

.

L

< ) o
Sallis illustrates this with the example of a chalr, a distmctively

J

cultural o_b,ject. He correctly points out that one does not "drape" a

cultural meaning upon an obJect that in-itself is merely physical. Rather,

]
"an atmosphere of humanity", and feels in it the

19

one sees the chair in-

"virtiel presence” of the Other The cultural object is not what it is

\

.in sbstraction from its being objective for others. And its experientiai
X . . ; :
. . . e

sense, accessible to mll, is not superadded to its physical presentation:

N ' . .

the physical structure and the cultural significance condition each other,

v

.and are insepa.ra.ble. Hence = if T correctly interpre.t the objection -

there is no warrent for the claim that the experlentla.l sensey object of
prlmordlal nature, 1a constltutlvely prior to the sense, a.ccessrnle to all,

because the two &re given inseparably together in umreflected experience.

But for this reason the view that the Other functions even at the most

fundamental levels of the ego's consciousness is consistent with unreflected

L3

'18. Sallis,."Is Intersubjectl\uty Tra.nscendental?", pp- 319-320.
19, If)id p. 32L.
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ekperience. .

This is a weighty objection to Husserl's entire effort, especially ‘a
in view of the fact that it is unreflected life that Husserl wishes to
understapd; but there is reason to believe that it is not to the point.
There is first the argument ad hominem that it is not plausible that
Husserl was unawsge of the problems the'critic adduces. Incieed, the
two alternative misinterpretations of intersubjectivity which he rejects -

7

closely resemble the two positions - transcendental realism and the naive

» e “

idealism it opposes - with which Husserl'introduces the problem. The i
two app;rently conflictidg.pcments of the experience of the Other whiéh -
accérding to mg\interpretation - Husserl -evokes {n his introduction to

the problem, and takes as his ownvdisiderata,begome thé motivgs of a ’ - :

v [

. - -
rejection of Husserl. It is hardly believable that the introduction

[

is an agonistic device; one would naturally expect Husseril to’interpret
the consciousness of the Other in light of the requirements he himself
adduces. Yet the critic seeﬁs ?ot to eniertain‘£his possibility: he
first gives éh account of toéal reflectionlin generalQo; he then ciaims
that Husserl's priﬁbrdial reduction is an at?ehpt at Fotal reflection,

and that as such .it necessarily results in a misteken énalysis of the !

problem. The eriticalsappeal to nec%ésity too easily disposes of any

ot . |

] <~ . .
20. In fairness to Saliis, his main intent is not to eritiecize Husserl, .
but to examine whether total reflection is possible. He argues ]

. that it is not, because own consciousness is always already "situated" ‘ 4

+ among others.; The problem of intersubjectivity_ and the problem of
reflection are therefore reciprocal. (Sallis, "Is Intersubjectivity’
Transcendental?" pp. 314-316). My concern“has not been with this,™
his poditive point, but with his critical claims. But inasmuch as <
his thesis is grounded in his criticism, it is in question here.

¥
v

!
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need to examine the philosopher's own views on the matter. Closer

examination reveals, I believe. that although primordial experience is

indeeq free of_another'g activity, there cah be coné;ituted within it ~
a movement to a genuine Other. But this must £e dealt with later.

. Second, Sallis willingly acc;pts that the Othér's cogito is
inaccessible to cﬁe'ego: “The presence of another person to himself
in inherently inaccesgible, and, consequently, to the extent that the

other is ﬁothing wore than a pure presence toc himself, he is utterly

. : inaccessible™®l. The Other is present not "in himself" but in his

 situation in the world. Both self and Other are “"engaged in ‘the

‘% , ‘ . . .

- world'" - the same world, let us note = and in virtue of this shared
. \

engagement, the Other can become -present: he '"stands out from\his

. situation"zz. But he is always more than his éngagement: "his

[ [T

presence in such a (scil. "existentigl") project always points beyond
: \ .
itself to an absence, to an interiority w?ich is8 simply inacessible

1a '|23

L L Ll

\ Now as description fﬁis\is acceﬁtable; but it capnot count as
analysis because it omits mention of several important problemé. 1f
indeed the Other's cogito is inaccessible, then there is a serious

problem of how the cogitatum of that cogito can be identical with that

of the ego's. Sallis seems merely to accept the identity ag glven,.

. whereas Husserl attempts to analyse it. Sallis's own effort essentially

21. 'Sallis, "Is Intersubjectivity Tramscendental?" p.‘325; he refers
this to Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologie de la Perception, p. 418, ,
401-2/364,349-5, - s

22. 1Ibid, p. 326.

23, 1Ibid, p. 327. ~
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depends' on the notion of "the world"'as identical for all - yet he does
not raise the%ﬁon of how it is identical. Further, he does not
examine the relationship between the Other's situation as he himself
sees it and his situation as the ego sees it: yet this situstion must
mediate the ego's consciousness of the (’]ther. .

Hence, Sallis's attempt to subvert the primozfdial reduction
subverts several legirtimate questions that Husserl raises. Moreovef,
Husserl exhibits'moré clearly than his critic the systematic connection
between] the "preésence" and the "absence” of the Other: they alipear as
mutually conditioning moments o.f the Other's being for Kbhe ego,. not, ais
in Sallis' s work, as- two a.cc:Ldents. ' S |

But even thoygh, in the end, T reject Sallls ) objectmns, I believe
_that he has ra:.;ed serious and fundamental questions. The reduction o
the sphere of ownness is highly problematical, and for the reasons he
giveSZh. Moreover, he very cogéntly expresées the unique tra.nscgndenc’y .
of the 6ther - even ‘though he misconstrues Husf_serlfs appreciation of it.
But the fact remsins that he leaves too many loose ends.
. Therefore, iet us return to’ Husserl's own a.ﬁalysis &f the prablem;

.

and in go@oing '» &btempt -the second, "confirming" reflection, the

reflective eonstitution of the Other (as Sallis, noi_:\Hu'sserl, suggest‘s). *

24, Note that Schlitz has similar concerns: Alfred Schiltz, "Das Problem’
der Transzendentalen Intersubjektivitlt bei Husserl", Philosophische
Rundschau, vol. V (1957) pp. 85-89. Translated, "The Problem of
" Trapscendental Intersubjectitity in Husserl", ‘trans. Frederick Kersten,
with Aron Gurwitsch and Thomas Luckman, in Schﬁtz, Collected Papers,
Volume III: Studies in Pheriomenological Philosophy, ed. Ilsa Schutz
(The Hague: Martinus: Nl,jhoff, 1970) pp- 37 61,
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Let us first recapitulate the doetrine of the primordial sphere.

reduction to the sphere of ownness brings to prominence the body

/\\ as subJective with respect to its environment. ' The body is the. centre

of the primordial sphere, &nd in that sense coterminous with it: it is

the
-

i

"Here" with respect to which all else is "There" (C.M. §53). The -

. body is not an object. for the primordially reduced ego,’ but is its
: | .

A orgen and power of exiaerienc‘ing, its incarnation in its own vorld. The
) reduction, th_en., gerves "t,o‘ méake the body stand out 'witfh its proper
o;ltologliqal ,sltatills., free of”natura.listX ;i.nterpréta'f:;ioh. .
! The primord}.al éphere is revealed by e.'bstraétion from othe'r
‘ T \smbjectivity, but, once attained, it is seen to be a level. of concrete

v

experience. It is a nature, a. passivity, a field of sensatlon w1th1n

whlch consciousness can produce itself

5. Thip is pe,rhaps best’ expressed.
| ° _

by, Ricoeur: ' o .

Even if this experiénce is\not immediate, still, to the
extent that it results from an abstraction and remains derivative
from an .explicatlion or from an interprétatiop, it is & positive
experiénce; ownness 1s not defined here in negetive terms simply
as non-alien. To grasp the owned boclv, owned nature, and the -
whole -ownness sphere as an autondmous positive totality means to
provide the subsequent coénstitution of the Other with an antecedent
foundation. This primordial sphere must be understood to be at’
once the terminus of a purification and the departure point for'a
constitutional performance. It is a something pre-given which,
by reason of its charge of potentiality and the stretch of its
horizons, has the density of an I am which always precedes.the
T think. In this way all that one can say against the '

. immediacy of this experdience pleads in favour of its fullness. All
of this_potential, the ballast of the actual, gives bresdth to the
experience of the primordial and the owned. This endless coming

‘ |\ . . . N . .

- Cp: Landgrebe,- "Konstltutionslehre" PP- "30"82' Levinaa Intention-

alité et Sensé.t:.on" pp . 92-5k.
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* physically sat ihe centre of.nature.

to awareness of the "owed" penetrates a life whose wealth

exceed reflection. Thus, the reduction to the ownness sphere,

far from impoverishing experience, leads it from the cogito

to the sum and fulfills the promise, expressed in the Fourth
Meditation, of an egology which would set up the ego as a monad.
By way of an astonishing detour, the transcendental, once reduced,
reveals being (€tre) as supersbundant20, -

The primordial reduction, then, is not an artificial mo;re, designed to
refute thé solipsistic objection, but is an attempt to assimilate any

proposed resl and transcendent given (sensation) to the power of
. .

consciousness by itnserting subjectivity at the very heart of what would
f,fé.nsceﬁd it. ‘This insei‘tiOn, moreover, is not maede by arbitrary fiat,

but is discovered bty reflection on constiousness ifself. Incarnate
¢ ' \ ‘ ' ’ “
sv".zb,jectivity is “cgpable of takiné nature ag its object because it is
in nature; nature is intentionally oriented around it because it is'
q

S0 the criticism still impresses itself: how ca:ﬁ a s'u‘p,jectivity

corceived as so comprehensive and inclusive recognize another
subjectivity? Indeed flhe problem is quite acute: if each‘ experience is
not by itself individﬁa.l, but is the articulation of an iﬁaccgssible
spontaneity, and if each experience takes placeiin th:a horizon of

protention and retention, and €ssentially has its place in personal

Py

historicity, then it is absolutely impossible to be conscious of
‘:, B S

another 's experiencé, for it would then be assimil_ated to one's own

stream of consciousness, &nd the distinetion between self and Other would

be lost:

2

26. Ricoeur,\"Husserl's Fifth Cartesian Meditation", p. 122. .
. o . o f
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. whenevér, that -is, the object is already there or pregiven ( vorgegeben)2

Experience is original consciousness; and in fact we
generally say, in the case of experiencing a man: the other is
himself there before us "in person”. On the other hand, this
being there in person does not keep us from admitting forth-
with that, properly speaking, neither the other Ego himself, nor
hig~hubjective processes or his appearances themselves, nor
anything else belonging to his own essence, becomes given in
our experience originally. If it were, if what belongs to the
other's own essence were directly accessible, it would be merely

- a moment of my own essente, and ultimately he himself and I

myself would be the same (C.M. 139).
Has Husserl perhaps defined the privecy of subjectivity - the orig'/i'.nality
Qf experience - such that any conceivable Other would be inaccessibly

] ' N >
transcendent to experienge? Can such a consciousness anywhere see its

like?

N

~.
i .

- The Other is there "in person”, b‘ut'his conscicus life itself is
; . . i Ao
not eiperienced. This seems to be quite a paradox. .It can:be overcome

only by a medistion of the iﬁ?entionality such that there is more to
o A

the experienced Other than is strictly presented, and that this "more"

1s his conscious life in its originality for him. The Other's bedy is

seen to be animate by means of an "'analogizing' apprehension" or an

"appreceptive transfer" of sense from the own to the other body. The

Other's body, then, is present, and his conscious life is co-present or

~
N

sppresent as its complement (C.M. 139-140).
Row this sort of apperception - whereby a newly encountered object

acquires an already femiliar sense - is quite a common event. Whenever B

a thing is "noticingly grasped" as having a certain cbjective sense; »
7

¥

27. In the passage now.under discussion (C.M. 1h1), Cairns translates
[ “"vorgegeben" as "given beforehand" and "already given™.

1

A
t
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such that its obJjective sense is already constituted and need only be
noticed, consciousness is referred back to a "primal instituting”" of

the sense, to the first experience in which a similar object was given,
and in whicﬁ, therefore, the sense was first constituted. Fbr’ex_a.mple,

& child for the first time understands what $cissors are, he grasps

their use. Therea.fter, whenever he sees a similar object, he will
t:g'a.nsfer this acqui{ed sense to it, and see it .as a peair of scissors.
This he can do straightway, without explicit recollecti‘an a_.nd' comparison.
That is, the nloticing g\rasp cannoct be résolved into ‘several separate .acts,
such gs: ﬁ_.;'s:t seeing the physica). Ob;j-:ect; then comparing it with objects

seenbefore, and notiéing that it is similar to one of' them; and finally
. : : \

‘reasonifg thdt since it is physically similar to one, it must have a

similar fapction. The objective sense "scissors" is an a.bi;fiing acquisit-
ion, and is therefore pregiven, and need only be noticed, not again
constituted (C.M. w)®. _ .

Now in the case that concerns us, the objective sense is "alter ego"{
a.ﬂ'd‘ that which is presented is the Other's body; the transfer of sense, then,\
is from the own to the other body. This is a speci;l case of apperceptive
transfer, ‘which Husserl calls "pairing" (Paarung). .The Other 's body is
similar to the ego's own, and acquires, when th;z similarity is noticed,

the sense animeje, by en associative pairing (C.M. §51):

In that case of association and apperception which particu-
larly interests us - namely apperception of the alter ego by the
!

’

'28. "For the sake of precision, we might note that the "primal instituting"

is not & final and unitary experience: obviously, any objective sense

is continuously enriched or generated by several experiences. Husserl

speaks as if the institution is a unitary experience,.I believe, only
>~ for the seke of clarity and simplicity.
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ego - pairing first comes about when the Other enters my
field of perception. I, as the primordiel psychophysical
Ego, am alvays prominent in my primordial field of perceptionm,
regardless of whether I pay attention to myself and turn toward
myself with some activity pr other. In particular, my live ’
body is always there and sensuously preminent; but, in addirtion
to that and likewise with primordial originariness, it is
equipped with the specific sense of an-animate orgenism. Now
in case there presents itself, as outstanding in my primgrdial
sphere, a body "similar" to mine - that is to say, a bod%vlth
determinations such that it must enter into a phenomensal
pairing with mine - it seems clear without more ado thet, with
the transfer of sense, this body must forthwith appropriate from
mine the sense: enimate organism (C.M. 143).

2

The a.ssocla.tlon of pairing occurs when two distinct objects are

,presented within a single conscmusness such that their givenness

founds a "unity of simila.rity' as a result of the pa.iring, each

i

. ’ . '
acquires the other's objective eense..‘ In the present case, the ego 5. j
. body i:s alwvays present;"and when another's becomes present, being }
: 1

!

similar, it is straightway paired with the ego's, and scquires from it
the sense "living" (C.M. 1k2). ' ‘
. &
r . /
But this process is sigiificantly different from the tramsfer of ’

sense from one pair of scissors to another. In that case there was no

Al

intrinsica]tly first exemplar, but here there is - the own borﬁr. The own y

L §
life is the intrinsically first, and indeed is the only one that is
originally experienced. The Other is paired esse'ntially with the self:

i

"tAlter! signifies alter ego. And the ego involved here is I myself,

constituted within my primordial ownness...." (C.M. 140). But there is ~
no possible iteration of the sensé living as'the ego experieh;;s it in

< its origina.'lity; the ego does not liv‘ew the Other's experiences. '..There—

fore, pairing is ngt Just a transfer Ibf the sense "living" simpliciter : ..
.from onesgself to anothery raéher, it constitutes a new and uqique jsens‘e L— ' .




of another exemplar of life (the own body) for to apperceive another

1is so hea.v1ly dependent, is quite extraordln&z‘y, and Husserl's critics

have rot been shx to point. out its a.pparen_t; implaugibility. Schﬁtz o

o7 .
/

other life - and institutes an original .intentionality specifiec to this
objective sense. In the association of pairing, both the own and the
other body s&are present together, vhereas in a transfer of sense they are
present successively. Therefore, pairing is.itself a constitutive

process, and not s:.mply & reference back to an instituting experlence \

life is not to live it as one's own29.

LY

‘Now the notion of smilarity, upon vhich t.his bus:mess of pa1r1n3
) W

i ‘ B ‘\ : |

argues that the "ontoloéi‘cal dimensions" of ' the ovn and of the othgr

body sre radically different. Whereas the own body is given in "internal g ' .

perception" as an organ, the other body is given in "external perception”

Each "stands out" in & fundamentally different way, and accordingly they !

could har'dly be more dissimila.r3o.

29. "If we attempt to indicate the peculiar nature of that analogizing
appreliension vhereby & body withip my primordial sphere, being
similar to' my own animate body, becomes apprehended as likewise an
animate organism;’ we encounter: first, the circumstance that lere
the primally mst:.tutive origina.l is elways livingly present, and’
the primal instituting itself is thedefore. always going on in a
\1iving1y effective manners seconcuy the peculiarity we alrea.dy

* know to be necessary, namely that what is eppresented by virtue of -
A& the aforesaid analogizing can. never attain a.ctual presence, never ’
become an object! of perception proper. - Closely connected with the
first peculiarity is the circunstance that ego and alter ego are
always and necessarily given'in an original tpairing"".(C.M. 1h1—1h2)

30. Schlitz, "Problen der. transzendentalen Intersubjektivitlt", pp. 89-91. /
61—6h Schlltz refers his positive point sbout the difference in the.-
ways the owm and the othexr boch' are presented to Scheler, Sa.rtre, -

-and Merleau—Ponty i
1 T s \




' sphere -a ;part of ‘the ego's own essence (C M. 139) - and the ego,\‘has

. 58'

4 -
The criticism ¢an be expressed in rather different terms, in terms *

\ . : .
that Hussérl himself uses. The own body is essentlally at the centre of
primordial nature, and orients all other things around I The own body

defines "Here", whereas the Other's body is essentially "There', Now, of
. : . .

course, the ego can convert any There into a Here, and thus change ‘the
persp;ctive in which he sees any object (C.M. §53). But cle"'a.rly, his ~

Here never becomes a There for him, and the Otheﬂ;s body cannot become

Here'. The two bodies, th.en, have radical]y different wiays of a.ppea.ring‘-—
3
and indeed, not accidentally, but beca.use of the very structure of

e

pr1mt5rd1al space. ,The Other 8 body is llke a.ny other ‘of the prmord.lal

L

4 - - N -

\
~1nfi‘nlte possible perspectlves ‘on’ 1t~ he can walk around 1t. * But he -

cannot wa.lk around, hi_s own body. So the're indeed scems to be no’
L. o e
perceptual similarity that could- found the transfer of the sense living

tc the other body3l. The reverse is more likely: thé transfer of sense
would found the perception of similarity.

i .

The objection is qﬁite persuasive, ‘especially .in view of the fact '
- " A

that Husserl )rs,ther clearly speeks as i1f he has an image of the body in

1

mind. In one passage, he éckno’w:!.edges "t:he-'-pz'_‘esent problem, but solves’

s

. \ N
it somewhat too quickly:

B ] ’.,

31. But cp, Barbara Wihe Morriston,-Husserl on Other Minds (Northwestern .
Univér51ty Ph.D. dissértation, 1974). Mdrristo'n notes -the difficulty
and suggests that in memory.one often seeg.one's actions from the.
point of view of a spectator (P..52). But this i3 no use here, for
reasons She herself adduces, but does-not expand upon' one ‘is not
born with a body image, but acqiires it (mp. 52-53). - And the.
: ﬁ.cqg:.sltlon mus} somehow involvc_e the recognition of Others. .

N \

e
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'pOWer of access to the world a.nd has J.ts 1ntegrity a.nd unity-v as such a

4‘.} N . . L. ’ 59
[The] manner of a.ppea.ra.nce [of the Other 5 body] does not.f
become paired in a direct afsociation with the manner of - *
appearance actually belgnglng at the time to.my animste - \
organism (in the mode’ Here); rather it awekens reproductively ‘ \

» + another; an immediately similar appesrance included in the

system constitutive. of my‘ animate organism as-a body in space. '

It brings to mind the way. my boch' would look "if I were there"
(C.M. 1L6).

o™ - \

Husserl seems ra.ther definitély to interpret pa.iring' as an association

. S Y

of body i;neges. But in d!‘der to do so he- must 1nvoke the 1ma.ge of the

.~

1

own :body, whlch he presumes to be "sim1lar" Yo the primordial experlence

% B

of the body, vhich itself is not a (perigne@’tlval) image ; But, he omlts g
)

* ar, account of how one’ a.rra.ves a.t thls ima.ge a.nd of' how it is k.nown to

e

ba "similar" to the prlmordie.l presenta.‘tlon of the body Are e r_
theref\re to conalude tha.t the bus:.ness of pa.1r1ng is’ 1ncons\equent? , .
. BT -

There is surely room' to,doubt that theobjection is defiriiti‘ve. 'The © -

primordlal experlence of the body - with which Husserl‘s analysis bega.n -

- Al ‘

is, again, not a represenbation or ima.ge .- The notlon of a representatlon

3

a.ppea.red on th,e scene ra.ther suddenly in the effort to interpret the

'assoc‘lgtlon of pa.:LrJ.ng: 15 it perhaps a.n d.ntruder - Husserl's text . T =

notwithst’a.ndin'g'? ’I’he own. primom:.al body :Ls .a sensory a.nd. klna.esthet:.c ' ©

. N, ol

B

power, not as a synthesxs of.persp.ectlw_res. ,Pe'rhaps we ga.n re:.tgterpret

9 \ o N R . - —.'.

32. He does make sdme mention. crf thia issue in a preﬂ.ous pa.ssase (C M.
128), but w:.thout solving the full range ‘of 'problems. . Incidenta.lly,
heé ‘quite clearly cla:uns in the Ideen:II that’ ‘there is no' ima.ge ofi \ e
‘the own body prior 4o ‘the recognition of the Other ,(P L163-)- )

N .Why now ghould he cha.nge his view? : - . . :

-
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the other body is seen to manipulate and to appropriate objects. But we

~

60

pairing such that this is the motive similarity. Thus: the Other's
body is not perceived to be inert (as are natural objects) but to be
organic. It interacts with objects around by appropriating or-manipulating
them. It touches and grasps obiects, or turns its eyes to them, it walks
(C.M. 148). Surely't%en it can be seen to be a functioning organism,';
living body. Perhaps we need only focus on the(right point of similarity.
It is not hard to see that this, too, is unsatisfactory:' it simply
répeats what we alEeady knew. Certainly, the ego sees fhe Other's body

forthwith to be animate. We only translate this fact when we say that

.

still do not know how or why it should occur to the ego to construe the

impact of the Other's hand upon the stone to be an intended act, thus
N .

fundamentally different from the impact of one stone on another. We knew

'

to begin with that or® object stands out from the others as animate: . it
will not do to repeat this, we must ask how ard why. The proffered

explanation begs the question.

v .

n

Is tﬁere perhaps'hnother error of interpretation? It_has'been argued
that the Other is éediately present,IS; appresen}, andxthgk the body, gs-;
fhe'organ of‘subJectiviéy, is the veﬁicle df méQiationv Tis much is ﬁotf
very problema.ticca:I?J Ip inter;}eting.this mediation, it was sugggsted that g

the Other's ﬁody . or that,queét vhich is to become the Other's body -

1

enters the perceptual field and manipulétes or appropriates objJects of the

©

primordial_spﬁere, the ego's.own objeets. Thisﬂéives pause: '"manipulate"

‘ ) 5 L .
and "appropriate" do not yet make sense. The argument is vitiated perhaps.
Ay r .(

. 3
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\
by the intrusion of another unanticipatéd term: the object that is

presumed to be "apprdpriated". When this object becomes the mediator
of the transfer of sense, the body suddenly becomes impotent. So let

us exclude this, too: the argument so far has Jjustified nothing but

-y

the primordial body as the mediating link between self and Other.

Recall the introductory dgsiderata of the problem of the

Other: on the one hand, he is utterly transcendent, or autonomous;

. and on the other, the .evidence of the alien subjectivity is immanent

in the own conscious life - or there is no evidence. These have the
négative e%fect of refut}ng both the naivgcidealist attempt to reduce
the Other to\a function of\the ego's constitutiye aetivity, and the
rea}ist claim that the Other that-the egé experiences is only a sign
of the Other in and for himself. Our present responsibility is to
show their positive effect.

The evidence of the Other is.to be found in the own conscious
life: the alien subJectivity is incarnate, and the Other's body stanas
in the own primbédial spheré, and ﬁhe Other is there "in -person”. The
Other is autonomous: \ the alien body is a powér, and exhibits its power
in paﬁring, but the Other's 'life is.hot experienced in its originality
by the self. Hence, thé alter ego must express himself within the own
consciéﬁs lifé.':Pai?ihg is "the encounter of two subjectivities, of
two bodies. The relationship is such that both terms are at once active
and passive: the ng:recognizes - con;?itutes f'thé Other as a .

A\ ! j
subjJectivity, and reciprocally the Other exercises his power as a gubject.

on the self. These reciprocally active and passive moments are, so to
v - N

’ ' ?
. speak, logically similtaneouns. In order to emphesize this bilatersl
\ .

-~ ~

~ N ~

v '




essence of the paired relationship, I shall use the expressioﬁ'u
"encéunter" with'the Other, rather than the perhaps more usual'teyi
"recognition" of the Other, which, in its usual acceptation, woul?,'h
stress the ego's activity at the cost of thé thsr's,
The intenE of this interbretation‘of the' issuefcan be made
clearer by briefly considering a very similar ac;ounﬁ’offered by
Theunissen. All that encounter involves he attempté to accomédate

’

in a proceég\of "Veranderung" (sic) (becomirg other)33. Veranderung\

has two senses: ‘becoming something Other (ggfeﬁwas-Anderem werden);

and becoming someone other (Zu-einem-Anderem werden). The former is
. =
the incarnation of consciqusness, and further the construal of one's

body to be one among other natural bodies3h; the latter is a becoming

35_‘

R LI I AR . pre bt

one among Other subjects According to Theunissen, it is by virtue

of seeing oneself as one among many, and thus being "jedermann" -

everyman~— that one actually experiences the world as there for every-

36

{ .
man, and that one is a member, with one's fellows, of a community

Now this movement, {his ordering of oneself as one among others

-

involves both an activity on the part of the subject, and a passivity

- . s N .
with réspebt to the Other, a."Depqtenzieruﬁg" by him37. The movement is

“ t - »
thus resolved into two' moments, and indeed into two successive moments,
o N ‘ . i V
. . .‘1-.

¢

33. Michael Theunissen, Der. Anderes: Studien zur Soziaslantologie der
Gegenwart, 2nd edition (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1977). See
especially pp. 84-9L.. '

34, Cp. C.M. 545; and Ricour, "Husserl's Fifth Cartesian Meditation",

 p. 125 . : S .
35. Theunissen, Der Andere, p. 84. - ‘ N
36- Ibid, Pp. 93"911'- . ) ) '
37. Ibigd, P. BS5. v o
~ b




account: Can the two moments - activity and passivity - be 1ogicq;ly

63

The ego first, by empathy (Eipflhlung) assumes (sich versetzen;

"

hineinfliihlen) the standpoint of the Other, he so modifies himself

AN

in phanﬁasy as to make the Other's%motives his own quasi-motives:
‘ £
he understands the Other; the active moment. The passive moment:

the Other as a subjectivity of his own accord ‘experiences the ego,
who thereby is an Other for his Other: recognizing this,’ﬁpgmego
. 38 <~
sees himself as one amopg many ™ .
This seems to be an accurate interpretation of Husserl's

N

views, and is certainly most in%eresting. Two \points aﬁ%'especially

interesting: The double sense of Verandering points ;ﬁt'tpe essentigl
relation;hip between the ;ncarnatién of‘sgbgectivity.apd the egpou#ter
with the Other. Perhaps more impor%anfly, Theunissen's interpretation
makes it clear that the intersubjective accéssibility of the objeétive

LN\ ~ . .
world is conceivable as an experiential sense only along with'a

L
radical transformation of the cogito. The two points are in a sense

only one, for the required‘transformation-is 2 Verandefung, a8 becoming

one among others.

L]

But there is, I believe, & serious logical problem in the

4
sugcessive, or must they be simulteneous? The question bears tiMs

upon the ‘present issue: is empathy possible as an activity of the ego,

or must it involve an esserdtial passivity; that is, is the recognition

»

< : ‘

-
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spontaneity: and this must be reflected in his act of recognizing the
Other. The recognition, that is, must invol?e the Other's autonomous-
activity, and the ego's receptivity to i:;, for otherwise he could
succeed only in recognizing his own product. The passivity, then, can
not supervene upon the activity, but must be an element of it.

But by what means can such a relationship be accomplished?
Surely by means of the embodiment of consciousness. The own body is
a powér of experiencing, and- as such intentionally orients the entire
natural (or "ﬁrimordial)‘world .é.h%)ut it: it appropriatés this world
as its own. Now, that éb,ject which is to be for the ego the other

~ living hody stands within the ~o,wn\‘vprimordia1 sphe;'e (C.M. 143). It

too is an incai‘nat-e subjectivity - ﬁut neither ego'nor alter ego yet
knows th;is,‘ and hence they are not yet ego and alter ego. How do they
come to know it? - Ea.ch' body must g.ct as & living bokdy upon the other,
each must exhibit to the other its life. The Other that is to be -
encountered must impinge upon the ego, or)it is not the Other that the
ego encounters. |

Ricoeur suggests that "'[Hi.usserl's] analysis is much less

oriented toward the pulsing, carnal, even sexual sense of the paired )
«39 '

. \
formation than toward its logical sense This is evidently true,

at lea.st’ of the Idéen’ 11 and the Cartesian Meditations. But the

logical sense, at its fundamental levels, is a carnal sense. In the
. - .

. ) M
logical sense, as Husserl himself rightly insists, the Qther is an

Other only if he is an autonomous subjectivity: but the autonomy must

\, . \

' ' o . .
Ricgeur, "Husserl's Fifth Cartesian Meditation", p. 127.
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be his. That is, the alien spontaneity must imﬁinge upan the own in
the encounter; the other body is liﬁing only when it proves itselfl
to live.

Husserl seems in some passages tc point to Just such a carnal
relationship:

The first deterginate content [geil. of the appresentation
of the Other] obviously must be formed by the understanding
of the other's organism and specifically organismal conduct:
the'undersjanding -of the members as hands groping or
functioning in pushlng, as feet functioning in walking, as
eyés functioning in seeing, and 3¢ forth. With this the

4 Ego at first is determined only as governing thus somatically
[so leiblieh waltendes] and, in a femiliar menner; proves
himself continually, so far as the whole stylistic form of
the sensible’ processes mqnlfést to me primordlally must
correspond to, the form whose type is familiar to me from my
-own organismal governing [leibliches Walten] (C.M. 148).

Here, clearly, he has a bairing of function with function, of organ with

organ, in mind. At other points., however, he seems to hgvé images in

mind. (For example: "[The other body's manner of appearance] brings

to mind the way my body would leok 'if I were there'" (C.M. 1L4T).) The

clear meaning of both passages is that the two bodies:stand off at a -

distance from each other. The intention of the first quoted is to

i

point out that even at this distance, the ego recognizes not a visual,

‘but & functional similarity, But the recognition is still the ego's own

thesis, does not accord the alien suhjectivity its rights. °'It does not

lead the own consciousness to ‘the radlcal self-transéendency that

consciousness of the Other 1nvolves '

1

What is wanting is the encounter of the bodies as the vehicles

~

of spontaneity and experience. Two primordial bodies are paired: any

talk of similarity is inconsequent.

e T T
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The foundational relationship is carnal, and involves not

so much thetlc consciousness as sensibi‘lity. The other body’ s(ta.nds
in the own primordial sphere: the own body appropriates it as a
natural body, as ﬁé'rt of its essence like any other natural 'body
(ep. C.M. 1k9-150). But the alien body, as &n independent subjectivity,
resists this, the power of the own consciousness. Reciprocally, the
own body stands in the alien primordial spherxe, and is a.ppropri‘ated

) i .
to it; b‘ut it, too, 1s.recaléitra.nt 1_:0 the a.(ppro'pria.tipn. The ego
loses his primordial'.sphe're‘ - that horizon of objects unified by hi's’
6‘&1 bodly - no(t by’\his own decision, bdut by the entrance into it of an_

& ) \ . \.
alien subjectivity that itself imposes & unity on it: henceforth, the

environment is a horizon of obJects accessible to all. The first object
. ‘ i .

1

to be lost is the owi body. !
Thie basic reciprocity of the intersubjective rela.tions,hipho, ,

and indeed the experiential sense, accessible to all, are established
N .
.. at the instant of encounter - or not at all. The encounter is with an
independent subjectivity as such. The encounter tekes its motive power
- - ‘ . '\ . ¢

Lo, Cp. Hegel: "Each sges the other do the same as itself; each itself -
does what it demands on the part of the other, and for that reason-
does what it ‘does, only irn so far as the other does the same. Action
from one side only would be useless, because what is to happen can ,
be brought. about wnly by means of both." G.W.F. Hegel, PhBiomenoclogie

[P

des Geistes, ed. Johannes Hoffmeister (Heamburg: Félix Meiner, 1952),
p. 1#2. Translated: The Phenomenology of Mind, trans., J.B. Baillie.
(New York: Harper & Row, 1967), p."230. Hegel's intent is to show
how the autonomy of the Other - the objeckive term of recognition -
functions” within the recognition itself. Thus: "The. first [seil.,
in the vocabulary. of-this essay: the ego] does not have the object
before it only in the passive form _characteristic primarily of the
object of desire, but, as'an objec’h existing independently for itself;’
over which therefore it has no power to db e.riything of its own behoof,
if that object does not per se do what the first does to it" (ipid.).
_ This becomes especitlly clear in the reclproca.l proof .of 1ndépendence
in the fight f\or recognition. (:T.bld., pp- lhl—- , 229-2110)

3

N T - . .
| ' : A - ' N . . .
B e o S e o e S e \ o e y — . ———




Vae vz

67

from the alien subject's proving himself to be what he is. It is :
carnal - sexual or violent - and fi‘nds its motive in the Other's
taking as his what was most the ego's own.

In its positive interpretation, the encounter results in a
radical transformation of consciocusness. An obJect was the transcendent
‘unity of Infinite possible experiences: it now becomee an intersubject-

ively accessible object. The whole mogement turns on the encounter of
N \

the bodies, the first objects that are the same for all (C.M.153 ).
( : L.,

Or, as Merleau-Pon'ty expresses 1t: X -

I experience my own body as the power of adopting certain '
forms of behaviour .and a certain world, and I am given to
myself merely as a certain hold on the world: now, it is
precisely my body which perceives the body of another persocn,
bnd discovers in that body e miraculous prolohgation of my
own intentions, a familiar way of dealing with the world.
Henceforth, as the parts of my body, togéther comprise &
system, so my body and the other person's ‘are one whole,

two sides of one and the same phenomenon, and the dnonymous
existence of which my body is the ever-renewed trace hence-
forth inhabits both bodies simultanecuslybl.’

. _\ t i

The encounter, then, is not simply the thetic recognition of the Other,
but is & new animation of the own and the alien bodies.

| ) -
- It is here not possible for me to analyse this issue in greater

detail a?d depth. Clearly, further reflection would specify the notion:

of "pairing" 1n a way not fully anticipated in the Carte51an Meditatlons.
i

Similarity in partlcular would play a yery different rale. (The other

subjeet is indeed in essential respects "gimilar" to the self; but precisely

to the extent that hé is similar he draws the self out of himgelf: but

-something ﬁhat is only llmllar eannot do this. The paired fgrmation is

3

i

T ' i
1;1. ‘,ﬁleau—Ponty, Phénoménologie de la Perception, pp. 406/353-354: °




: not a juxtaposition of like with 1like, where each could subsist
without the othel; rather, in the pairing, ege and alter ego form

a gystematic whole, such that each finds in the other what is his,,

i

but not fully his: that is‘, theirs.

4
»
Let us return to Hisserl's own exposition of pajring; I
v,

- < .
Nindicate in passing how it differs from my proposed redefinition.

& body enterWi‘mordial sphere, and is seen to be a

~
- 14

‘shal

. .Tire Other'

living, experiencing body. The g¢go sees ‘that the Other -experiences
bb,jects "of the own environment }. that he is at tde centre of an environ-
R
ment,. With, thls apperception of e Other as himself an experiencing

subject, as the cIe;t‘mmg centre of R;&tenvimnmeﬁt made up of objects

-identical with the obJects ma.king hé ego's own, the ego's own

primordial sphere fuses with the Other's to form one common, objective

world: of ‘this, the primordial sphere is but an appearance (C.M. 555().

4

e - Each, of course, must d>this or his own account ‘alone. \

[y

- But against this Schﬁtz argyes:

\ D ...all of this still does not yiel%tra.nscendental
N : . community unless we were tq define community in such a
c . way that, contrary to meaningful usage, there would be .
' )"1 a community for me, and one for you, without the two
necessa.rily‘ co:chldingh?

-

It is as if Husseri's were agdoctrine of a multiplicity of solipsistic .
g c_o'mmunit'ies. Schiltz is certainly right to interpret Husserl to mean .

¢ 7 that, -one member of th_e pair cannot’ con'stitute the relationship on’' the
I ‘ ' . -
; art of snother; each must do th1s for himself alone. But this is not
T S |

! . . 1 ! -

\

N 1o Schﬁtz, "Problem der Transzendentalen Intérsu’b.jektivitﬂt“, D 100/"{6
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3
\

a dogmatic error, but a problem of the issue itself. The members of
the community are monads, absolute individuals~tg;§; 562). The ego
does not experience the Other's perspective on the‘world (c.M. 139).
But this means simply: I cannot lock through your eyes, nor you through
mine. The'own and the alien primordial spheres are intentionaily
identified as appearances df one obJeqtiVe orld: but this identity
cannot be fulfilled for the ego in ev1dent intuition of the allen
prlmordlal sphere. This identity can none—the-less be constituted as
an intentional sense. What fuller "coincidence" can‘Schﬁtz deman@? None
is even conceivable: . for if the ego could Verify the posited identity of
the pr}mordial spheres in an intaition of the Other' s, then the distlnctlon
between self and Other would be lost. But communallzation cannot be at
the expense of independence. . ‘ 1
Beyond the constitution of an objective world, the constitution
of the a%ter ego alsc involves an equalization of the self with the Other,
that is, the recognition that he himself is an Other for his Other:
If, with my understanding of someone else, I penetrate “
more deeply int? him, 13;: his horizon of ownness, I
shall soon run into the ct that, just as his animgte
organism lieg in my field of perception, so my animate
organism lies in his field of perception and that, in
general he experiences me forthwith as am Other for

him, just as I,experience him as my Other (C.M. 158)h3.

: . 5
The, community is thus a community of equals,.all equally charged with the

i

'constitution of the objective world and of the community.

. ! . '
According to Husserl, after the analysis of this first level of

. 43. As I have slready noted, thlliseems to me not to be & further under-

standing of the Other, but already contalned in the first encounter,
requiring only to be drawn out. .

R e A L D r—r e
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communication, the higher levels 'offer relﬁtively minor difficulties"
(C.M. 157). But surely some clarifications are still neceésary. Only
the foundational principles governing the interaction of self and Other
have so far been examined: the interaction itself remains to be
clarified. Moreover, by means of the constitution‘é} the alter ego,
primordial experience i; radically transformed, ?nd 8 new way of self-
transcendence is created: but the detailed sense of this self-trans-

cendence remains to be clarified. These questions- form the topics of

the next chapter,.

-

N
b/
1
\ »
[} ’
.
\
.
, .
3 o
’ \
\\‘ - A '
- A}
! ~
J
o .
\\. " .y . -
. . 1
K ‘ ' , N - .
Coal ~ v
[ AR
L “ :'r\,

!
|




Chapter III

A

The Concept of Personality

¥e

I have so far offered an interpretation -of Husserl's analysis of

the constitution of the sense "Other". According to his view, this

sense arises from a'pairing" of the own body with the alien body.,
The Other, inasmuch as he is an intentionally and temporally self-

articulating subjectivity, spontaneous in both aspects, is not possibly

e
‘strictl presented but is appresent, or also there along with his body,
f y PP

‘ . which is present to the ebo. More strictly, the alien body is’ idéhtical

. ~

. . with an object that appears in primordial experience, but this identity

L]
'

cannot be fulfilled in onigipal.experience of the Other‘s_life, The

(:b} s :\. © intentionality relating to other subjectivity doea not take og or "live"
4 the alien spontaneity, but rather syntheaizes as identical the intentional

‘ -'  product of the own with that of. the other spontaneity, which last is thus

’

appresent to the ego. By this means, the own and the‘alien environments

B are identified as appearances of a common objeetive world.

a

The intention-

ality relating self and Other, then, is mediated by the respective
. : /N

aﬁimate bodies -and at higher levels by objects of the commoun world.

There is no direct’ access.tgjghe Other'e subjectivity in itself or for him,

but Only a quasi-knowledge of it.

. interpretation is slightly complicated by an idsistance_that

the rights of the Other be respected. It is not suﬁficient to this end

simply that the ego recognize the Other, Rather, the relationship' is
, reciporcal, and the ego's act of recognition is possihle‘only~together

with the Other's act of encroaching upon the -own .sphere: the Other must,
’ . B

. i ' T Yy ' - .
80 to speak, declare himself to the ego. Though by itse1f~this'i§ a simple:

S

71

' - . o
' it . -
' . ! ' .o H o o» . .
. ‘ P 4 . y
. , . P v . .
- . .
- . . 1 '
" - . ' ., T .8 )
i poo— . s G gt ) - -
T T TN TT R IR e s T - , " N " o N . 7
L. .. . o . .
N .. . e A ) . . . o - . « .

/

b

bihn x st L e samiiad
B R el F b



enough matter, it has far-reaching consequences.

.It might now seem that we are ready to expand on other issues,

3

and in particular on the .question of the so-called higher level ‘
mediation of the relationship between ego and alter ego, which occurs
,Fﬁifhin what Husserl calls in the Ideen II the "personalistic"

(personalistisch) or "spiritusl" (geistig) world, or in the Cartesian
geistig Lartesian

\_’_,;,J Meditations the "cultural world", a world made up of objects comman to °
: s .
ego.-and alter ego, intended in respect of ‘their being common,‘and

* which thereby sefve to mediate the intentionality relating self and

Other. 'Spiritual objects are such things as thel?tate the church

\ symbols “of sovereignty, books, and the llke, and, 1nasmuch as they. are.

e

intersubjectively acce331ble, even physical objects (1d. II, 182\~l9h)
\ o .
The "cultural wprld" is "accessible to all", and is "a world having

. human 51gnlf1ca.nce - It can be shared in & more or less definite wiay -

|
the community can be loose or tlght - but by being shared it ma.kes )

“posslble socisl acts, that ig, ac¢ts of con501eusness dlrecﬁeg to

another (CLM. 160; cp. 159}, which are perféi.éd with the intention of
being understood (Id. 11, 19h). ! .
Using an instrugtive analogy, we can epeak of the culturelvierld

as the place where members of a community interact: in respect of

their interaction, their environment is made up of higher-level -~
N

T2

N - N
objectivities. For example, the environment of philosophical disputants

is,|in a sense, & room contaxning t&bles and chairs, apprehended as
\

naturally existing and as.useful. But in another sense that speciflc
to whatﬁ%hey,are now doing,.;t is, pe;haps, thelperitage of Hueserlien

' thought, & range of philosophical problems, dnd the like. They know

e

-y
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1. In Husserlis usage the concepts 'ego" and-' 'environme t'i are.

~

themselves to look at and to mové among not so much tables and cheirs
as such issues as intentionality, a.n(i the likel. "They thereby come

to live in & world that is not merely natural - physically accessible -
N 1% -

But in‘a spiritual world, the product of their own interaction.

This line of thought may well be enticing, but many complications

2 / .
and unexamined assumptions démand attention. There is. a considerable

gep in our reflecti-ons between the ego's vefy basic encounter with' tla:e B
v, - Lo

14

Other and hls 11v1ng wlth him in-a cultural world. t has been«clelmeg

' that the encounter wlth the ‘Other 1s not just a‘one—31ded recognltlon on

\ TN

‘the part of the ego, but 1nvolves the Other S own actkilty of 1mp1ng1ng '

,upon the’ ego. But hcw this is to be worked out in detell is’ yet : f BN

o'.

unknown Yet presumably 1t is thls rec1proc1ty between self end Other e

‘the 1nteraction ~ that- constltutes the spiritual w0r1d and upon- thls

1

- . A}

" we nust more properly focus’our ettentlon.

o
Let us try to Justlfy this focus further*' Consider the .singular N

. R :
nature of the Other: 'as an intended object; it takes its uni}y from

.thekintending ego; but as a sublectivity, it‘is,the autonomous source

a4 . ° . \

6f'its own hnity. This involves a greet ri facie dlfficulty. i# it

3

not perfectly conceivable ‘that'the intended Other is an 1nVentlon of

the 1ntend1ng, ‘a m151nterpretat10n of the alien sebjectlvity as it is

7

- for itself? Bearing even lightly up0n the radical transcendency of the\.\

essent aily related. The\enV1ronment is: that. range of objectlvity'
speC1£1ed by the ego's 1ntentlonelity,,or the. horizon’ of objects as .
they are intended: . See Ideen II.§50: "The Ego, as Lentre of an -

: Env1ronment" (“Das Ich als\yittelpuntlt giner Umwelt")' ‘

A
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Th

alter ego, it is arguable that the Other for the egb is*at best a

%

continuous deformation of the Other in himself; tl;at the two m be -
exactly parallel but that their identity is at best emptlly, although

neees'sarlly, p051ted. Again, it is arguable that their respectﬁ.ve S RN ‘:
‘pr%mordial enirironme.rlts, so easily fused a few pagés ago, are no%? .

. o . T .

identical at all, but are at best but continuous deformations of each O

[0 . ¥ B
° PN -

‘other. "The reglist objection dgain presents itself, here in th‘e form ) "
. . of the .br&inary,ethough perhaps rather rqma.ntinc‘hoti;n‘ that one\ never |

. " knows viiat enother is "'ree.lly" ’lilte, one nevér knowé what an author
\ "really" meant to expresé, and so on. R ) ‘

L

~ e ’ 7 It is not hard to see that this appareritly sce(ptlca.l contradlctlon .

can be f‘rult:t‘ully assimilated 'by the concept of encounter, whlch by its - -gl

. « 0 ) very nature takes ,the a.utonomy of the alien su‘b,ject1v1ty as a motive - }()

factor But if thls is to be frult'ful then the notion of the cultura.l

t world must ‘be ca.refully 1nterbreted in the llght of the notion g
i \.
. : eqcounter", such that an’ object is not‘51mply_common_to ego afid alter
ego, but is intended bHy the ego precisely as an expressién of the

N

B - Other'e irreducible sponﬁe.neity. ' . L ' a

- ) A @ -

Another approach yield.s the Bgme- sor‘tL of difficulty. The \;ncounter ) -

with the Other is stxll cqulte abstre.ct' the Otheér is "some" alien™ * . '

1] L] o ¥

ubjectivity, but the account? so fa.r offered does not show how 1t is

Azg'eterminate for the ego. Yet g8 reflection on ordinary life shows,

N

-one encounters - speaks to, worl(’s with‘— not an indefm‘ite other sub,ject

LR

o

ce e At ey imanem

v . but _an individual personality. ; L : "~ '

. e . ) g L ;
‘ u:!

This devolves also " on the In'bentiona.lity relatlng to-a cultural °

1

i “ ' world. 'J;he cultural world: is not the,product of a.ny private intentiona.l:lfty,

Yo . AY
~ . . i h . “e

o




75

but of the community, or more specifically, of the interaction of its

<.members; and -as sueh it is quite determinate, consisting of a more or

-

less definite legal system, literery tradition, and so on. But the

. \ -
.. ' determinacy of the intersubjectively accessible world would seem to be

.. A
essentially related to the determinaty of the intersubjective access.

. ' So agam we cannot smply claim that the cultural world is .
: . "intersubjectively access;ble ; and without further ado describe it, o

.\&r here we are sti]l'féced wi \ rently sceptical contradiction. [

If indeed the Other's subjectivity 1s not possibly the ego's own - if,

-~
Y

s .
N . more prosaically, I cannot lpok throgéh your eyes nor you through mine -
. “ then how is an object the same for all? Taking the sceptical interpret-

ation of the inaccessibility of the Other only a little farther, it can '&
- “.2’ 2 N

{4

be argued that the comnunity iq impossible: fdr how can the ego go

about living in community with another who is in his very being -

PN e e N - by Ak e rahe
e S -~
.

inhcceseible, inaccessible even in zjespect of his sharing what exists
y only in the sharing? 'Mp.st we bizarrely admit that there are as many

o . communities as men, and that each ‘i_fnvents his own for himself a orie’z'? t

‘ . .o
N\

.

. . c. N -
\\

Or must’'wé as strangeiy a.ttempf to reduce alien ‘sufpje'ct'ivity tQ s‘omething - . ]
/ ’ \thet ig-notyso radically privaj\:e‘.? or age.in-, must ve se~arch‘ for an . ‘ .
. - 'appr()xi e indicator of the Other's pri*‘ra.te lifet ":But\ ghese measures :
? - vquld only pallig.’he an essential solip51sm, for the d_J.J:lt.ended Q\th’arr ' o
; ?/ . * would .not be a gemune alien subJect or, he would not be a mlﬂ;Ject in- ¥
% = — the same respect .ptixat_ he is en. intended ob;]eet. L A‘ : S

b . 2. Agaln, Schﬁtz ‘believes. this to be the inelucta‘d‘le consequence of ':- o
\ IR “‘Husserl's position. ‘See Sghlitz, "Das Problem’der tra.nszendenta.len

e R
N

| Intersub,jektivnﬂt,,bei Busserl", p; _100176 BN O
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Husserl holds that there.is no original expex:ienee of the Other's
copscious life (C,.M.139 ) yet that th_e Other is himself there in peraon,
and that the eéo does not experience a mere siéa or .image of‘the Other “
(C.M.151 ). The experience of the Other is, ‘then, orlglna.l3 }hat is,

. ’
the 1ntended ob,ject is the th:.ng itself, and there is no real ob,ject or B

— T -

v e

PR S
L L

L v

o hkoopl _Theunipsén, Der: Andere: "For- only ‘a8’ one among Others em Ia. . " "

,..
N
B T S

'.p 92._--_. i

T s b

thlng in itself Beﬁind‘ it, with ygespect to which the experience would be

valid or imﬁid. In light of the doctrine of the inaccessibility of
v “ . ' ' R
the Other, and of the sceptical interpretation to which it lends itself,

.

tbis is a difficult view to maiptainy 'but the ‘alternativ‘e is solipsism.
The ultimate intent of this chaptera then, is to examine‘ how.a.n‘;

ob,jegtpan express an alien subjectivity. 1In efi"ect, this is ,noth.ing

more thx.n an expax‘gbn_of the doctrine of the Abtber ‘living body, as. set

forth in the last chapter. But it preeents 'its own special difflcultles, ’ f

7

. because by constitutmg an expressnre ob,ject, ego snd alter ego constitute

‘ themselves as membera of a community corresponding to a cultural world:

80 we must f’ the problem that the 1den'l‘.1ty of the cxﬂ.%al world for

L3 Il -

the ego and alte&' ego always ttﬂeatens to dlss:Lpate because of their
- A

'1nacce551b111ty to.g_ach other. -

ThlS 1dent1ty can be mamtamed only by & concept of personallty,"

‘that is, 8. concept of sub,jectivity spec1f1c };e-the communltyb'. 5 We must

" i .

"A

3. Cp: Rene Toulemont, "L'Easen_ce de la societe selon' Husser]( (Pa.ris &
", Presseg Universitaires. de’ Fra.nce, 1962) p 27 Cp also Morriston, 0
Huseerl on Other Mindsy Ch.<IV. . <, .0 oo et \\ UL

- -"pereon, since . I am & peraon only inasmuch ae I ‘order myself as a o
- -mémber (M 1t—g;1e ) along with other members (Gl:.eder) of & cbmnunity"




7

~ - - g '
therefore examine the ego and the alter ego in regpect of théir

transformation upon encountering each other. That is, the encounter

kY

betyeen the ego S0 transforms primordial experience that the sphere of
ownness is irrevocably lost, retained only as an appearance- of the
.o'pjective world. The encounter tre.nsforms primordial experience by .
introducing & new menner of self—transcendi@g‘to'conscious life. It

s

is this self—transeendence that constitutes the unity for -ego and alter

R ego of" the cultural world and it is 1%mspect of it that sub,ject:uilty {
. 1 .
" becomes personaglty. Personallty 1tse1f is the expression.of dIlen b

-
~

subjectivity to the ego, and moreover it is what gives intersubjective ’

. unity to other objects that express alien subjectivity. It is therefore -
N . the fundamental -concépt ofithe personalistic or spiritual attitude. g

Al

\ - _ | |
\ set forth in the Ideen II: by itself it is unsuccessful,-but constitutes

L { - ‘

Let us begin with an examination of the doctrine of induction as

\
Tan essential mament of the f1na1 doctrlne to be elaborated here Let us

l"' T e e e Bttt i B S Aok _":":_N-‘ A ot e 2

flrst con51ﬂer a questlon fundemental to tggbnotlon of personal

'

Husserl asks. whether it is = 1ntentional unlty, that 1s, unifled by the

AN 3 ,

N synthetlc grasp of conscl ] ness ine reflected act, or whether it is a

- : \\ ! 3
- unlty essentlally prlor to reflection. Now the. life ol consc1ousness is (ﬁ\..
" - ,‘ -, . . '
Cenlvale pre—giVen, already there as 8 unity foR an act of reerctlon. But this -
. ©l v N ¢
alone does not declde the questlon in favour of the second alternatlve,

for intentlonal unitles too, once constltuted are experlenced as already o 4"1

ATt s s - ey

RO XL

there or pre—glven (Id II,‘251 250)5 Iet Husserl dec151vely clalms

i . ‘.
. - cat

s . PO A .. o \
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that the unity of personality is prior to any act of unifying:
+ I am the subject of my life, and the subject evolves in “

- living; its experience is prlmarlly not of 1tself, but

rather it constitutes natural objects, things of value,

tools, end so onw , As active it forms and structures not
~ itself, but things to bé done (Sachén zu werken). The

ego is originally not.a thing of experience - in the
) sense of associative apperception, in which unities of
“ contextual mult1p11c1t1es are constituted - but is
rather 2 thing of life (q is what it és not 'for the ego, ,

but is itself the ego)., &(Id. II, 252)

And further: "The 'coming to know oneself' is one with the eyolution o \
, ~ 4. ) . ] . ;
of“self-epperception, with the constitution of the 'self', and this

- : is accomplished at'once with the evolution of the 'subject itself'- \

PP e
RS AMPE S

(1d. IT, 252). vai@ are to*claim that consciousness is intentioneal,
' . ' .

thén let us be, thoroug%ut it: - in itg primary being, the subject

- ' is immersed in its intended objects, a.nd ives through its experience.
L]

It is this not by seeklng to be it, but simply by being lt

~ ¥
Moreov&r the life of consc1ousness 1s,,not simply a series of .

TR

o

isolatcd events, & succession of isolated experiences: ~z:a.ther, the
= series fa.shions‘ it.s' order and structure and cohér,‘en.c,e such that each

" . experience is what it is only as détermi'ned‘ by its posi‘tion within the
' h :'." ™~ t“ . - ’ ™~ B
strean of conscionsness. Each experience, by constityting E.,-t;z:a.nsce’ndeqt e
N ob,jectiv(ity, constitutes subjecti ‘ty itself and in this 'rez’speét is ¢ ,"
. .

oob : ' : talned even if forgotten, a.nd 'beca.use of thls self—const:.tution, the '
) .

e
—

1life of consciousness is not a. set of 'pOSSlble experlences, 'but a. - .. T
’ \ ! . . T S ","

-* ’ D
o o [ 1

~4

6. :I*quwe:t'l'sr 16t sentence reads:’ . "Das Ich ist ursprﬁngllc nicht.aus - .o
.,Erf:\Erung ~ in. Sinne?won assoziativer Apperzeptlon, in r sich ‘., "'i; oo A o

B - Yate ». A T -,
et R S tenle Shnnd be T e e

p—-@m) e ?
. L ' o




79

totality of compossibles with its own rationale: only certain &xperiences

are compossuble within one stream of consclousness, and only in a certain

%

order. The stream of consciousness is a system of composgibilities, and
its\sXstem is determined By the experiences themselves (C.M. §36). The =
system of compossibilities_ is nothing other than ‘the ~monad. Thus, for

/ L
example, having made a ce:;ta:in theoretical décision, the ego cannot then

l)‘.‘ ! [ T
meke gnother i:m'lated dec¢ision intentionally related to the same object:
. . ratier, the two will reciprocally affect each other in some we; 7. i -~

The unity of consciousness, then, is not a function of some one

-

among its acts, but of the entire fabric of its life. Self-apperception,

the positing of subjectivity in a reflecti‘ve act, is essentially possible,

i 1R

R

[

e fE g

but the ego thus ob,jectifie'd (me, Mich) is thereby not the ego in act (I,'_Q’

Ich) (Id. IT 253). Reflection can, appropriate the life 6f consci'ousness

A
at

- as its own, but 1life is not & product of reflection. But thie unity of ,
' t : o -~
life is not thereby comp:jomizeda; . a o !

-

. v ¥ ) .
- . : . ! - . .

3

« T. The way thls works is. evidently qulte complex, a.nd is beyond ‘the compass
. of -the present essay.

3 .7 8. Husserl is cha.ra.cterlstlce.lly susp:.cious of the - rlghts and legitimacy of
< - ' refleection; a very clear-statement.of the crucial problem is found in
hi® discussion of "hidden motivations" (Verborue motivationen). He
notes that one often does not know why ope believes something or ddes
somethmg. But" the :belief or action: ;.s not sunply dan arbltrary facf - B
it must-havé a motivation - and the. motiva,tlon must be such as can vy {
o ‘become conscious (Id. II, 222-223), - Rit. thent’ ‘"We have. just spoken
R S of-unnoticed, - 'hidden’ motivations, which &re present (vorliegen) in
R habit (Gewohnhei‘b) and in the events of the stream of cor.pciousness. «~In
¢, ~ the :unma.nency of consc;\.ousness (im J,!meren BewuBtsein) déach experience
, : is itself" 'cha.ra.cterized a8’ existin ‘. But Just here id great difficu'lty
ey - ‘Is it reelly che.raciprized as exist] ng, or is it only that there-is the::

. essential possibility . of reflectiof(, - which"in- the objecti®ication . ;\_
I ST necessa.ri‘l;r grants. the- character, xisting, to. the experience?’ And - even '
oo . " this is not clea.r)}':nough .Reflection on.an- experience is origina.lly a
. : ) positmg consciousness. But - in a’ pos:.ting \;:onsc:.ousness, is “the
. ’ &erience itself ‘a- glven, or a-constituted (Abgr {st. das Erlebnis .-
‘ o R selbst in ejinem setzenden BewuBtsein uele)‘enes oder konstituiertes?s .
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-¥hich is mediated by the body.

eas:tly (Id 11, 253—251‘)

exercise..

80
4

- -

Now the pergor;al'ity determines iteelf in the cours:aé of its life,
and its%e‘terminations are habitualities, or, ae they ai‘e ef present’
intérest, abilities (VermBgen). An a.bility is simply the thesis "I can", |
and of this, there are two kinds, ‘the mental (5ei£tig),‘a.nd the p‘h:ysica.l,
For exa.mple, one can play the piano, or

PP

' c '’ L J 3 B
uhen one sets about to do it, one knows how, one can.

4 ~4

walk:

Or one has

t

a vivid 1mag1nati-on or one.is quick-yitted, end can draw conclusmns )

Thuq, an . . e - P
1

gbility i§ not -an empty possib1lity (KBnnen) but =& positive

[scil. determinate] potentiblity, which is sometimes exerciseg,

alvays ready\®q,go into action (tBtigkeit); and-this action,

. . according to its. manner of being experienced, refers back >
‘= to the pertinent subJective posgibility, te the ability . «
(I8. II, 255). -

- N * -

An action.is not an 1solated/eVent in the life of consciouslness, bu?ktgh‘\o-

-~
It

inf.smuch as it is the exercisé of ‘an acquired a.bil:l.ty, 1t comprehends

the a.cqu1s\it1dn‘__‘mg domg is-. the thesis f'I can end ao" (Id II, 216)

\ ) ~ \ .

ank%ﬁ:ot a.n-:lsolated event but an exercme .and a contlmung Yo .

- . ’ ) v
live;\end the pa.st is not 1eft beh.md but is’ ehended in “the

‘ Corréepondinglv, it is by mea.ns -of nnde, telung the pertment
IF 3 P ey
action tha.t one acqulres an ability. ' '

,

DY
[

\ The subject cbnsidered ag the Substrate af abilities is obviously

'9’ - \ Y, -
. [ . s , .

¥ .
i

Were thls the ca.se, we gould ta.ke another step with reflection - and’

then would ye no% be. involved in an endless regress?" (1d. II, 224).

. His question clearly -is this: does reflection reveal only what is
-"in" the experience, o does it essentially and 1rremedia.bly deform Py
the experienee? T have m thls essay assimed the ﬂormer to ‘be the ”\'\
.case; but .the assumption ig highly pro‘blema.tlcal. ‘I have, however, o

F
)

a.ttempted to {ma.ke allowance for the’ la.tte:r by dlso -insisting, witl;
i eds of' consciousness to "live", o
e.ther tha.n to know itsel.f. e

Huéeerl, that it i§ the proper ‘busi
¢ to. be immer!ed" i dts obJects,
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-

a proper object of induction (Id.‘ II, 329). For the subject himself,
* his actions have a double sense, to exercise and to develop the ablllty, {
and this double sense is susceptible of transformation appropriate to
g the attitud‘e of One who would understand the sub,]ect: ina.smuch as the
PR 3 ) subject acts from the a.bility end according to its deterrﬁina.t:‘[ons, the
act evinces the ability for the 1nduct1ve su‘oject, and correspondlng to

- .' the order of apqulrmg an. abjility is.the 1nduct1ve order of coming to know

it (14, II, 1.329—330)-

This matier is more graphigally and condretely - though'also

ations in terms of behaviBur.j,
I . > .

Husserl asks how it is that the- Other is not merdly evanescent,' but.is ’

, N . ! . g
accorded the status existing; how it is that the/apperception of@th_e -

- Other is "possible and need not be annulled forthwith"® How is it that™" ‘

I

more briefly - expressed in th&:Cartesian

the other body holds the stafus exi‘sting ‘cogtinuously, 'a'nd noét only at

the moment it exhlbits itself to be a.llve, stra.lght'way lg)s:mg the sta.tus,
A
to become a strictly presented natural oh,ject'l (C M. 1h3) That is, how

1s the a.l:Len subjectivlty seen to be a genuine ex1stent? - ‘ R

! Husserl .presen't;e the ,g.ttnﬁutlog’ of existence to the Other as a > <
. . L A " '. » . . '~ X .\_ \‘ . Ld
straightforward specification of his ge'.nere.“]; @ctri'ne* of e;:is’_teﬂceg...

W

“ ' \ E’xper:ﬂence in general means i'ts- ob,jeot- to be not onlj-what is 'now e"tri‘ctiy BRI
- N .

'presen"f.ed but to be suscepti'ble of further e\xperlence. Con.sciousness H

IS

-
-

means (.melnen) or construes (auffassen) 1ts ob,ject to be determina.te, o ¢
' ‘ o

and in, ¥ 2 doing predelineates qore or less deflnltely ﬁirther encperience, ~which L ,
R \{\ W .
¢an’ be ha.rmonious with the construa.l (consistent w:.th ‘the. predellnee.tlon) EETEE DA%

et e T e B S e
.
J

n, T ( \ ' 9.\ As Ricdeur notes'-» see Ric.oeur',‘ "Eusserl, 5. F Fift.h Ca.rtesia.n Mechtation ) s RN
, D L p. 127 'I'he doctrine «of exis'tence ?s presented. in the 'I.‘hird Ca.rtes:.a.n \_ P B
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.

and thus verify it, and make tlremobject more determinate; or it can be
discordant, and falsify the construal. An experience means more than it -

. presents, it indicates that there is more to the object than is now ‘

)
!"

grasped: the meaning is verified when this more is "itself there". In
)

other words, experlence is presumptive: but the presumption ha.s regard

to a potentla.l experlence and can be verifled (a. M III pe.ssim, esy. .

car ° . ' M

- ; T & "§28). One sees spatial obJects, for exa.mple, elwe.ys in profile, from &
A i perspectire: . One seés ene' si\de, but the object has other sides, and, '
o > X . ,
K___ ‘ : inesr’ﬁuch as the presented side is séen to be precisely one side among
:oth_ers, the‘ otner::re anticipated in the ebcperience', or are ‘appresent; R

they can be made present By'ﬁ change of perspective (C.M. 9T7; ep. 1Lk).

S Thus, for example, jclm'e‘does not see a bounded vhite, but 8 piece of paper. M

"A piece of paper": already furdher experience is anticipated, elastic

\ i - limits are pla.ce'd on it. Further experienee will reveal tha.t it is a

plece ‘of paper of a certain welght, texture, opac:.ty, and so on, or
. perha.ps that the, construal was’ mistaken, and that Vzha.t was ta.ken to}‘:e

paper was a. p}’az.nted area on the deak.

N

iy . ' - ~ The. genere.l doctrine need not be eia'bora.ted here But it is not

v
5“

‘_s _ . hard to see tha.t its specif:l.ca.tlon to the present ca.se demands grea.t

- - _ca.re.. 'I'he appresented "otﬂer s:.de" of the body would seem to be the.
' i ! _4\ T . e ..,

‘Other s eonacious llfe. But this ca.nnot bec@me present origina.lly S -

l :,,

N _': . experienced as 1tself t‘nere, for 11’ 1.1; did it would be the ego 5 om

N T life (C M. 139) till the: .Oth.er 8 body 1s seen as a. llnng body R
P ) . 4“..3;. ) A ) ) > S . ’
I o - w:.thin whlch a.n a.lieh sub,jectiv:.ty 7’rules ;a.nd gmrerns“ (C M 11&8) s 8 a.nd ' 7’5‘ .
P9 N -A,.' g o B “ * ! bl . -0
.. ’i» o ) i provea itself to be liv:Lng by contim@g to beha.w;e, to exh1b1‘t !l:n.en (v,—.. B -
Vi TN @ - .




rule and governance. Or, as Husserl says:

... .The appresentation which gives that—component of the
Other which is not accessible originaliter is combined
with an original presentation (of "his" body as part of
~ the Nature given as included in my ownness). In this
combination, moreover, the Other's animate body and his
governing Ego are given in the manner that characterizes
& unitary transcending experience Every experlence
points to further experiences that would fu1t¥l and verlfy
the appresented horizons, .which include, in the form of
. non-intuitive anticipations, potentially verifiable
. : ) syntheses of harmonious further experience. ﬂegarding /
experience .of someone else, it is clear that its fulfillingly
verifyihg continuation can ensue only by means of new
appresentations that procedd in a synthetically harmonious
fashion, and only by virtue of the manner in which these
eppresentations owe theix "existence-value to their
motivational connexion with the' changing presentations
/ proper, within my ownness, that continually appertain to

r

them.

As a sugge'stive clue to the requisite clarification,
this proposition may suffice: The experienced animate \
organism of another continues to prove itself as agtually an
animate orgenism, solely in its changing but incessantly
harmonious "bshaviour". Such harmonious behaviour (as
™ having a physical side that indicates something psychic

e.ppreeentatively) must present -itself fulfillingly in original
experience, and do so throughout the continuous change in
behaviour' from phase to phase. The organism becomes experienced
as & pseudo-organism, precisely if there is somethmg d;xscordant

. sbout its behaviour (C.M. lﬁ3—lhh)

o a2 e T s WA M

e 2o

BN . -

- N

Husserl's meaning is quite clea.r: the encounter with the Other is . ’ ¢
no more momentery é&nd self—cqn‘c.a.ihed than any other experience.' It

‘ . has ~~i’ts own s.pe“ciﬁc style of. veZification and detex'-miﬁatiSn, yet. PR

o

follows the genera.l form of verlflcatlon. 'l'here is thus verlfla.ble

- L™ v

access to wha.t is not orlglnally a.cce591ble s the a.lien subjectlnty

R » [

(CM . ol ‘-; - NS
I ) \ ‘ LN ' ) C R
R The person ha.s( a persona.l style (Id IT, 33) 'bha.t 15, a monadic S e

et . tm:l.ty to whlch the ego has the sort of medle.te a.ccess now in q_uest1on. ~

; 1ona.l unity, to 'be ascertained by




induction, but is more properly the product of 'the person's own

. A1
immanent history or life. [The person is determined by his past not
as a succession of events that have occurred in transcendent time ‘
- ) : : ' - : \
\ Y
before the present, but rather as a conscious life, a series of acts | ~

in immenent t‘iﬂg" which are his strictly inasmuch as the~present

comprehends them. Thus, "I depend upon motives, in newly a.ct:l.ng ona V-
51

previous, dec:Lsion I depend upon that declinon I &l whet I now - am
through determination of my previous being (my be:{ng-decidEd) "o(14.

11, 331-332). : ' /

Acts -therefore constitute a personal style, and reciprocaily', the

pei'sonal style determines one's acts. Because of this reciprocity, the
=1
determinateness of subjectivity.,',c?n be externally hscertained: "Because

s s . - et - ponrhen - ®
e s T g i o omabliinde o T SR

I\ha.ve an .individua.l sty.le (Eig'enart), becauﬁe A therefore behave in -

N

& regulated way, I must be. :Lnductn;ely lnterpreta.ble (aui‘fa.Bba.r) , and:

e b o

a.ble to become the theme of 1nduct:|.ve consideration" (Ia.. 11, II 332).

....\ There are two attitudes possible w:Lth respect to persona.llty the

2y ~ .
"1iv1ng attltude, 1mmersed in the :.ntentionalny, engaged in the 1
~ o i
B " continuity of personal history, and the externa.l a.t.t1tude find:.ng the ~
. 4

s : S &7 y - ¢ " .
. A : S 4 .
_ . style. ~ o . . e : _ ; _

‘ %eg:a;vi’our, th‘en, is, S'imtlté;neously' the Other's"intentiona.l'ac_t o

o subjecqt) be - thps a.nd 80 engaged ‘bo be -of this or that persoral

.on

™~

P, TR e v e

) a.nd the ev:.ncement for. the ego of t.hat int.entmnality.' The ego's N

. ;-‘ ’ " ) :exte'rgzl a.ttitude, then, is a eont:,nuoua tra.nsformati;n f the Other ]
‘i R 'inter:al attitude towards his acts- What' the glter ego (behanourally)
. ’ does, tﬂe ego s;e "8 him to\Qo. ::"45.., . 4 .

g o e e L But this does iuot ta.ke us very far. ) TheOt;er‘s hamonious N

T . o L e,
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to be the same for €go and alter ego. Yet in ract the interne.l attitude "

behaviour is supposed to evince his personal style for 'the ego. This
is sensible enough, but how does it work? Let us take a very eimple
‘eiample, which, I believe; will meke clear the baucity of inductive
itnowled_ge of the alie_n subjectivity.. Suppose one slees,~ g.t the same
time eathh dey, a certaln person hurrying in a ce'rta.in dtfeétionlo. By

megﬁs of this simple induction one knows somethihg of the person. But
Pt ] . h \\ . . . . .

' ' " . ), t .
..we can hardly call this that'is known. his pe,rsonal style, or part of

TN : A . o
his monadic essence. The obsexver has good reason to expect the same

person to hurry past the same polnt tomorrow- his expectation is ’
motivated by past observatlons But +the person s action is not
motivated by these observa.tions, nor by his own observations,. nor even

by the regular action, but mork likely by his wanting to ,.a‘.:srive:a.t bis - |,

»

L4

destination. His action has one motivation, the induction has an
SN

entlrely dlfferent one, a.nd the tyo are not remotely slm:l.ls.r1 .- Yet the °

" external attltude by mea.ns of vhich 1nduct10n is ﬁosslble is supposed to

t
\

" be.a contlnuous transformation of the Other 8 internal\ a.ttltudé ’the

8 ' L _ \

i

action - a.nd the \peraonal style by ‘which it is determined - a.re supposed

L

W

TN
-is deform.ed by the external a.nd we have two‘" actions - the pu.rpos:.ve a'ct

-

tha.t the -Other does, a.nd the usua.l a.ct:.bn that the ego sees~. ,‘

R The a.tte.mpt to understa.nd the Other 1nduct1ve1y, as’™ 80 fa.r ; e -

‘elabora.ted, falls because it 1s abstra.ct, beca.use :Lt cannot a.dequa.tely'

C i -

Q
- N :\\.

A

'llO._ Toulemont Societe 9e.'Lon HuBserl, p. T0.: 'I'he ethple is ! ta.ken frgm

Husserl's unpubllshed manuscnpts. IR EE

r

PRy
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a : -
i !
B &
towards his action. Under certa.}'n circumstances, the person has

» &
g ]

o behaved thus: under similar circumsta.nces he will behave similarly.

k . This is not a pure falsehood, nor 1s it the whdlertruth. A ma.teria.l

thing, certainly, will "behave s:.mila.rly under simlar circumstances ,

[N

(Cp. Id.:vII‘, 25&-255). Moreovefr both\lt a.dd its. circumstances ca.n

in princkple rema.:m the sa.me, and, endure wlth i cea.s:n.ng &rifomltyl-?..‘ o

. " \
vl . W . ~.

~

',\Ti3e Peal ma.tena.l thlng 1s what ityds. Only in relatlon to other thlngs,

’

t " vhigh ther.eby comprlse its circumstances (U’mstﬂnde) (Id 11, 125 126)

. But a sub,ject in pr1nc1p’le cannot remain endurlngly the same in apy

similar sense: 1t llves, it is a stream of consc1ousness 1Q contlnuous

\ .
=

' ) l3f

A'Q! flux™", What sense? then, ca.n it have_ to speek of the Other S beha.vlour .
. \ e
"under 51m11ar circumstances"? It is the ver_y nature cf conscmusness
N .
‘ ) te be dependent not merely upon external circumsta.nces but upon itself
- . a.nd more’ particula.rly the make—up of present-expenence depends the make— :" RS -
I . up of past experience, upon ‘the. sub,ject‘s ph\st life as & tote.lity (Id. II//
l:".l\ .. .. \ : .
S . 135, .cp. 133 136) It is, then, not/so/ea.sx/to/rséfé./e the "circumstances O
L . . (l i . o ,’.\ . 1.1' . N ) Y
“ s o of a.nother s hurrying pas’o a certaln ple.ce at a. certam t1me. S N |
R ',Ar_ . \ T . .
e T 0 More accurately - 1f ve .are st1~11‘ to. talk of circumstancesv- T :
o - N ‘ I‘ .. v‘ "":‘ - “.‘ N A3
. ' 1', R conscn.ousneSs 1tself determlnesevha.t 1ts clrcumstances a.re,, a.nd thls must AT
N N e R A RPN I .l N
S Lo -';1‘2',’_ This sentence is a. loose pa.raphra.se or a sentence 1n the Ideen II . A
daT o _'1 pp. 132-133:" "Ferner sdns materielle ‘Dlng kann, ‘als. pnnzi}plelle J \ [
) .0 .- MBglichkeit, vB1lig unvgrndert sein, unverindert, hinsichtliéh seiper, = . § .-
g SRRSO Y . -.Rigenschaften, auch unverBndert hinsichtlich seiner Zus‘bB.ndlichkeiten. R
Rk .~ Das schematisch’ Mannigfaltige’ exflill} dsnn.dfe Dauer in kontinuierliéh °
4 D B.nderungsloser Gleichhelk. Das seel;(eche"Ding" “kann hber prinzipiell '
Ay % S nicht unverBndertem  Seelenzustand e ha.rren,.‘ s PRSI FN
N el .‘4_."1-'3". ‘14, II 133 . This," pasaage discusses ihhe} Fundameuta:l D:Li‘ferences el e
EE L N S betveen Materisl and Animate. (seel:.scim) Rea.lzty". Hpsserl's doctr:.ne - R

R SRR of‘ ‘the soul- (Seele) is chsi-‘mct from. hls -g,enera.l dcc‘trlne of 1ptentiona.11ty > . \ -
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somehow be accomodated by any induction that presumes as its- igsue an -

'understandlng of the other personality Consciousness, as intentional

is free and determlnes dts own objectwlfy So we must now poSe the

“y

questlons, what 15‘ behanour for the Other, and what a,re 1ts -

.
e

. circumstances? How is somethmg more than' & be‘havioure.‘l regula.rity

/a.cc:essible £6 the ego? How is the Other 8 freedom a.c.spmod.a.ted By

\ . ,. ) ‘ v ‘.‘. ) . o o - \‘"-
L 1nduct10n? : o . ! . . -5

R Perha.ps a rather 51mple exa.mple that Husserl offers will 'make

.,1 LI
° v

this. clear B L . -
I know, for example, that my vice of amoklng is in pa.rt the
work of hebit (Gewohnheit) ;. but I° do not smoke [only] bdcause .
I am in the habit of doing so, but [also] because I enjoy the
'taste because I seek the.stimulation; and were it only a habit,
I could hardly have such a d:.staste for nicotlne—free cigars 14 '

'I'he a.rgument is qulte informa.l e.nd for t—hat reason, i.-. quite graphic.
" T v o [} « e Al
/ 'I'he ego ce.n only see that the Other smokes Often. The Other for thé ego

°
»

-
N

g7 -

o \\

Y amokes be&'ﬁuse he 4is pf that ha.b:.t; beca.use he uaually does so, whereas e

P A} ». 4. ©

So -it see.ms tha.t the
" " Other for, the ego isa s:.gn or an 1mage of the real/ltx, the Other for

1 '\

: ."'th? \Other for h1mself smokes becquse ‘he enjoys i

a :

thrust upgn us. o o

.« v

' T ; IR 1li; Unpuiblished manuscript M III 3 V’III p 23, quoted in ‘l‘oulemont

TR Soci té se;on Husserl,‘.'
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. 71' a.nd pp. 71-72g o 3. A

ind the sceptica.l .or' real:.st contrachetlon wlth vhich we beg\a.n
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' '-‘,mtentlonal reletiOnsmp to the real“(Id II 215) . "Immedlately“ ' ; 4
’ '.‘clearly Husserl refers ‘to the relatlonshu.p a. 1t is experienced rather "l.. i:
':.:'tha.n as it is. mterpreted or’ expla.:.ned.v For the sub,jé\:t, a.n experience é

: C s a. presenta.t:.on of an. ob.ject' for him, there 1's not supera.dded to the

Now this very expression might seem to be self—contradictory:
wherea.s intentionall‘ty is an irre&l, oa—causel relationahip between

sub,ject and -cbjec’t, practice wquld seem to involve a causal

!

" K

relationship between the body and nature.
Intentionalit‘y relates the subject to things whlch in this
relationship make up a.n environment. But "Th:.s relatlonehlp is.

1mmed1ately ( ttelba.r) not- g. real reletlonshlp, hut ra.ther a.n
)

: .presented object e.ny a.wa.reness of a. causal rela.tlonehip to the o'bject. _

;

N There is w:Lth:Ln the expenence no warrent for the view the.t thqre 1s a

real thmg that causes: these or those J.mpressmns. The SubJect

, ' 3 '
experlences an- ob.ject, a.nd the ob,ject msy well be real, and there ma.y

well be a:' real, ce.usa.l paychophysica.l relation between the sub,ject'

‘ sense organs and the o'b,ject but even 11‘ the o’bject is not real, a.nd :
« “, s . . . . Y
causes no sense-impressmns, 1t is.no less exper:.enced a.nd the

;. experience 18 no le3s ‘a: pert of the‘subJect'a conscious life (Id II 215) j.—
s

Husserl does not deny that there }re causa.l rela.t:.ons between things a.nd the -

sense organs, but clams simply the.t etperience is of ,an entirely dlfferent

order frOm ca.usality. (For exanrple one is afre.ld beca.use he has heard '

that a da.ngerohs llon has escaped - not because some innocuous sound wa.ves

. .I-. .
. =
© .

ha‘ve a.ffected his ea.r) (Id. II 229-231.)

. ). i L N - ) ‘. o

"The person 1s e_‘pI'EClBely' One who represents feels values, strives

v, e

a.nd a.cts (ha.ndelnde Perﬂon) a.nd he sta.nds in ea.ch such personal a.ct (Akte)'

. . o
. ¥

e

1
S

A R




in relation to something, to qtje:cts,,oi; his en‘;iroem_e,nt"‘: (-‘M, o

' 185-186). The envi,ropment is net the werld of objects in. thetﬁsel‘\.res, . :
bt the horizon of objects far the gﬁi:iect, es they are meant in His
multiply s‘pe’ciﬁc intentibns. ‘.’They e.re“th'er'ei"ore not .purely theoretice.l‘

'o‘bjects but are also aesthétlc a.nd practica.l (Id II 186—187) _ They

N

vma.ke up an env:Lronment a horizon of eb,jects 1ntentiona.11y ordered around . i‘-"t ) :'.

: N

.."ti‘fe subject 5, not only to be known,@ut e.lso to 'be used é.nd en,joyed

_ '-._-Anmng: the mult:.ple 1.ntentional orientations ‘15 ; ;)ractlca.l or:.entatlon :
;.v':‘td the environn)e’ntl in striv:.ng e.nd do:.ng, 1n p‘ur_posing a.nd accOmpln.ehing
B P The ob:]ects of the environn{ent a.re, agaur, no\t.:t‘hlel ob:)ects of . g
0 na.tura.l sc;ence. . Thet 15', ‘they a.re not the thmgs in themselves of "7
' Z-N, \ 'f' , fNe.ture‘ :- of the exact sclenee of na.ture, mth the éetemnetlon‘ex vrh1eh y
b this '\'sel'eece'a.dmits a.s a.lone as ob.jectlvely velid - but a.re rathe\r”

",'~things [tha.t a.re] ex_penenced, thought or otherwise [1ntentlonally] : .
\ ' v . 0

'posited a8 meant [ob:;ects, conqidered preclsely] ‘as such intentional ‘ g :

o~ S ob,jectnrlties of the personal consciousnesslﬁ'.'-_ This h&S :\WO senses

s o Firet, experlenced o'bJects do not act Qn the su‘b.ject aé na.tura.l causes._. 3

N o And second th y are stimuli (Re:.ze) in another respect- "As ob,jects
) N :

O 'of wh1ch the s‘u ject 1s already aware, although he hes not yet [sc11

'3 attentitively] grasPed them, they draw the subJect to them, a.nd, wher;/
,-,\, . a ‘., T ce s See ':ﬂ’! . \‘\.,. . ‘Vl‘ ’.

Lt

: fS. ‘The tltle of Ideen II 550 ia‘ "The Person as the Centre of an t
*. Environment": £ N &
3.6". ,-'...und diese DJ.nge sind nicht d.1e an. sich seienden Dinge der Natur - - - §
. fer exak'ten Naturwissenschaft it d.en Bestimmthelte‘n ‘die sie als =" . El
alle:.n objektlv wahre’ gelten lﬁBt =y sonde‘rn erfa.hrene, gedach'te . S
- -'oder sonstwie. setzend, vermelnte Dlnge 8ls so c‘he, tentionale T \ s
Gegenstﬁndlichke:.teh des: personalen BewuBtselns"(Id. 11, 189) .-

'l,“
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.‘.' .ot ’_' o Co e R ’.;‘A.' i

5 ‘:";f'_.somethlng (Cp. Id II 215) '-',_ A Lo ¥

S T "’r~‘, e

i - ;[he- Other s beha.v'1our20, ,tﬁen 15' not, purely a mechanléal and

-

blologicel event,, ’out‘ is for hl‘m a being conscious, a.nd as, such has ‘

N el - s

"1ts place in the tlme of consclous l:lfe...'

By

balng 8 presented bodlly event (Cp C M.'.

4,

J.Sl ), :Lt :Ls for the ego

an ev;neement of the ahen subject1v1ty. *The personal style of the

Other, the tlssue of hls "I ca.n ‘becomes in the aﬁct a.!i' "I can a.ncl do ‘

-----

But stlll there are problems

L ‘g&hen I judge others, I ‘am for the mostv-pa.rt guided 'by

" 4exper1e:1ce. -He has’ repeatedly shoxm himself to bé a. scoundrel y

':'-he w:.ll do s-o aga:ln. ~Bit +this experientla.l ~knowledge is not’y ..

+.°. i understanding of the- Other.” If T tnderstand -Him; T- penetr_ te

-(durchschauey into *his motlvatlons, a.nd there.is" then'- no_ need

el for. emplrlcal a.pperceptlon or apperc“éptlon of ha.b:.ts
;oL (Gewohnheltsa.pperze;ptlon) R : . :

. . v=Naturally, this must'accord with ex'per:.ence.

" . - cdn contradiet (Einsprache erheben) my apprehension.

T must' cons:.der yhether, the consn.stency of. experience is merely'? y
; appa.rent

. ;the situation not: qulte the s&me [sciL as I took it to. bel
./ .indeed he'is who he. is, d rea.lly the sanm €goy° thén it ig i
“c his style’ (Art) to be a'b {o do this, u.nable to do tha.t (Id. I'.[
’329) B 4' ’\ [ S ) o ,,',,,-".,, . N e

'~‘ L '"‘j-' - . . o e oo e A N ," ‘«_, , o
Husaefrl‘s intent here is not to deny the rlghts of :.nduct:;én, but ra.-ther

E A AN

Bu,t the ev1dence oi‘ pra.c‘uce is’ spee;.flcally dii?ferent from tha.’t: of
’.presentatlon. How, ‘the -ldEI&lty of the ob,ject in’its seVeral Ways of
'be:mg exPerlenced can be .demonstrated is- uncel:taln, it is! obnously
... more complex: ‘than the way in' which an' object remains 1dent1ca1
through seVeral presentationsf I' do nat know .of a.ny place where. .
"r. Husserl deals with ithis’ questlon. “Unforfin ely, the identity of
" Lam object: through several speciflcally dlffeA nt, 1ntent10na11t1es -
., . is essential to -the thesm of this: eBsay, ~especia.lly to the’ present
_J"_;argument :and T -can offer only the unsa.tisfa.ctory a.scerta.ln‘ment tha.t
v .it is'- ‘ohvmus DR SRR
Y :--"‘.Beha.v:.our is’ here used in a. very w:.de ‘sense; 3 comprehend:.ng not fonly
vstnkmg balls, “but &alsor speech -and: e.,ven turn:lng the eyes te lodk’ a.t

But 1n v:.rtue of 1ts b.lso ’

Experlence . f, SRR A
And. thed ... . il

U T w111 f:Lnd perhaps that the [scil, Other R:) putatﬁ:e]
T rmotlves were im fact other thent T suppose Zvorausg@setzt) a.nd o e

"
N
t
1

S




. to point out that the personality 1s prior to a.ny experlentla,l unity. 7 ,._{.' r

DI " L “

"'~.The mductwe ascertalnment of a ‘beha.vioura:l regulanty is - not by ) f ‘
. """:l.tself a.n insn.ght into the personallty. _-'-. ' U R TR
- ’ 7“.. One ca.n aleo a.ttempt to galn 1nduct1ve knowledge of.'loneself‘.':"‘li.’ -.gn';

. ‘:\. n,;_’.A “ , - \r . x ’ o x"

brief exammatlon of thia w::.ll ma.ke our present problem ciea‘re";“;: 'a'm?.f

\\ o

w:Lll of:f.‘er a. solution to it.

One hp.s & personal style,

)

take a.n external attltude, with‘ xjespect to oneself (Id. II, 331—332

/"-"".“"‘.’,' R A‘_ \ ‘.4,“ . v
e 1s‘ this the evidence speciflc to .the ob,ject, one s chara.cter? Is Onels

. result qf :

' - abil:,ty, one s freedom of intentlonal practlce given a

L . .‘.‘

e dlrec\t 1nsight into 11;? (Id II, 327-329, 26h-266) \ Sy
. "Q: The a.nswer {s, in eSSence, g_uite simple. ; The personal e%yle is \ .
S
b :
‘ ‘; does not declde upon an action becausé‘ "'I usually beba.ve thle vf‘a.y, L B -
: ._.;r:.-._‘» S AN ; R
‘ po o N u&zun.llyr reJect (verwerfen)\ [aoil tha:t actlon], so 1t ma.y' ha.ppen that I :
Tk 2“.,"' N R ."” " ‘ e °
e T e L . . .
R L s 'do so in f.‘uture'". b Rather, one follova one s mot:.vations (Id. II 329)21




: qulte another to. decide\ on the basis of regu.].a.rit.y. \ ‘ "' ,

. - Hence, although 1nductive ascertainment ot the personaiity ‘1s ' .:-: "

.‘f“' ce;t:’tainly poss:.ble, 1t require' 'fica.tion in the traxi51t1?n ”‘; g
/ -I,from externality to J.nterna.lity, ina.sxmuch~ e.s 1, as I am,'a.m.r;ot a \ j
"""..:'_;:natu.ral‘:‘thing, but am. & poeition—ta.klng ( stellungnehmendes) ego" (Id II Cl
;:331) And sifnilarly, the a.ppro'priate understanding of a.nother .1s a.n :5
understa.nding of his ( interrie.l) meﬁives (Id II 329 ) §56e) :
_-j‘._ The putative mdersta.nding of the
- Other by the ego in the "1nte nal" e,ttitude is: st111 :the ego s &ct ancl
the product of his constitut::on' how then ean it ‘ee tixe ego s waﬂr of B '..v
l;'resp‘ecting tlie Other.s free self—constitution‘? Or, if we suppose tha.t ; ’
\ i:‘,'_},the understood persona.l‘ity‘is the product of the '()thei‘ s eelf—constitution, .
: " ""."fthen how does the understa.nding supervene upon the experience oi‘ the . 5
- Othen as . exhib:.ting beha.viou.ra.l regula.rities?\ i DY :.. B
T A brief digress:.on might help us here.‘ Wha.t is the in't,ent of A .
: :‘iﬁ.Hus serl’ e insistence that the internal a.ttitude alone is the a.ppro;c_)riate \
by mea.ns of induction, and Other thus .undensto d would seem to be a real \ Aﬁ_::

‘} B .“or' empii'icai Iege \\ ':rea.l egoa, ;)uet a.s a\.ll realities whateveur.:le.re ;nere '.3:‘:;
: : ""intentio__rial unities '. 'I'he real ego 1s ‘a unity of multipliqities, a.nd \ ‘-:
:'v.j::-takes its lixiity froni g’ conb\tut:we eynthes:.s (Id. 11 110-111) ﬂut .. 3
g this 1a not the unity‘\pi'Oper to a 'personal'ity the 5ponta.neity of \
-A.,;ﬂi'-"s;ub,jectiv1ty is such tha.t 1t determmes 1ts ovn unity, and tha.t 1ts a.cts. ‘
\ -‘ ';‘a.re not dete;anined by a prmciple exi-;ei'nal to 1tse1f. And the entii‘e

. ' . R i




. \e&t-itude, J.s to argue that the Other 13 e. liv1ng personallty.- ‘We

' = of Husserl* | the relationshlp hetween t,]sie tra.nsdendental and thé

ness that ce.n be lived unreflec'tlvely, or, in other words, that the

. e . . ‘¥ c N L
NS et - e . . ‘
- s . N .- ! K EA e AN
N i - o h
. : Voo e K
¥ ‘ e - -
s L. X A Py -‘ »‘ . *
! I8 ! . . o .
¢ * o R .
= Ve L o -
N B NEAY . .1:' .
N -t ; . ~
i) ! k

T A ‘,.,‘

1effort of thls cha.pter, a.n& oi‘ Husserl's :Lnsista.nce cn the 1nternal

N\

here touch on one Of’ the most difﬁ-c‘ﬂ-t Problems in thé interpretatlon e

‘\ e
. : s W - - " . N A. : ' T o - .
emplrlea]_ ego Cee T . ~a ‘ R . : :,. L

"_u. N TheunlSsen suggests th&t the 'terms of the 1ntersubjec-tflve

K . \ . S o \ . Lo
|
relatlonshlp - the self a.nd the cher - a.re na.tura.l subjects 1n the

sense tha.t 'they he.ve, so to spea.k i‘orgotten the constrtutlon of the

C rela.tlonah:Lp They llve 1mmexvsed 1n it w\hereaas the transcendental
: S PN \, A
:\"

o ego, the ego that recovers the constitutlon of t,he relationshlp as a.n

2‘2

there can 'be dlscerned three egos. the one that constltutes, the one
that l1ves :1mmersed m the constituted objects, e.nd the one tha.t )

-observes.the-ennre a.ffalr.. TheSe must essentla.lly, One wa.y or, a.nother,

be 1dentica..'l., evén though thelr functlons dre- Vastly different.23

Loy

demonstrat:.on of this identlty is of coﬁISe, crucia.l to any philosophy
, . . \\ R » g

A

ST e .

accomplishment of consc1ousness, ‘1,3 aware of it for wha.t it is ‘mechated:"' '

) by the respectave ‘bodies But here, the cla.ssical problem remains"“’.l-;}, oo

that presumes, as does Husserl s s to explicate the life of consciousnesa

:' and to exhl’brt 1ts prigins.- ut the matter s-blll remains unsettled.

-

e AN

22 Tﬂ'eunissen, Der Andere, L e A e e
_Cp..Eugen:Fink, “Die ph&nomenologishe Phlloscphie Edmund Husserls
" ‘, J.nder gegenwﬁrtigen Kr"itlk“ Ka.nt—studien ol XXXVIII (1933)
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"b“.;- . PRV o - ’.: et ".. Lo . . . \ .. * = - . b .-;’ . . ’”’.‘ '.v
: SRR l‘an'guage"by penetratmg through" 1t ("durchdrlngt 'beseelend' "). U

' » ’ (Id. II 238) The expresswe unlty 1s not reduc:.ble to a.'physlca, A
i ' . ~un1ty: .‘7 ) ‘ ':\ _.‘,'.‘,‘_' T ,* : : I ‘ '_'- S ‘ v , ‘1\'

o, AR .the phy51cal unlty of. the body (lel'bes) standlng , g

. PIRRERp there; of the’ body, that changes and’ moves thus and’ so cds o T
C;, imul'tii‘a.rlously {vielfachy articulsted, %nd more or less . .. -

etermina:bely dccording -tp the: circmnstances. And, this . - °

: N S _‘-ertlc‘ula.tion is .an articulation- of sense (Sinnesartikulat;i*)
ST et i oyhich heans” that . 4t 1s not such as s to be found in the o
TN -1‘ vy o< 4-physical attitude as if each- physical pa.rt, ‘ ‘each

S ,"dlfferent:l.atlon of: phy51ca.l properties recéived a! meanlng . \ SR

.’ .. 'namely, meaning as an animate body, thus receiving its

) » B :‘;‘?e thn}g ‘as - -4 man’ (more prec1sely, as a man who spea.ks, reads,

. -0 70 - . dances, becomes a.ngry and rages,’ defends Himself - or attacks, )
LEeTe w1 énd iso.on)- 15 such that animetes 'multiplé, but salient, R
R 2 . moments.of the a.ppearlng bodily objectivity; that gives” - "~ -’

PR o tue T further, accordlng to the requirements of the sense, brlngs

..:5:‘; s ' .the alree.dy a.nima.te pa.rt:.cu.lars to h hlgher unlty, a.nd - }_;‘: \

e

A 'flnally to the un:Lty, man (Id. II, Ehl) N e R
L S ‘“ ) '——"‘"—‘. " '\ PR ,'* : .

\ »

" event.. As a- gestu:re it bears a mea.nmg, and thls meanlng determines !
IR AN - . S
PR how 1t 1s 1ntegra.ted 1nto the mien of the Other. 3 But stlll, how 1s
- ¢ . o . i
. oo s : ’ T " L !

\ S Sl the gesture an expresslon of a.nger, ra.ther the.n a. 91gn of !.‘b? ) \»",:'T:

’a, ’.,-_'l‘.'.:. i . ".. , - - " -
Vo . . e

own sense’, ‘1ts own "spirit". Ra.ther, the apprehension of | ' T *‘.j”"""

. - meaning erd an animete .import (seelischen Inhalt); and that » Zf Ve

L S e RO Thus, a gesture of a.nger, for exa.mple, is’ not reducible to 8. physﬁal" S

i N Here aga.ln we must‘ cons:Lder the notlon of ;pta,l‘rlngq The experlenced
: T Other 'ha.s a. eonsc:.ous llfe but there 1s no orlginal experlence for the'’ \'l RN B
L \_" = ' . . ,.': 4o
. Son e ego of thet 11fe' : the Other s life is glven ‘as a.n 1ntentiona.l mOd.lflC— ;- T -,
‘ atlon of the own. . In Order to\‘ clanﬁr th:ls ra.ther obscute expression,
TR Husserl compares th:Ls modlflcatlon with the modlﬁcat:.on of a. past present" W "\.uf' ‘.
. ce . ’ '.‘...‘:,~ - ’ oy _\_._’ L :_‘:."f\l =..A ‘.. ‘.. . o : "
“ - -5-‘ 1n the remembe“ring of it.-, In rememberlng, one dces 'not ha.ve an experlence :
RN S )egain but 13 conscmus of ha.vmg ex_perlenced SOmethlng. 'I'he past ITE L AP
B .-_" . ‘..‘-, .,’ ; :' 'v . .ot ,. ! i ,“..',:»"A t N .
exper:.ence tra.nscends the remembermg, but 1s stlll glven a.s a.n R B
L "', . h", ‘ ». .o \ . L . B \‘ e T Y ’
SRR ekperiend@ (.C M. lhh-th) : "y mth a. greater or lesser degree of
,-"‘ v‘; “."'"“:- Tigls .~ : : . ‘v; LT + - . : -‘.’ ) N ‘ - HEEE S ;
RN “ S et i PR B :
L : - . N “7,: .'.;.‘_I‘:4 ‘:Z -k z I.l; '. . [ L": ) "“' {‘:: :.
) N : @ LA o ~ : , [y . . i R [} oy
" N : 4‘ e o o - o s
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N 0 . A\ . ' : N " ‘ . a ."\p.,.'.
“ explicitness, recollectlon renders preeent not or@y the' object,‘of the "‘_ o
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experlence .o but also the experlence 1tse1f“2',» It is. essentmlly R

occur in the same strea.m of consc1ousness a‘c dlfferent tlmes, the T

- ob,ject,1f1ca.tlon, but occurs in a: dlfferent consc:.ousness" the two

N

’ 0 essentially modlfles the experlence, which yet does not thereby loose e

Here' and :.na.smuch aa the Other 1s given as llvn.ng, it 1s his actua.l ST

. v

possﬂ:le to experience a.nother experience., The objeétlficetlon o f, .;.-"‘ . .”-4‘._ J

LY . . -,

\. ., . =\-._.-~_'>'..'

.. L. . .o . - ‘.. 4

1ts cha.racter as an’ experlence...; T e T e Lo

.I - e .. A PPN -, ~-'|.'..

‘ W s o ., _3

Husserl oi‘fere thls only. as an - 1nstruct1‘ve comparlson", 80 We - oo

need not dwell on it. Whereas the remenﬁered a.ot and the remembermg Lone
. AP . \ oo

B P
v - A R EE
o

o —

ob,jectlf:.ed e.llen expenence ia more, or less 51mul‘te.neous .§¢ith the T

a

. ,# : - ~

.
o pmitebine e O 3

vong

-

-
.
R eSO L S

sorte of objectlflcatmn a.re specifically /different

¢ ‘ ; . . ¢

Now, aga:Ln, the self 15 essentlﬁlly "Here . a.nd. eVerythmg : :

else, 1nc1ud1ng the Other s* Pody‘ is ;"There The Here 1s a perspectlve gk
on the world a.n\&\detemines the presented proflle.of the world., the »_-5 ) o

1 1-' ' Yy .
bedy ls ‘G power oi‘ experlenclng But equally, 1t is e. klnaestheuc e T

PN . 4\ ; \. . N . e . [ :‘ N " o
power, and in part:.cular, a pover to mova and to convert ﬂ.ny There into :

N

e Here (C M. 17&5-11+6) All Theres a.re potentially Here.,_“’:_ - \f',' B ,' i

Other s body ie there. But th:.s There too, 1s a potent:.al "

, . O

‘]

- Here - a modificat1on of the own. “The experlence of the Other, _then, RN
' \f. object:.f:.es a.rl exper:Lence that is not 1dent1cal w1th the objectifying'
N "I [scil the ego] appercelve h1m as ha.v:.ng spatlal modes of appea.ra.nce E N
v . ) L8 n B - . .
C llke those I should ha.ve 1f I should go OVer there and be where he is" AR X
H ) R T ' r_ o e R - . ) , - I'-' ,?‘."5"‘ ;_ L B
:. :—\ "_r T . - .-. & . : v - _’ "’. . % K ;,._' .. \.‘_:.' .:' ,-. - , \'...' . .‘. O \.' )
i 2L, Ca.rr, 'I{usserl's Cartesn.msm . p. Zh .‘\ IR
5 Ibld’ P . 25 B T B T
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101
. : )

. . LI o, . . '
el . * The Other; thén, is not a duplicate of the self, and is not experienced i

g Ve . in the originality of his life: " he is a modification of 'the self, . : ‘

~f

The Other s beha.v1our, then, i¥ not a sign of an unrea.cha.ble
*

interiomMty, but is the Other's bodily subjectivity: His behaviour is ' !

’ . seen, for example, \as the outward behaviour of. someone who is angry or
3 - " , ’ : ’
cheerful, which I easily understand from my own - conduct under such

Ce R . circumstances” (CiM. ;1'1;9; cp. Id. II, §50(4d)), Azioffhei' 'per?bﬁ-is
e L o a.ngx-;y, his ‘g.ﬁg is Jna.ni"fest in his gesture and mien, 'ma.nii"esfb because
- one’is oheself \;apa.bie of a.nger The self séee ‘his o(m ,"beqi'aviour' sucﬁ

.th&t it 1s not ‘his oWn _-The, a.nger is. not ) pure 1hter10r1ty, a reallty

\ o o i hldden beneath'lmpenetrable flesh but :J_s seen .m -the" flesh

Y D Bu't thlS., ‘surely, is \not,enough. it, is one thlng to see a

NI S -t , o 1 P .

e - , . - \ X , .- - ;

-~ S\ person, and understand that he i angry,juite a.nother to be faced with
. /‘i Ve . LY et poo .' = \ ’

\\ : ' a person raging at oneself. The} forger®case frecaq.ls one's own capacity
w

~ *
- -

1
4

or anger, but permits one to stand off from the :Iglustering and to

" R

. \indei'e\'fana it; the latter involves the’own consciousness on & rather

i '\ vA - ) : }iifferent" w'e.y one cannot elmply understand but musﬁ engage w1th th
B ' '_ x N biustermg ina dynamc in,teractlon Husserl's 111ustrat10n obseur

‘ “- LT the igsue, vith 1ts smﬁlmxty: “the approprla.te response - thle necesse.ry
ihe AR | esponse ->to an enr%ed intér].roeutor lS not to understand his behav1our,

]

' and to see in :i,t something1 simila.r to what one, is- oneself cs.pa:ble of but

C to complement it to complete ‘the systematlc whole formed by self and ” t

o o Other In & sense, ﬁhe ego must submt to the Other 8 determlnatlon of

St
e thelr 51tua.tion; but he has freedom to ma.ke the determma;tlon &1ong w:Lth . 3 _

a'

the Other. ‘Ex_press:.on ;ndeed does ca.ll the own consciousness into a.etion, . "\ A 3

-}

- S and not smply as & Spectator, but as an essentlal element of the expressive
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situation. Expression'demands one to whom it is‘addressed; it is a kind
v of encounter and & deciaration to the ego by the Other: This that you

-

take to" he your 1ntended‘ob3ect to be the meant of your meaning - is

. e ———
s

mine. And-this declara%ion demands .the same in response. And through

this'reeipropal action; the obJecﬁ\becomes not “"mine" or _yours"; but

+ L e e - ‘o

"ours?, or shared. - o ". o ;Jg
The example of anger has both merits and demerits. It well N L 1,.7"

' exemplifies the necessity of a. concept of reciproc1ty to an understanding

L

." RO _”::of the intersubjective relationship N a,aoctrine'that only explained how
) R .'r" R A
Cen R _-,N"one understands another s anger most assuredly would 1eave something out S
But the expressive relationship\set up by an outburst of anger does- not

. *& X

clearly exemplifyithatlﬁrocess by which obdects become explictly shared. ' N
Yet Just this is the cruclal point. T

1

e ; Expression 1mp1nges upon the ego, and is understood only to- the

.o s

. . extent that it brings hlS conscious life into play by attempting to ' >
allpnaxe the own. The most viv1d and precise expression has power only ta

L . ‘ . . -~ .
O .awaken the own conséious life, and 16 show what is

lready 1mp11c1tly

. seen.- but to show it.in a new 11ght. By means the communicative

il

T relationship, one's own experience becomes experience of a common world-
)

the primordial Bphere becomes the core of a VOrld for all (Cp CuM. M. 161) ": L
L . S . . e j.?A AN

' g 'Thus, as Husserl says.:--_ : e f{- T

RO . Lo It\lB insufficient that Others he understood as persons,,, -
.. - ., 7 . . and that the ong.who’ understands unilaterally -direct such | o
oL e e ©., L and’ ‘such behaviour jowards the Others; -there need. in Buch <" ‘
Noe . '.r . a dase b€ no mutudl understénding (Einverstlndiis).  And ‘that -
S Vf < 4s Just the point. Sociality 1s constituted’ in.specifically At
e« 07 goeial, communicative- acts, acts’ in‘which the' égo turnd to' ' -~ ¢ -
C Lo . Others who are known to him asg. those "to” whom e : turns,’ and
: further whb understand this turning, and perhaps 1n their

e
P




|

The passage errs, if dﬁ ail by not statlng the case radlcally enough

&

within a common world, of whlch the core is the -owWn prlmordlal sphere.‘

enterlng and taking posse531on of the own prlmordlal sphere.~ Under-

unaerstandlng presupposes reclproclty

’

the Other s expre531on determlnes the ego, end hls reclprocelly the Other.
Each motlvates, has.effect ( 1rk g) upon, the other (Id II, 231~236)
Persons have."'lmmedlate personal effects on each other they have
motivating power ;: "In their spiritual activity they direct themselves

towards each other , and expect to be understood (Id II, 192).

. behaviour direct themselves to it [scll‘ecknowiedge 1tf,

- One-sided understandlng is perhaps 1mpossible.

co standlng of the Other takes place 1n the common world.; but the world*‘.

'ﬁ 13//ommon only 1nqgmuchﬁ:s'rec1proclty has already hed effect.. Unllateral

- what is Sald and then sets out to frame Y responSe. Rather, to the

" 103 '

, and turn to thg €go in acts of agreement or dlsagreement *
(Id. i1, 194)° '

E3

Expres31on takes ‘place’’

.

K But hov. diﬂ_the world become common? = Only es 8 result of the\Other A

f' ._x.-, o L
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It hence follows, not as-a possiblllty but as a, necessity, that -
\ i

e

a
O eenfa

."Upon Lo s

3

T speech ?ollows answer“ (Id II 192) not heceuse ‘one’ flrst understends'

. o .-‘f

v - . s
< L 4 - . - . : s
A o te

ERNS

‘"‘Here :»88 in the cnse of- the attempt to relnterpret the notion bt A N
'jpalrlng, I must- stress that I am uncerteln ‘whether the:doctrime. =~ ' .. - 3

. the* present does are relatlvely rare, ~The present. states unambag— .

at a‘distance but. by‘somethlng -like’the. process of impinging rg X
I encounter that I am attemptlng to desdrlbe. Some ‘other . passeges
" gre-ss clear (gee especlally Ia. Ii §56(h)) Others heavily.. . - . g i
f‘Empha ize the. egobs understandlng .of the Other._ Obviously, then,i;" A A I
. further. research is. required to clarify the" relationshlp between T
fone-slded understanding and - encouhter. N )

R} '— . L ." - e
R . co .

e z".<
— .

I argue- 13 HuSSerl's. ‘Passages that support.my the51s as Well &8s oL ;‘- i

uously.- -that. sociallty is const;tuted not by understandlng the. C)ther"~

Y

V¥,




] L owns, yet 1s stlll an essentlal transformatlon gf the own.pzi 'E‘T ST

: o T
N . ™ .
~ . .
. P . . - ' * ."‘ . 10 \
Jextent that the question is'understood, it addreeses'itself o what one
already knows, but evokea a transformation of thls, such that what was | '
. '
-once private knowledge is now & common property, the approprlate object{
of a dynamlc dlalogﬁe. The relatlon of, dlalogue reveals to each person .
the ant1c1pated but yet unexpressed subtletles of hls own zzfught T b <o
‘This, I belleve, 1s the proper eense of the Other radlcal . S o
. transcendence ‘not - an un1ntellig1ble apartness, but a.transcendence :'“,‘k_‘ ‘_‘;,;"';
hat figures in the very structure of the‘consc1ousness lt transcends,t.;\; S ;"_.lé*{yf
g ;,suchtthat what the recognltlve subjects share is mOre than what each :Jwi G
Lot s . .‘:"r' S ; o . :._1:4).. .

It 1s hence ev1dent that the entlre person, apd not some

—

—
—~at'b‘:a?£.e,?,‘.’.’i.> Ey
. o,

N

- isolated faculty or representative sign,enters the communicatlve

A ’ 1
'relatlonship, and thereby constltutes w1th the Other the communlty _That ' j,

. whlch is shered 1s not 1teret1vely owned, ours 1s not just nmine and

yours, 1t is a speciflc transformatlon of . the own. This transformatlon - "‘{ o
N ¢ = "' \ .
is a self-transformation dn the part of eéch member of the communityh - 3‘?1
° .' ., \ . .1
and 1t is by’means of thelr self—transfonmation that they constltute ij ?
: themselves as a communlty The communlty 1s the product of thelr . .',' _,}ﬂ:‘,‘t' ‘
. ’* - A b VLo, et~ '-_} : ..
com1ng to- be persons, and thelr mauner of belng persone R , o
. . : : 5 ‘.
. , » a : ¢ . .\2"-" .,
) PN ! 'ﬁ, ° .vw §
e S e e ) - - v
27, ~Cp. Merleau-Ponty, Phénomenolpgie.23'1a:§g£52233923 p.4h07[35h: P I
C T L E s O D A
N ! \ -

e e







N Lo 2y ‘ ST
* s, v o . ., : . ._",‘ B
ol . . . . : 4
. PP * ' \./'
. -0 - B
4 . M -
- R c . v 3 4
.. ,‘. . | Y | <‘\_' . .
.- . . o
. . . . [ " .
. N - ~ .
. ) ) 106
- ; , " .
I S -r:_"‘*" o ~ S _" ! AR -

. 'v\

defmes the ob.jective belng of Jdhe .objec'b. The ob,ject then,.ls the a

that thls doctrlne doea not i‘ully comprehend the ca.se.: The umty‘} of' .
: : of the
| L B ca.n be i .
e ei’..;r«  ~‘ " a sy'nthesis a.re unavaiia:b.le when the One oh,ject ,15 experienced hy i t L
P _ 'se\;eral subjects.’ fet;\ the 'comilmunlty of sub,jecli;;s rela.ted‘ to c;ne common ;
: :‘;A Lo -wor‘lé. dees presume to p0$1t its world a.e t;xe"svan‘le for all : 3 v -,ﬂ
\ L{.‘ Hence,"a new sense of self—transcendence is. requ:.red for there B

. JlS a, new sense oi‘li 1dentity Hus%;arl's 1nterest in. the problem of the __- " ‘_g“.'

: “"g: ‘_ '-:‘--.,: Other, then would Seem to have a.n am beyond the constltution of a i

ra.ther special sort of object to expose a.new way in which sub,jectivity :-'-"

ha.s tra.nscendenta.l power, by constituting 1tself Jwith its fellows as\

‘ an - 1ntersubjectivity

This in&eed is Husserl's avop.che,d. aceomplishmentt
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\«" y unity is not simply that o£ a physical thing, but one#otrictly deter-

FRSUS.

a\'
S m C mined by the sense it expresses. Or, 1n other worids the Other s oo ]
S . » ‘~' ) O , . .: . . .

,body is there a‘hd presented but is not thematic as’a natural body, DR

B Lo but as|.an organ of exp‘ression.- '(,". S ," ,' NI ‘. ":'."': SRR
e f 4 . ’ ‘ i L°
The communicative relatio‘nship is such that.it_ is constituted i
",lby botix ego and alter ego togethe“, The alter ego addresses himself : »\::' "
) . i B

'\i.

to the 1eg'o: if communication is to be established he addresses himself

‘to what\ the ego already knows; and. 5 thus the ego 8 wn But in his

v ‘\

t only his, but is shared Th'

N -
‘.‘
e

e that th1‘s lcnowledge that is his is o

'”.j two thus constitute themselves as. a: community related ‘to! a common Aj PR A

REE N ot ! v .
J' \The statu}‘ of the consciousness of. the Other with Husserl'
R -0

. "—‘,:

Husserl's philosuphy is . K

: ph losophy should now be easy enough to see

. . \ N .'. . . )
' transcendental -idealism. "it attempts to discern in conscious iife 2
; .,. . \",.';',. E n

'.J -

' -,'.:. through intentionality.

PRTE '."”0 “

Here, consciousness transcends itself in consciousness. : "';‘his

is a unique transcendental ,,power, and Hussefl Suggests, 'the‘»pre-‘ ot o
N '.. .\,r
3 o *

Consciousness is transcendentsl, .e.nd the means of its being

I

t e -'. . .:.v v

trs.nscendenta.l 1s lts power of unifying. i*t u.nifies :lts ob.iect, s.nd in‘
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to a'i‘:omfnoii‘worl"d A AR . “ o " . R ‘
. e community :.s a persona.lity of e. higher o'r‘der (C M |
160).-. Its embers a.re not rela.ted to it. as to intentiong.l obdects, oo

but ae to themselves.. -bhe <:\ommunity is a sub,jecta.vrcy.' ,,The ‘constl‘cutior;

of the communlty is the self—constltution of its members"a.nd is in

fl
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